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Law Reports, Queen’s Bench Division, 1891—1901 (e. 9-5 , 1801] 
1 

Law Reports, Queen’ s Bench Division, 25 vols., '1875—1890 . 

Queensland Justice of Peace Reports 

Queensland Law Journal and Reports, 11 vols., 187 9—1901 

Quebec Law Reports ie . 

Queensland Taw. Reports by Beor, 1876—1878 

Quebec Practice Reports .. 
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Affd. 
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for Attorney-General. 


99 
99 
99 
39 
9 
39 
2? 
9 
99 
o9 
39 
99 
°? 


Actiengesellschaft. 

Admiralty. 

Affirmed. 

Affirming. 

Aktiengesellschaft ; Aktiebolaget; Aktieselskabet. 
Alberta. 

Anonymous. 

Applied. 

Applicant. 

Application. 

Application to Register a Trade Mark, 
Appellant. 

Approved. 

Arbitration. 

Archbishop. 

Articie. 

Assessed Tax Case. 

Assurance. 

Association. 


» Borough Council. 


British Columbia. 
Bankruptcy. 
Bankrupt. 
Building Society. 
Bishop. 


Court of Appeal. 
City & South London Railway Co. 
Court of Criminal Appeal. 
County Court Rules. 
Court of Crown Cases Reserved. 
Common Law Procedure Act. 
Central London Railway Co. 
Crown Office Rules. 
Consolidated Statutes of Upper Canada. 
Camas ad satisfaciandum. 

edonian Railway Co. 
Chancery. 
Chancery Division. 
Company. 
Co-operative Supply Association. 
Commissioners. 
Considered. 
Corporation. 
Court. 


Court of Chancery. 
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Court of Review. 


Divisional Court. 
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for Defendant. 


Distinguished. 
Divisional Court. 


Ecclesiastical Commissioners, 
Eeclesiastical Court. 
Exchequer Chamber. 

Ex parte. 

Exchequer. 

Executor. 

Executorship. 

Explained. 

Extended. 

Executrix. 


Fieri facias. 
Followed. 


Glasgow & South Western Railway Co. 
Great Central Railway Co. 
Great Eastern Railway Co. 


. Great North of Scotland Railway Co. 


Great Northern, Piccadilly & Brompton Railway Co. 


. Great Northern Railway Co. 


Great Southern & Western Railway Co. of Ireland. 
Great Western Railway Co. 
Government. 


. Guardians or Guardians of the Poor. 


. High Court of Australia. 


House of Lords. 


Inland Revenue Commissioners. 


. Insurance. 


Justices. 
Judicature Act. 


King’s Bench Division. 


London & Brighton Railway Co. 
London & North Eastern Railway Co. 


, London & North Western Railway Co. 


London & South Western Kailway Co. 


.. Lancashire & Yorkshire Railway Co. 


Local Board. 


.. London, Brighton & South Coast Railway Co. 


Lord Chancellor. 

London, Chatham & Dover Railway Co. 
Tondon County Council. 

London Electric Railway Co. 


. Local Government Board. 


Lord Justice. 
Lords Justices. 


. London, Midland & Scottish Railway Co. 


London, Tilbury & Southend Railway Co. 


Merchant Shipping Act. 
Manchester, Sheffield & Lincolnshire Railway Co. 
Magistrates. 


. Manitoba. 


Mentioned. 

Mctropolitan District Railway Co. 
Metropolitan Railway Co. 

Midland Great Western Railway Co. 
Midland Railway Co. 

Mortgage. 

Mortgagee, 

Mortgagor. 


New Brunswick. 

North British Railway Co. 
North Eastern Railway Co. 
Not Followed. 

Nisi Prius. 


N.S. 
N. W. P. . . 
N. W 


Ont. o ° e 
Ord. e Ld e 
Overd. - i e 


P. CG. L e e 
P. E.I.. : é 
Petn. . a ‘ 
Pitt. ‘ ‘ ‘5 
Q. B. Div. 
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ue. e e e 


R. oO. e 
R. D. Cc. 
R. 8S. A. 
R. 8. C. 
R. 8S. C. 
Refd. . ‘ 
Regn. of Trade Mk. 
Regr. of Trade Mks. 
Resp. . ‘ 
Restg. . 
Revsd. . 
Revsg. . 
Ry. Co. 


Ss. Cc. e e 
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e KE. e e e 
S. E. & C. Ry. Co. . 
S. E. Ry. Co. . 
Ss. P. oe a e 
S.S. e e e 
Sask. ‘ re a. 
Sched. . es ‘ 
Set. ja. e e e 
Sect. é é : 
Set. Land Act . 
Settimt. ‘ rm 
Soc. e e s 
Soc. Anon ‘ ; 
Solr. e e es 
Trade Mk. ‘ . 
Tram. Co. . * 
U.G. =. ‘ ‘ 
U. YD. Cc. e e 
U. 8. A. é 


Union Assmet. Com. 
Urban S. A. . é 


V.-0~7 e e e 
Workmen’s Comp. Act 
Y. T. e * » 


S. C. (name of colony following) 
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North-Weat Provinces. 
North-West Territories. 


Ontario. 
Order. 
Overruled. 


Privy Council. 

Prince Edward Island. 
Petition or Election Petition, 
Plaintiff. 


Queen’s Bench Division. 
Queere. 
Quebec. 


Rural Council. 

Rural District Council. 
Rural Sanitary Authority. 
Revised Statutes of Canada. 
Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883. 
Referred. 

Registration of Trade Mark. 
Registrar of Trade Marks. 
Respondent. 

Restoring. 

Reversed. 

Reversing. 

Rail. Co. or Railway Co. 


Same Case. 

Supreme Court of a Colony. 
Settled Estates. 

South Eastern & Chatham Railway Co. 
South Eastern Railway Co. 
Same Point. 

Steamship. 

Saskatchewan. 

Schedule. 

Sctre Jacias. 

Section. 

Settled Land Act. 
Settlement. 

Society. 

Société Anonyme, etc. 
Solicitor. 


Trade Mark. 
Tramways Company. 


Urban Council. 

Urban District Council. 
United States of America. 
Union Assessment Committee. 
Urban Sanitary Authority. 
Vice-Chancellor. 

Workmen’s Compensation Act 


Yukon Territory. 


MEANING OF TERMS 


USED IN CLASSIFYING ANNOTATING CASES. 


THE different expressions used to describe the effect of the annotating cases have the 
following meanings, and the classification of the annotating cases has been done strictly 
in accordance with these meanings. The annotating cases, except such as are classified 
as “‘ Mentioned,’’ are grouped according to the points in the case which they annotate : 
within these groups they are listed chronologically, except such as are classified as 
** Referred to,’’ which come at the end of the group and are arranged inter se in chrono- 
logical order. Cases which annotate the annotated case generally are grouped together 
after cases which annotate specific points, similarly arranged, and are followed by cases 


classified as ‘‘ Mentioned ’’ arranged chronologically inter se. ‘The terms used in classi- 
fying the annotating cases are as follows :— 


“APPLIED ”’ (Apld.).—This expression is used to denote the fact that the principle of law 


enunciated in the annotated case has been applied to a new set of facts and circum- 
stances in the annotating case. 


** APPROVED ” (Apprvd.).—This expression is used to denote the fact that the annotated 
case has been considered to be good law in the annotating case where the latter is 
in a higher court than the former. 


* CONSIDERED ”’ (Consd.).—This expression is used where the remarks in the annotating 


case are devoid of adverse criticism and merely denote the giving of more or less 
careful consideration to the annotated case. 


*“* DISTINGUISHED ” (Distd.).—This expression is used where the earlier case is not neces- 
sarily doubted, but where some essential difference (either on the facts or in law) 
between it and the annotated case is pointed out. 


“ Dousrep ”’ (Dbtd.).—This expression is used where the court in the annotating case 
without definitely going to the length of saying that the annotated case is wrong, 
adduces reasons which seem to show that it is not accurate. 


*“« EXPLAINED "’ (Expid.).—This expression is used where the earlier case is not necessarily 
doubted, but the decision arrived at is justified or accounted for by calling attention 
to some point of fact. or of law which is usually, but not necessarily, one not obvious 
on the face of the report. 


** EXTENDED " (Extd.).—Compare ‘‘ APPLIED,’ supra. * 


** FOLLOWED ”’ (Folld.).—This expression is used to denote that the same principles of law 


are applied in the two cases. It does not necessarily imply that the facts are sub- 
stantially identical in the two cases. 


** Nor FotLowep ” (N.F.).—Compare ‘‘ FOLLOWED,” stuipra, to which it is the adverse. 

** OVERRULED ” (Overd.).—This expression is used where the annotating case is on sub- 
stantially identical facts with the annotated case and in a higher court and the rule 
in the latter case is held to be wrong. 


** REFERRED " (Refd.).—This expression is used only where the annotating case deals with 
the point of the Digest paragraph and is without comment of any definite character 
on the case annotated, and where there is no delicate shade of approval or disapproval 
which would justify the use of any of the foregoing words. 


“‘ MENTIONED " (Mentd.).—This expression is used only where none of the foregoing terms 
apply. In other words, it is used only where the case annotated is cited on a point 
having nothing to do with the point in the Digest paragraph. 


TABLE OF CASES, 


INCLUDING CASES FROM THE COURTS OF SCOTLAND, IRELAND, THE EMPIRE 
OF INDIA, AND DOMINIONS BEYOND THE SEAS. 
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PAGE 
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A. v. B. (Scot.).. 121, 132 
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LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Part 1—In General. 


SEcT. 1.—DEFINITIONS. 

- 1. Definition of Libel.|—Scandalous matter is 
not necessary to make a libel; it is enough if 
deft. induces an ill opinion to be had of pltf., or 
to make him contemptible & ridiculous (HOLT, 
O.J.).—Cropp v. TILNEY (1693), Holt, K. B. 422 ; 
3 Salk. 225; 90 E. R. 11382. 

Annotation :—Refd. Clement v. Chivis (1829), 9 B. & C. 172. 





2. .J}—PARMITER v. COUPLAND, No. 1019, 
post. 

3, ——.]—O’BRIEN v. CLEMENT, No. 2280, 
post. 

4. -|—The publication holds [pltf.] up in 





the most ridiculous light, & it has been frequently 
& long held that when such is the case the party 
has been libélled (Brest, C.J.).—LEVI v. MILNE 
(1827), 4 Bing. 195; 12 Moore, C. P. 418; 65 
L. J. O. S. C. P. 153; 180 E. R. 748. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Hakewell ¢. Ingram (1854), 2C. L. R. 
1397 ; Poole v. Whitcomb (1862), 12 C. B. N.S. 770. 


5. |—(1) A publication without lawful 
excuse, which tends to hold an individual up to 
hatred, ridicule or contempt, is a libel. Whether 
the publication held up pltf. to hatred, ridicule 
or contempt, is a question for the jury. Whether 
there is an excuse or not is, in the first instance, 
a question of law. It is allowable to discuss 
matters of public interest in the columns of the 
newspapers, but it must be done bond fide & 
without malice, or anything beyond what is neces- 
sary for public discussion. 

The mere publishing in the columns of a news- 
paper something as to the character of another 
is a self-imposed duty, & does not constitute a 
lawful excuse in law. Any self-constituted body, 
which sets itself up for the reform of the public, 
whether in religious, in commercial or in political 
points of view, must be extremely cautious in all 
their publications & writings concerning private 
individuals not to reflect on private character. 
If they publish that which reflects on the private 
character of individuals, they should be very care- 
ful of the contents of what they put forth. 

The publication by a Reform Committee of a 
report imputing to pltf. that he had been guilty 
of bribery :—Held: not privileged, within the 
rule of law allowing discussion of matters of public 
interest, the privilege not extending to imputations 
upon personal character, going in the opinion of 
the jury, beyond the necessity for discussion of 
the public question. 

(2) The jury must define the amount of damages, 
& the costs are not an clement to enter into con- 
sideration, & the ct. will refuse to tell them what 
is the smallest amount that will carry costs.— 
WILSON v. REED (1860), 2 F. & F. 149, N. P. 

6. -}—CapitaL & CouNnTIES BANK v, 
HENTy, a ae post. 

; -|—The publication, by sale by deft., 
had been proved. ok libel was ‘ i 











in law, according 


PART I. SECT. 1. 


a. ** Defamatory matter.’’?] — The 
definition of defamatory matter in 
the defamation law of Queensland, 
oer not cxtended the meaning of 

qpramatory matter ” 80 a8 to make 
it include statements the ublication 
of which would, prior to that enact- 
paca have given only aright of action 
‘or damages on the case.— HaL-GIBBa 


opposed to 


ings of 


PART I. SECT. 2. 


94. General rule.J—The true test 
of the ectionable nature of spoken as 
written words 
tendency to excite against pitt. fool 
hatred, contempt 
fear, dislike or disesteem, due 
being had to the time at, & the cir- 
cumstances in which, such language 
was used, & to cause pitt. to have a 
reasonable eorrenensson that his re- 
putation had nm injured & to inflict 


to the well-known definition, defamatory matter 
falsely & maliciously written or printed & pub- 
lished, calculated to bring the person of whom 
it was written into hatred, ridicule or contempt. 
Deft. denied the libel was false or malicious, & 
said it was a fair & bond fide comment on pitf.’s 
conduct in a matter of public importance & justi- 
fied these comments. These two last were the 
two substantial defences, & the onus of proving 
them fell on deft., & on these a jury should pro- 
nounce (GROVE, J.).—BRENON v. Ripaway (1887), 
3 T. L. R. 592, N. P. 

8. J—Hvutron (E.) & Co. vw. 
No. 77, post. 





JONES, 


Sect. 2.—DISTINCTION BETWEEN LIBEL AND 
SLANDER. 


9. General rule.|}—The writing & publishing 
ae haere which renders a man ridiculous is action- 
able (BATHURST, J.). 

There is a distinction between libels & words: 
a libel is punishable both criminally, & by action, 
when speaking the words would not be punishable 
in either way; for speaking the words rogue & 
rascal of any one, an action will not lie; but if 
those words were written & published of any one, 
I doubt not an action would lie; if one man should 
say of another that he has the itch, without more, 
an action would not lie; but if he should write 
those words of another, & publish them maliciously, 
as in the present case, I have no doubt at all but 
the action well lies. What is the reason why 
saying a man has the leprosy or plague is action- 
able? It is because the having of either cute a 
man off from society ; so the writing & publish- 
ing maliciously that a man has the itch & stinks 
of brimstone, cuts him off from socicty. I think 
the publishing anything of a man that renders 
him ridiculous is a libel & actionable (GOULD, J.). 
—VILLERS v. MONSLEY (1769), 2 Wils. 403; 905 


E. R. 486. 
(1827), 4 Bing. 195; 





Annotations -—Refd. Levi v. Milne 
Clement v. Chivis (1829), 9 B. & C. 172. 


Sect. 3.—FORMS OF LIBEL AND SLANDER. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—LIBEL. 


10. General rule—Any permanent form.)— 
Monson v, Tussaups, LTp., Monson v. TussauD 
(LovuIs), No. 23, post. 

11. Picture.|\—Case pDE LIBELLIS Famosis 
(1605), 5 Co. Rep. 125 a; 77 E. R. 250. 
Annotations :-—. Harman rv. Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898 ; 

kt. v. Ensor (1887), 3 T. L. R. 366. . Townsend ¢v. 

Hughes (1677), 2 Mod. Rep. 150; R. v. Topham (1791), 

4 Term Hop. 126; H. ». Labouchere (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 

320; Forreater v. Tyrrell (1893), 57 J. P. 53%. 

12. J—It was said, that to say of any- 
body that he is a dishonest man is not actionable, 


Pm Pattee oS 








upon him pain in consequence of such 
bellef.—HaRakii CHAND . GANGA 
paar rat (1924), I. L. R. 47 AIL 


is thelr 91.—IND. 


ridicule. PART I. SECT. 3, SUB-SKOT. 1. 


b. Charivari,j-- When pltf., a mar- 
ried woman whose husband waa over- 
compan with M thoy eee cee by 

v * 
"“" who fired off guns, rang bells, 


Part I.—IN GENERAL. 


but to ear 80, or put it up upon posts, is 
actionable.—-AUSTIN v. CULPEPER (1683), Skin. 
128; 00 E. R. 57. 

Annotation :-—Refd, Harman v. Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898. 

18, ———.]—An action for a libel, stating that 
the deft. dispersed a paper writing, accusing pltf. 
with having said that the war would not end 
“until the little gentleman, innuendo the Prince 
of Wales, was restored,” is sufficiently certain. 

In case upon a libel it is sufficient to paint a 
man playing at cudgels with his wife (Hort, C.J.). 
—ANON. (1706), 11 Mod. Rep. 99; 88 E. R. 921. 
Annotation :—Retd. Clement v. Chivis (1829), 7 L. J. 0. S. 


-|—Qu.: if to trespass for destroy- 
Ing @ picture, deft. may plead, that it was a 
scandalous libel upon individuals, & that being 
publicly exhibited, he cut it to pieces by way of 
abating a nuisance? The owner of such a libel 
picture so destroyed is at most only entitled to 
recover the value of the paint & canvas, which 
formed its component parta.—Dvu Bost v. BEREs- 
FORD (1810), 2 Camp. 511, N. P. 

ain ions :—~Refd. Dobree v. Napier (1836), 3 Scott, 201; 
Austria (Emperor) v. Day & Kossuth (1861), 3 De G. F. 
& J. 217; Mulkern v. Ward (1872), L. BR. 13 Eq. 619; 
Pradontiat Lite Insce. Agssocn. v, Knott (1875), 23 W. R. 
15. ——.]—-Satu v. Woop, No. 1059, post. 

16. ———.|—-CoRELLI v. WALL, No. 2263, post. 

17. ——.]}—Monson v. Tussaups, Lirp., MONSON 
v. TUssauD (Lovis), No, 23, post. 

18. Doggerel.)|—Lrvi v. MILNE (1827), 4 Bing. 
195; 12 Moore, C. P. 418; 51. J.0.8.C. P. 153 ; 
1380 E. R. 743. 

Annotations --—Mentd. Hakewell v. Ingram (1854), 2.C. L. R. 
1307 ; Poole vr, Whitcomb (1862), 12 C. B. N.S. 770. 

19. Sign.]|—Case pe Lipetiis Famosis (1605), 
5 Co. Rep. 1254; 77 E. R. 250. 

Annotations :—Refd. Harman v, Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898 ; 
R. v. Ensor (1887), 3 fT. L. R. 368. Mentd. Townsend 
v. Hughes (1677), 2 Mod. Rep. 150; R. v. Topham (1791), 

Term Rep. 126; RK. 2. Lataushers (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 

320; Forrester v. Tyrrell (1893), 57 J. P. 532. 

20. ‘—An action on the case for setting 
up a certain mark in front of the pltf.’s dwelling- 
house, in order to defame him as the keeper of a 
bawdy house, is not local in its nature; & if the 
declaration, after describing the house as situate, 
In a certain street called A. street in the parish 
of O. A., there being no such parish, afterwards 
state the nuisance to be erected & placed in the 
parish aforesaid; it will be ascribed to venue, 
& not to local description, & therefore the place 
is not material to be proved as laid.— JEFFERIES 
v. DUNCOMBE (1809), 11 East, 226; 2 Camp. 3; 
ee rip 991. 
4nno i ° 

ee ae Mentd. Doane r. Clayton (1817), 1 Moore, 

21, —-—-.|—In an action on the case for ex- 
hibiting an inscription opposite to pltf.’s house, 
insinuating that it was a house of ill-fame, a pre- 
fatory allegation that pitf. carried on the business 
of a retailer of wines there, may be rejected as 
8urplusage, there being no allegation that the pub- 
lication was of & concerning plitf. as such retailer 
of wines.—SPALL v. MassEY (1819), 2 Stark. 

559, N. P, 

22. ——-.]—Mongon v. Tuasaups, LTp., MONSON 
v. Tussaup (Louis), No. 23, post. 

23. Effigy.|—Before the ct. will grant an inter- 
locutory injunction restraining publication of an 


shouted & acted Ina disorderly manner, 





evidence disclosed that pitf. had acted 


ll 


alleged libel, it must be satisfled that the case is 

so clear that a verdict for deft. would be set aside. 

Pitf. had been tried for murder in Scotland & 
a verdict of not proven had been found. Defts. 
exhibited an effigy of pltf. in London, & L. did 
the same at Birmingham, in both cases in close 
proximity to the ‘‘ chamber of horrors,” & con- 
nected by' reference to the scene of the murder. 
Some evidence of pitf.’s consent was produced : 
—Held: (1) the case was not clear enough to 
entitle pltf. to an injunction; (2) an injunction 
should only issue in cases where a verdict for deft. 
would be set aside as unreasonable; & (3) the 
jurisdiction to issue injunctions in cases of libel 
is not confined to trade libels. 

Libels are generally in writing or printing, but 
this is not necessary; the defamatory matter 
may be conveyed in some other permanent form, 
For instance, a statue, a caricature, an effigy, 
chalk marks on a wall, signs, or pictures may 
constitute a libel (LopEs, L.J.).—MONSON »v. 
Tussaups, Lrp., Monson v. Tussaup (Louis), 
[1894] 1 Q. B. 671; 63 L. J. Q. B. 454; 70 L. T. 
335; 58 J. P. 524; 10 T. L. R. 227; 9 R. 177, 
C. A. 

Annotations :—Aa to (1) Refd. Trollope v. London Building 
Trades Federation (1895), 72 L. T. 342; Oppenheim rt. 
Mackenzie (1898), 42 Sol. Jo. 748; Ellis v. National 
Union of Conservative & Constitutional Assocns., Middle- 
ton & Southall (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 750; Corelli vr. Wall 
(1906), 22 T. L. R. 582. 48 to (2) Refd. Newton rv. Amal- 
gamated Musicians’ Union (1896), 12 T. L. HK. 623; 
Oppenheim v. Mackenzie (1898), 42 Sol. Jo. 748. 
Generaliy, Mentd. Kitts v. Moore, (1895] 1 Q. B. 253. 


24. .|—CORELLI v. WALL, No. 2263, post. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—SLANDER. 
25. Method of uttering.]|—PENFOLD v. WEST- 
COTE, No. 708, post. 
26. ——.}]—Cook v. Cox, No. 966, post. 


Sect. 4.—REMEDIES. 

27. Civil action or criminal prosecution.] — 
An application to the Ct. of Q. B., for a criminal 
information against a party for the publication of 
a libel, which application has been refused, is no 
bar to an action on the case in the other cts. for 
the same ground of complaint.—WAKLEY v, 
CookE (1847), 16 M. & W. 822; 4 Dow. & L. 
702; 16 L. J. Ex. 225; 11 J. P. 506; 11 Jur. 
377; 153 E. R. 1424; subsequent proceedings 
(18£9), 4 Exch. 611. 

28. ——~.]—-R. v. HOLBROOK, No. 1135, post. 

29. .|—Libel on an individual is, & has 
always been, regarded as both a civil injury & 
@ criminal offence. The person libelled may 
pursue his remedy for damages or prefer an in- 
dictment ; he may both sue for damages & indict 
(SMITH, J.).— R. v. LoNDON (LORD Mayor) (18886), 
16 Q. B. D. 772; 55 L. J. M. C. 118; 54 L. T. 
761; 503. P. 614; 34 W. R. 544; 2T. LR. 
482; 16 Cox, C. C. 81, D.C. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Wennhak «. Morgan (1888), 57 L. J. 
Q. B. 241: Public Prosecutions Director r. Blady (1912), 
106 L. T. 302. 

Libel on deceased persons.]|——See Part XI., Sect. 


1, sub-sect. 1, E., post. 





nature of libel & were actionable with- 


the intention bei imprudenutly but there was no proof out proof of s 1 .—- VARNER 
pltt.’s moral charmntee, en ane of Enioral conduct on her part with v. Mo (1919), 62 N. 8, R. 180.— 
her improper relations with M. The M.:—ZHeld: defts.’ acts wero of the CAN. 
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LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Part |1.—Parties. 


Sect. 1.—WHO MAY SUE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ALIENS. 
Aliens generally.]—See ALIENS, Vol. II., pp. 121 


et seq. 7 
Allen friends.|—See AuEeNs, Vol. II., p. 


Nos. 66-69 ; CONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. XI., p. 


Nos. 784-786. 
Alien enemy.]—See ALIENS, Yol. II., p. 156, 


No, 259. 


SuB-SECT. 2.—BANKRUPTS AND THEIR TRUSTEES. 

Bankruptcy generally.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vols. 
IV. & V. 

Right of trustee to sue.J|—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., p. 972, No. 7962. 

Right of trustee to damages obtained.] — Sce 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 675, Nos. 5966, 5968. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—-COMPANIES. 
Companies generally..—Sce COMPANIES, Vols. 
r. & X 


Right of company to sue.|—See COMPANIES, Vol. 
X., p. 648, Nos. 4285-4288; Vol. X., p. 1220, 
Vo. 8628. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—CORPORATIONS. 
Corporations generally.|/—See CORPORATIONS, 
Tol. XIII, pp. 270 et seq. 
Right of corporation to sue.] — See Corprora- 
Tons, Vol. XITI., p. 408, Nos. 1282-1285. 


UB-SECT. 5.—EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS. 


Execution generally.|.—See Exrcurors, Vols. | 


(XI. & XXIV. 
Right of executor to sue.|—See EXECUTION, Vol. 
“™™",, p. 296, No. 3622. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—INFANXTS. 
Infants generally.]—See InFants, Vol. XXVIIL., 
ngs seq. 
ght of infant to sue.J—See INFANTS, Vol. 
(XVIIT., p. 296, No. ate . 


SUB-SECT. 7.—MARRIED WoMEN, 


Actions by married woman alone.|—See, nov, 
[arried Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), 8.1; 
[USBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 248 et seq. 

Action by wife against husband—Civil pro- 


PART Il. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 8. 
830i. Joint action — Defamation in 


AL RAHA ¥ 


spect of ‘ Tea rigo oe 7 
~. CAMPBELL » 210. R. d. 
144.—CAN. Imputatton of 
6. ~—— Necessity for.}—In a tic oerulne “to 
r iibel defamatory of a firm all the 


part ou join Re gaan 
- INDRA NaTH NERJ 
(1909), I. L. R. 36 Cale. 907.—-IND- 


Action by individual partner— 
orgery to firm.}—One 
stated a cause of 


action acc to pltfs. 
by reason of ite being an injury to CAN. 


ceedings.|—See HusBanp & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 
pp. 260, 560, Nos. 2298, 6159 

—— Criminal proceedings.|——See Husspanp & 
Wir, Vol. XXVII., p. 261, Nos. 2309-2311. 


SuB-SEcT. 8.— PARTNERS. 


Partnership generally, see PARTNERSHIP. 

80. Joint action—Defamation in respect of 
partnership—Slander.]|—JANUARY v. SPIRES (circa 
1800), cited in 3 Bos. & P. at p. 151; 127 1. R. 


3 
Annotation :-—Folld. Cook r. Batchellor (1802), 3 Bos. & YP. 
150. 


31. —If defamatory words 
be spoken of two partners respecting their trade, 
they may maintain a joint action for the slander, 
averring special damage.—Cook v. BATCHELLOR 
(1802), 3 Bos. & P. 150; 127 E. R. 83. 

Annotation :—Apld. Forster tr. Lawson (1826), 3 Bing. 452. 

82. ——- ——_ ——.]—To an action by A. for 
words imputing insolvency in the way of his trade, 
which he carried on in partnership with B. & C. 
the declaration stating, by way of special damage, 
that one C. had withdrawn his account from pltf. 
& his co-partners, a plea that pltf. carried on his 
said trade jointly with B. & C. & not otherwise 
& that all the damage accrued to B. & C. jointly 
with pltf. & not to pltf. alone:—Held: ill.— 
ROBINSON v. MARCHANT (1845), 7 Q. B. 918; 15 
L. J. Q. B. 1385; 10 Jur. 156; 115 E.R. 733. 

33. Libel.)—-Two or more partners 
may join in an action for libel imputing insolvency 
to them in the way of their trade as bankers, 
whereby they have sustained a special damage ; 
as, where the interest is joint, all may join in the 
action,.— FORSTER v. LAWSON (1826), 3 Bing. 452 ; 
11 Moore, C. P. 360; 180 E. R. 587; sub nom. 
FOSTER v. LAWSON, 4 L. J. O.S. C. P. 148. 


Annotations :-—Reld. Russell v. Webster (1874), 23 W. R. 
59; Hannay tv. Sinurthwaite (1893), 69 L. T. 677. 


34. ——- ——- ~——.]—(1) Though defama- 
tory matter may appear only to apply to a class 
of individuals, yet if the descriptions in such 
matter are capable of being, by innuendo, shown 
to be directly applicable to any one individual 
of that class, an action may be maintained by 
such individual in respect of the publication of 
such matter. In such a case the innuendo does 
not extend the sense of the defamatory matter, 
but merely points out the particular individual 
to whom matter, in itself defamatory, does in 
fact apply. 

After verdict, a declaration which recited that 
pitf. was owner of a factory in Ireland, & charged 
that deft. published of him & of the said facto 
a libel, imputing that ‘‘‘in some of the Iria 
factories,’ meaning thereby aarti factory,”’ 
cruelties were practised, though there was no 
allegation otherwise connecting the libel with 
pitf. :—Held: good. 





ie 











them in their joint business; other 

counts in the same declaration co. 

deft. with erie & soreery. to pitts. 

= gpd len ete. tue : the imputa- 
on of forgery no a@ partnorshi 

imputation, ‘the declaration : was 

for miasjoinder of counts. —MORLZY v, 


as partners, NicHols (1844), 1 U. C. KR. 235.— 


Part II.—Parrizs, 


Where @ class is described it may very well 
be that the slander refers to a particular individual. 
That is a matter of which evidence is to be laid 
before the jury. & the jurors are to determine 
when a class referred to that the individual 
who complains that the slander applied to him is 
in point of fact justified in making such complaint 
(LORD CAMPBELL), 

(2) A. & B. may join in an action for a libel 
containing imputations injurious to a trade car- 
ried on by them jointly as partners.—Le FANU 
v. MALCOMSON (1848), 1 H. L. Cas. 637; 13 L. T, 
0-8 ols pias aha cera 

ab ons J-—AB . Mer eed 

19 L. J.C. P. 10. onal, Jones tuto: (1bOdTS raat 
teed hb CthOnaee aut gga Seal Nae 
p. Webster (1874), 23 W. It. 59. 0 an 

85. What damages may be 
given.}—In a joint action fora libel by two partners, 
damages cannot be given for any injury to their 
private feelings, but only for such injury as they 
may have sustained in their joint trade or 
business. 

In an action for false imprisonment brought 
by two persons jointly, it was held that the action 
would lie for money which they had jointly paid 
in order to procure their enlargement ; but that 
damages could not be given for the particular 
injury & inconvenience which they had personally 
suffered in their individual capacity (GASELEE, J.). 
oo v. Lawson (1827), 3 C. & P. 196, 

 ] 
Annotation :— BRefd. Russell vr. Webster (1874), 23 W. R. 59. 


36. -|—GREGORY  v. 
WILLIAMS, No. 2005, post. 

37. —_—_- §—- —— _ ——..|—Certain words 
were found by the jury to be defamatory of pltfs. 
as co-proprietors of a newspaper :—Held: the 
action could be brought a two co-proprietors ; 
no special damage need be alleged; & the jury 
might give general damages for the libel. — RUSSELL 
v. WEBSTER (1874), 23 W. R. 59. 

Annotation :—Consd. South Hetton Coal Co. ¢. 

astern News Assocn.,, [1894] 1 Q. B. 133. 

38. Action by individual partner—Imputation 
of insolvency.}—(1) Where words, imputing in- 
solvency in trade, are spoken of one of the partners 
in a firm, such individual partner may maintain 
an action of slander & recover damages for the 
injury done to him; & it is not necessarily to be 
considered as an injury to the partnership, for 
which a joint action only can be maintained. 

(2) In an action of slander the witnesses must 
prove the words used, & cannot be allowed to state 
the impression produced upon their minds by the 
whole of the conversation. —HARRISON v. BEVING- 
TON (1838), 8 C. & P. 708, N. P. 
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SuB-sECT. 9.—-PERSONS CLAIMING JOINTLY, 
SEVERALLY OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE. 

See R. 8. C., Ord. 16, r. 1. 

Actions by partners.]—See Sub-sect. 8, ante. 

39. Joint action by several plaintiffs—-Damages 
not separately assessed.|— Under R. S. C., Ord. 16, 
r. 1, an action of libel may be brought by two or 
more persons jointly, although they are not in 
the partnership or otherwise jointly interested ; 
& in such a joint action a single verdict of 40s. 
having been returned for pltfs., the Ct. of Appeal 





conspiracy, the declaration was wrongly 


\3 


refused on the motion of deft., to disturb the 


verdict.—Boornu v. Briscor 
496; 25 W. R. 838, C. A. ee a Be. 


Annotations :—Distd. Sandes v. Wildsmit 
771. Oonsd. Smurthwaite v. Hannay, Hee oh oon 
8 


Gort v. Kowney (1886), 17 Q. B. 53 aster 
v. Harness, {1894} 7 & i oT Sede ne 2 


1895) 2. Q. B. 688 ; Carter». Rugby, [1896] 2. Q. i. 4h" 
ent Arniso v. + th 5 : 1 ' ; 
= Meliwraith, 11896) 2 yon ease Ch. D. 567; Bennetts 
40. Separate slanders of each plaintiff.) 
—Two plitfs. sued jointly for slander & delivered 
a statement of claim alleging several slanders, 
some of one plitf., some of the other :—Held : they 
were improperly joined, they must elect’ which 
would proceed, & the other must be struck out 
of the action.—SaNpDEs v. WiLpsmITH, [1893] 1 
Q. B. 771; 62 L. J. Q. B. 404; 69 L. LT. 387. 


Annotations :—Retd. Hannay v. Smurthwaite, [1893] 2 
Q. B. 412; Bedford v. Ellis, [1901] A. C. 1. 


41, Members of trade union.} — Pitfs. 
were eight members of a trade union called the 
National Union of Railwaymen. One was the 
president of the union, another was the general 
secretary, three were assistant secretaries, & three 
were members of the executive committee. The 
general secretary & the assistant secretaries re- 
ceived salaries from the union, & the other four 
received no salary, but were paid a fixed sum per 
day for expenses when engaged on the work of 
the union. Defts. were six members of a trade 
union called the Associated Society of Locomo- 
tive Engineers & Firemen. In June, 1915, at a 
meeting at which representatives of the railway 
cos. & pltfs. & defts. as representatives of their 
respective unions were present, a request was made 
for a war bonus of 5s. a week to railwaymen, but 
this request was not granted. At a meeting in 
Oct. 1915, a war bonus of 53. a week was granted 
to the men. In Oct. 1915, defts. made speeches 
at meetings of railwaymen in various places re- 
flecting on the conduct of plitfs. at the meeting in 
June & stating that but for their conduct at that 
meeting the men would have got the bonus then. 
Plitfs. brought an action in respect of those state- 
ments. The statement of claim alleged that 
defts. conspired tcgether to injure pltfs. by pub- 
lishing defamatory matter, & that in pursuance 
thereof they spoke & published of pltfs. & each 
of them in respect of thcir offices as officials of the 
union certain defamatory statements, & they 
claimed damages against defts. No special 
damage was alleged or proved. The jury found 
that four of defts. had conspired to slander pltfs., 
that all defts. slandered pltfs. & they assessed the 
damages for the separate slanders published by 
each of defts., but did not assess any damages on 
the conspiracy claim. Judgment was entered for 

itfs. for the respective amounts awarded to them 
By the jury, & for a declaration that four defts. had 
conspired to injure pltfs. by publishing oral defa- 
matory statements of them :—Held: (1) the 
causes of action for conspiracy & for the separate 
slanders by each of defts. were not improperly 
joined in one action, subject to the power of the 
judge to order separate trials of the different 
causes of action if in his opinion it would be 
embarrassing to try them al] in one action ; 
(2) each of pltfs. held an office of profit or of 
honour, and that, as the slander imputed to each 
misconduct in his office, the action was maintain- 
able without proof of special damage; & (3) as 
damage was the gist of the cause of sgn for 
8.-— 








oe ne ha a ne 


_ ee pulat dishonest able conduct or character is imputed | for damages for defamation.—PIENAAR 
to Sirm.-Wireee a ue of called dix to each member of the firm & any one | v. PRETORIA PRINTING WORKS, LTD- 
honourable or disreputable. dishonour- | of them is entitled to suc personally | (1906), T. &. 805.—8. AF. 
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Sect. 1.—In geyeral. Sects.2&3. PartIV. Sect.1: 
Sub-sect. t A. & B.). 


12 L. T. O. S. 474; 13 Jur. 683; 1387 BE. R. 101; 
affd. sub nom. MERYWETHER v. TURNER, 19 L. J. 
C. P. 10, Ex. Ch. 

64. .J—If words charged to be likellous 
nay, in their ordinary acceptation & without the 
aid of extrinsic circumstances, be reasonably 
understood as derogatory to the character of pltf., 
judgment cannot be arrested. So where the words 
used are in terms general, & the innuendoes apply 
them to pltf., & the jury so find, the judgment 
cannot be arrested. ; 

Thus a passage in a newspaper warning certain 
persons to avoid the traps laid for them by des- 
perate adventurers, innuendo meaning plitf. amongst 
others, was after verdict held to be libellous. 

A declaration in libel, after an inducement, 
inserted before the first count, that plitf. was a 
barrister & the editor & proprietor of a weekly 
publication, etc., charged, in the second count, 
that deft., in a certain publication, etc., published, 
etc., omitting the words ‘‘ of & concerning pltf. 
as the editor of the said weekly publication.” 
It then set out the libel, in which the following 
words were complained of as libellous: ‘‘ A bod 
which has disgusted the government, & whic 
other persons, not belonging to the profession, 
thereby meaning pltf. as such barrister as afore- 
said, & whose weekly vocation it is to bring every- 
thing belonging to the profession into disrepute 
& contempt, thereby meaning that pltf. was in 
the habit, as editor of the said weekly publication 
as aforesaid, of bringing the medical profession 
into disrepute and contempt ’”’:—Held:; on writ 
of error, the words themselves were actionable, 
the jury having found that they were derogatory 
to plitf., & the innuendo might be rejected as 
surplusage.—-WAKLEY v. HEALEY (1849), 7 C. B. 
591; 18 L. J.C. P. 241; 13 L. T. O. 8S. 259; 137 
E. R. 235. 


Annotations :—Refd. Gregory r. R. (1850), 
Barrett v. Long (1851), 3 HW. L. Cas. 395. 


65. .|—The libel, on the face of it, did not 
expressly refer to pltf. It referred to a dead man. 
whereas pltf. was alive. It therefore required 
some outside evidence in order to connect it with 
pitf. No such evidence was given, & it followed 
that pltf. had failed to prove the innuendo 
(SmitH, L.J.).—FOURNET v. PEARSON, Lrp. (1897), 
14T. L. R. 82,0. A. 

The innuendo, see Part IV., Sect. 5, post. 





15 Jur. 74; 





SEcT. 2.—WORDS APPLICABLE TO SEVERAL 
PERSONS. 


66. Words spoken of ascertainable class— 
Reflecting on each—Action lies to each member.}— 
Foxcrorr v. Lacy (1613), Hob. 89; Jenk, 297 ; 
80 E. R. 239. 

67.——  ——- ——.J—When words are 
spoken in the plural number all may bring actions, 
but when they are in the singu number as 
“your son is a thief,’’ it hath been a doubt long 
controverted for the uncertainty, but they must 
have several actions & cannot join (per CuR.).— 


with pltf. to believe that he was the 
raon referred to !—-Syme vo. CANA- 


pe 
VAN, [1918] V. L. R. 540.—AUS, sonally unknown 


to hi. 
TAYLOR v. Masary ' Scribed that their identit paren 
to everybody who ul then: & : 


.—— —~.}— 
(1891), 20 O. R. 429.—CAN., 


PART IIL SECT. 2. 


66 i. Words spoken of ascertainable 
Reflecting on Action lies 


to each member. The writer of matter 
defamatory of @ class of persona, per- moe 


familiar with the circumstances 
Hable in an action for libel brought 


any mambhae «a sL 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


HENAcRD & Bets v. ——— (1663), 1 Keb. 525; 88 


E. R. 1091, N. P. 

68. -/—In an action for words 

eae declared, that W. made his will in writ 

earing date on such a day, & that A., B. & pitf. 
were the three subscribing witnesses, which will 
they proved in the Prerogative Ct.; & in dis- 
coursing concerning the said will, deft. spoke 
certain scandalous words of pltf., which were set 
forth in the first & second count; & in the third 
count pltf. declared, that deft. spoke the words 
following ; they, meaning an & A. & B., or some 
of them forged the will; they are perjured, & 
IU prove them so. To the two first of these 
counts deft. pleaded not guilty, & to this last 
demurred. Argued in support of the demurrer 
that the words were not actionable, by reason that 
it was uncertain which of the three persons the 
words were spoken of :—Held: the first words 
were only introductive to the second, & the second 
contained a positive charge of perjury against them 
all; & judgment for pltf.—HvuGHES v. WINTER 
(1733), 2 Barn. K. B. 267; 04 E. R. 492. 

69. —--- Uncertainty as to which reflected on 
—No action lies.)—By the ancient law, he who 
reports false news of another, ought to bring in 
the party who spoke it, or else he himself to have 
the same punishment that was to be given to such 
a@ reporter of false news. . .. It is plain that if 
he speaks of the prince that the action has, not- 
withstanding this be of the hearsay of others. 
But .. . if scandalous words be spoken of a man, 
who is not fully designed by the words themselves, 
but by an innuendo, in this case the action will 
not lie; as, if a man hath four sons, & one saith, 
that one of the sons of S., he having four sons, did 
commit a robbery, innuendo such a one of them, 
for these words thus spoken no action lies; but if 
it be denoted in certain, as if one doth say unto a 
feme covert, that her husband is a thief, an action 
upon the case well lies, because the person defamed 
is certainly designed (HouauTon, J.). 

An innuendo shall not supply defects, that which 
is doubtful it will make plain, but that which is 
wanting cannot be supplied (MOUNTAGUE, C.J.).— 
LEWEs v. WALTER (1617), as reported in 3 Bulst. 
225; 81 E. R. 189. 

70. ——_ —— -——.]—Symm's CasE 
Godb. 391; 78 E. R. 230. 

71. —— —— ——-.]—ANoON. (1732), 2 Barn. 
K. B. 138; 94 E. R. 496. 

72. }—An article in a news- 
aper describing leaden figures ‘‘ reported to have 
een found isthe Thames,’ & sold as antiquities, 

as being of recent fabrication, & stigmatizing their 
sale as an attempt at deception & extortion :— 
Held: not actionable; the alleged libel being 
aimed not at any particular individual but of a 
class, & being privileged in the absence of evidence 
of malice, as pertaining to fair description or 
criticism on a matter of public interest.—East- 
woop v. HOLMES (1858), 1 F. & F. 347, N. P. 


Annotations :—Retd. Campbell v. Spottiswoode (1863), 3 
con S.769. Mentd. Merivale v. Carson (1887), 4 T. L. R. 


Question for jury whether 
Pnee intended.|—Lz Fanu v. Matcomson, No. 
» Ante. 

















es 


73. ——- —— 


CANON RENT INS Get eettlY 


a MARSDEN v. 

HENDERSON (1863), 22 U. C. R. 585. 
m, but so de- , —OAN. 

{s 66 ii, —— .-.—. —....., BROWNE v. 

by 49 So. L. R. 285 ; 1 A. L. T. 123.— 


731. —— v boriilr nig to 
reflected on—Question be tury 


ws 
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Part [V.—THE STATEMENT. 


Sect. 3.—WHAT IS SUFFICIENT DESCRIPTION 
OF PLAINTIFF. 


74. Initial letters..—Re Reap & HuGuonson, 
No. 1115, post. 

75. Asterisks.|—(1) If, in a_ libel. asterisks 
be put instead of the name of the party libelled, 
to make it actionable, it is sufficient that the 
party should be so designated, that those who 

now pltf. may understand that he is the person 
meant; & it is not necessary that all the world 
should understand it. But if witnesses, who 
state that they understand that pltf. is the person, 
also say that they were enabled so to understand 
by the perusal of another libel, with which deft. 
had no concern, their evidence ought to be laid 
out of the case. 

(2) If a letter, set out as inducement, be alleged 
to contain ‘‘the words & matter following”; & 
when the letter is read in evidence, it is found to 
contain all that is stated in the declaration, & 
something more, this is no variance.—BOURKE v. 
WARREN (1826), 2 C. & P. 307, N. P. 

TOE :—As to (1) Refd. Hulton cv. Jones, {1910} A. C. 





76. Fictitious name—lIntention of defendant 
immaterial.|——A writer furnished to a magazine 
an article based partly on fact & partly on fiction, 
which contained, amongst other matter, certain 
anecdotes told him six years ago when he was in 
Spain, by a friend whom he called Don R. One of 
these anecdotes related to a (reneral Plantagenet 
Harrison, who was spoken of in the article as a 
notorious English swindler, who had forged & 
cashed circular notes, usually issued by English 
bankers, whose names were paraphrased. The 
article mentioned various towns at which General 
Plantagenet Harrison was, said to have done 
various disreputable things. The writer of the 
article, however, was not aware that any person 
bearing the name of Gieneral Plantagenet Harrison 
existed, but believed, from ita incongruous nature, 
that it had been assumed for temporary purposes. 
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The article having been published, an action was 
brought by General Plantagenet Harrison for libel, 
he having been at the various places mentioned 
in the article at the times referred to :—Held: 
the action would lie, as the writer intended to 
portray the character of some one, & it was no 
defence that he did not believe that the name he 
used was the name of any living person. Secus: 
if the character portrayed had been merely a 
creation of the brain to which a name had been 
given which was borne by some living person.— 
HARRISON v. SMITH (1869), 20 L. T. 713, N. P. 
Annotation :—Consd. Jones v. Hulton, [1909] 2 K. B. 444. 

77. .|—In an action for libel it is no 
defence to show that deft. did not intend to defame 
pitf., if reasonable people would think the language 
to be defamatory of pltf. 

Appits., owners & publishers of a newspaper, 
published in an article defamatory statements of 
a named person believed by the author of the 
article & the editor of the paper to be a fictitious 
personage with an unusual name. ‘The name was 
that of resp., who was unknown to the author & 
the edifor. In an action for libel against applts. 
it was admitted that neither the writer nor the 
editor nor applts. intended to defame resp., but 
evidence was given by his friends that they thought 
the article referred to him :—Held:  pltf. was 
entitled to maintain the action. 

Libel is a tortious act. What does the tort 
consist in? It consists in using language which 
others knowing the circumstances would reason- 
ably think to be defamatory of the person com- 
plaining of & injured by it (LOREBURN, L.C.).— 
EluLton (K.) & Co. v. JONES, [1910] A. C. 20; 
70 L. J. K. B. 198; lvl L. T. 831; 26 T. L. R. 
128; sub nom. JONES v. HULTON (E.) & Co., LTD., 


dt Sol. Jo. 116, TY. hi 

Annotations :--Expld. Adam rv. Ward, {1917} A. ©. 309. 
Refd. Spiers & Pond rv. John Bull (1916), 85 L. J. K. B. 
992; Pratt vr. British Medical Assoen. (1918), 120 L. T. 
41: Shaw or. London Express Newspaper (1925), 41 
Toh. Rat. 








Part IV.—The Statement. 


Sccr. 1.--WHAT ARE DEFAMATORY STATE- 
MENTS 


SUB-SsECT. 1.—LIBELLOUsS STATEMENTS. 
A. Statements Actionable ver se. 
See Sect. 2, post. 


B, Statements Holding vp to Ridicule, Hatred or 
Contempt. 

78. General rule.;—Crorp v. TILNEY, No. 1, 
ante, 

79. ——-—.|— WILSON «. REED, No. 5, ante. 

80. J}—'' It [libel] is writing which has a 
tendency to hold up a man to hatred, or contempt, 
or ridicule’’ (STEPHEN, J.).—DOLBY uv. NEWNES 
(1887), 3 T. L. R. 3938, N. P. 

1. ——.]—BrRENON v. Ripaway, No. 7, ante. 





plaintiff intended.}—-Whore slanderous 
words were spoken under such cir- 
cumstances ag that the porson to 
whom they wore spoken did not know 
to which of a clase of two persons they 
Were intended to be applied :—/leld : 
cither of the two members of the class 
Was entitled to sue, but it was naoes- 
sary for her to prove that the words 
were untrue of the other member, 
Otherwise she could not recover.— 
ALBRECHT 0, BURKHOLDER (1889), 18 
O. R, 287.—CAN, 


J.——VOL. XXXII. 


m. Foolish 
language.) —-WARDLAW &. 
(isgs), 25 Ro (Ct. of Sess.) 879; 
Se. L. R. 693.—SCOT. 


n. Words spoken of two persons— 
Impartial reference to either.\--Where 
defamatory words are spoken impar- CAN. 
tially in relation to either of two per- 
sons, neither of them can sue in ror ect 78 ii. - 
of them.—CHOMLEY rv. Watson, [1907] 
V.L. R. 502.—AUS. 


82, ——.}—MYROFT v. SLUIGHT, No. 346, post. 

83. Words imputing unfitness for society— 
Imputation of contagious disease.)}—-VILLERS v. 
Monsey, No. 9, ante. 

84. Particular society.|These words: 
“The Rev. J. R. & Mr. J. R., inhabitants of this 
town, not being persons that the proprietors & 
annual subscribers think it proper to associate 
with, are excluded this room.’ Published by 
posting a paper on which they were written, 
purporting to be a regulation of a particular 
society, are not a libel.— ROBINSON v. JERMYN 
(1814). 1 Price, 11: 145 EB. R. 1814. 

Annotation :—Expld. & Distd. Hoare vr. Silverlock (1848), 

12. Q. B. 624. 

85. ——- ——.J—R. v. Hart (1762), 1 Wm. 
Bl. 386; 96 E.R. 21s, 





ad: intemperate 
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PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.—B. 


78 i. Ceneral rule.) — A writing 
which tends to vilify & degrade a per- 
son is actionable, although no crime 
be imputed.-—CONNICK ov. | WILSON 
(1845), 4 N. B. R. (2 Kerr) 617.— 


‘ .J—PATERSON v. WRLCH 
(1893), 20 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 744; 30 
Sc, L. R. 6683; 158. L. T. 55.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—What are defamatory statements: Sub- 
sect. 1, B.] 
86. .|—GREGORY v. R., No. 2460, post. 
87. Words throwing contumely—Rogue & 


rascal.}—V1LLERS v. MONSLEY, No. 9, ante. 

88. Swindler.|—To print of any person 
that he is a swindler is a libel, & actionable. A 
justification of such a charge must state the par- 
ticular instances of fraud, by which deft. means to 
support it.—J’ANson v. StuART (1787), 1 Term 
Rep. 748; 99 E. R. 1357. 

‘Annotations : :-—Refd. Clement tr. Chivis C830), 4 Man. & 

Be: K, B. 127; Young tv. Murphy ae ae Bing. N.C. 

: Yierenberg rt. Labouchere, [1893] 2 Q. B.183. Mentd. 

Tioiiee Catesby (1809), a Taunt. 543. Jones v. Stevens 

(1822), 11 Price, 235; R. Hepper (1825), 1C.& P. 608 ; 

Hickinbotham vt. Leach (1842), 10 M. & 361 ; Burgess 

vt. Beaumont (1844), 9 Jur. 14; O’Brien vw. Clement 

(1846), 16 M. & W. 159; Behrens v. Allen seg 8 Jur. 

N.S. 118; Gourley tv. Plimsoll Aer 28 L. 598 ; 

Ratcliffe r. Evans, [1892) 2 Q. B. 52 

89. —— Villain.]|—A letter ritiek to a third 
person calling pltf. ‘‘ a villain’ :—Held:; action- 
able, without proof of special damage.—BELL v 
STONE (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 381; 126 E. R. 933. 
Annotation :--Refd, Clement v. Chivis (1829), 9 B. & C. 172. 

90.-——— MHypocrite.|——THORLEY v. KERRY 
(LoRD) (1812), 4 Taunt. 355; 3 Camp. 214, n. 
128 E. R. 367. 

Annotations . -—Refd. Robinson vr. Jermyn (1814), 1 alee: 
11: M‘Gregor r. Thwaites (1824), 4 Dow. & Ry B. 
Tuam (Arch bp.) t. Robeson (1828), 5 Wage ‘IT: . 
rae 9B. & C. 172. entd. Huth vr. 





GOA 5 
Clement r. Chivis a 
Huth, 11915] 3 K. 


91. ——— coetan of degradation & sub- 
serviency./—.A count, in an action for ieee 
charging that deft. wrote of pltf. that he was 
man Friday ’’ to another :—Held: bad for want 
of an averment to show that by the term 
‘* Friday,” as applied to pltf., degradation & sub- 
serviency were intended to be imputed to him. 

To write of a man that he has been engaged in 
a gambling fracas arising out of a dispute at play 
is not libellous, without an averment that illegal 
gambling & play were intended by the libel.— 
FORBES tv. KING (1833), as reported in 1 Dowl. 
672; 2L. J. Ex. 109. 

Aiinolinliann: :-—Refd. Hoare r. Silverlock qa): 12 Q. B. 

624; Lumley r. Gye (1853), 22 L. J. Q. 

92. Words holding up to ridleules Vik 
vw. MONSLEY, No. Y, ante. 

93. -—-Pitf., who lived at Grimsby, had 
arranged to be married on the afternoon of a 
certain date, & on the day before the wedding a 
full account of the ceremony appeared in defts.’ 
local newspaper together with the statement, 
‘The honeymoon is being spent in the South of 
England.” In an action for libel plitf. alleged that 
on the morning following the publication he went 
before the ceremony to work as usual, but was 


86 i. Words imjpiding unfitness for 
society.}—Deft. said of pltf. that he 
was @ person of disreputable character 
& not a fit & proper person for re- 
xpectable persons to associate with: 





man that he lives like a Kaffir & is 
worse than a Kaffir when used in ie 
text that denotes a low & d 
standard of comparison {s defamatory was entitled to da 
coe ae OE, (19821) 0. P. D. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


unable to do his work because of the ridicule to 
which he was subjected :—Held: the statement 
of claim must be struck out on the ground that the 
action was frivolous & vexatious.—HMERSON v. 
GRIMSBY TIMES & TELEGRAPH Co., Lrp. (1926), 
42 T. L. R. 238, C. A. 

94. ——.}]—Cook v. WaRD, No. 1159, post, 

95. Accusation of defrauding or oppressing 
the poor.]-—M‘GREGOR v. THWAITES, No. 1668, poet. 

96. ———.]—-Written slander tending to bring 
pltf. into public hatred & contempt is actionable ; 
as when an overseer is charged with oppressive 
conduct towards paupers, in compelling them to 
receive payment of their weekly parish allowance 
in orders for flour upon a particular tradesman.— 
WOODARD v. DowsING (1828), 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
74; 6L.J.0O.S. K. B. 225. 

97. J]—Pitf. declared upon a letter writ- 
ten by deft., in which it was alleged that the former 
had for years, without cause, systematically done 
everything to annoy the latter, & had unnecessarily 
dragged him into the ct. of Chantery & put him 
to great expense :—Held: the ct. could not so 
clearly see that the latter could not be libellous, 
as to justify them in withdrawing the case from a 
jury.— Fray v. Fray (1864), 17 C. B. N.S. 603 ; 
"34 L. J.C. P. 45; 10 Jur. N.S. 1153; 144 E.R. 
241. 

Annotation :—Mentd. lh. r. 

48 L. J. M. C.'5. 





Bradjaugh & Besant (1878), 


98. Accusation of misconduct in matters 
arising out of illegal transaction.|—(1) Deft. 
having published imputations against pit as 
envoy of the state of Chili, & pltf. in a declaration 
for libel having stated as matter of inducement, 
that he was envoy of that state :—Held: upon 
motion for a new trial, the admission of these two 
facts upon the face of the alleged libel was sufficient 
proof of them to enable pitf., to sustain his action. 

(2) An action of libel does not lie for any thing 
written against a party touching his conduct in an 
illegal transaction ; but for misconduct imputed 
to him in any matter independent of the illegal 
transaction, though arising out of it, an action lies. 

The following passage, ‘ Pitf. lost no time in 
transferring himself, together with £200,000 
sterling of John Bull’s money, to Paris, where he 
now outtops princes in his style of living " :— 
Held: not to impute to pitf. having committed 
a fraud on the English nation.—YRISARRI v. 
CLEMENT (1826), 3 Bing. 482; 2 CU. & P. 223; 2 


State Tr. N.S. ADD. O86 ; il Moore, C. P. 308 ; 
4L.J3.0.8.C. P. 128; 130 E E. RK, 579. 
Annotations : eater entd. Thompson rr. Barclay 


British South African Co, r 


M 
(1831), 9L. 3.0.8, Ch. 215; . 
Oe 


Companhia de Mocambique (1893), 68 L. T. 604 ; 
Pe epmelit Co. r. Kelantan Government, (1924) A 


In an action of damages for written 
defamation, by pong pursuer as 8 
coward & scoundrel ee pursuer 
—MENZIES 0. 
(Ct. of Seas.) 


GOODLET (1835), 13 Sh, 





—Held: these words were defamatory. —S§. AF 1136; 10 Fac. Coll, 83.—8COT. 

Ee OY ae REny {1921} oO. ” Liar. k~-In an actlun of r. Cheat at cards.)—PAaTER- 
PI ; he damages for slander :—-Held: a state: gon v. SHAW (1830), 8 Sh. (Ct. of Seas.) 
86 ii ~——.}—-MEJAUL or. CossikK, ment that defender had called pursuer, 573; & Fao. Coll. 451,—-8C00T. 

{1923} E. D. L. 299.—S. AF. in Gaelic, “ a far, & the greatest liar 
88 i. Words throwing contumely— nthe country,” was relevant to entitle t. ———~ Blackguard.}|--In an ac: 


Swindler.}—- The speaking & publish- the pursuer 


ing of a person that he is a “‘ swindler ”’ 
is not actionable, in the absence of 
an allegation that the word Wag 
spoken in relation to an office, trade, 


ee 





an issue.— M‘LAREN v. 
ROBERTHON (1859), 21> Dunl. 
sn )183; 31 Se. Jur. 111.--8COT, 
Coward.| — Though 

word “coward ”’ standing by iteolf 


yon. of camer for defamation :— 
(Ct. of ld: he tm blackguard was 
eotionaule without any aire rt 
BROWNLIE 0, THOMHON (1859), 


the bunt. (Ct. of Bees.) 480; 31 Ho. Sets 
260.--8COT. 


rofession, or _business.—BLack v. may well be a defamatory expression, 
VuNT (1878), 2 L. Ir. 10.— IR. the surrounding civcuinate see Tike be a. ~——— lackleg.) — The epithet 
Soi Hypocrite.}—Grirrnnx v, *U¢h that @ reasonable man would not Dblackleg is Mbellous.— Hugo e¢. Topp 
Divers, (1922) Kf eC. 605.—8COT. eee fais fda pion Base ee ee 
’ efa —BRILL  ¢. , holdi 
911. —~—— Accusation of degradation UYKMAN (1920), 0. PD P, D. 252.—8. AF. ee petal %. Masi (1873) 13 18 
d: subserviency.|--To say of a white q. Coward & scoundrel.J)— N. 8. W.8.C. 1 L. 1 Avs. , 


Part IV.—TaeE STaTeMENT. 


99. Accusation of sharp practice.)—Pltf. hav- 
ing advertised for sale a bond, executed to him 
by deft., the payment of which had been resisted 
in a long course of litigation in which the validity 
of the bond had been disputed, deft. published, 
among the persons assembled to bid for the bond 
at an auction, a statement of all the circum- 
stances under which the bond was given, & alluding 
to pltf., concluded: ‘‘ His object is either to 
extract money from the pocket of an unwary 
purchaser, or, what is more likely, by this threat 
of publication to extort money from me” :— 
Held: this exceeded the latitude allowed for 

rivileged communications, or observations on 
itles by a party interested; & it was a libel, 
although no express malice was proved.—ROBERT- 
SON v. M‘DOUGALL (1828), 4 Bing. 670; 3 C. & P. 
259; 1 Moo. & P. 692;6 L. J. O. 8S. C. P. 171; 
1380 E. R. 927; previous proceedings, sub nom. 
M‘DOoOvUGAL v. ROBERTSON (1827), 4 Bing. 435. 
Annotation :—Retd. Clement v. Chivis (1829), 9 B. & C. 172. 

100. -|}—A writing in which a party is 
spoken of in language usually applied to the 
keeper of a gaming-house, is libellous whether the 
words are capable of being applied by an innuendo 
to specific charges of unfair practices or not.— 
DicgBy v. THOMPSON (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 821; 1 
ag & M.K.B.485; 2L.J.K.B.140; 110 E.R. 

oa. 

Annotation :— Refd. Wheeler v. Haynes (1838), 8 L. J.Q. B.3. 

101. ——.)—HELsu aM v. BLACKWOOD, No. 1224, 
post. 

102. Accusation of insulting behaviour.) — It 
is libellous & actionable to publish of a man that 
he has been guilty of gross misconduct, & insulted 
females in a barefaced manner.—CLEMENT vv. 
Cuivis (1829), 9 B. & C. 172; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
127; 7L. J. 0.8. K. B. 189; 109 E. R. 64. 

103. ———.]——-Action for libel, consisting of the 
following sentence in a newspaper: ‘ Mr. R., 
pitf., is an old man, being, as we hear, upwards of 
sixty years of age. He also exercises great power, 
necessarily delegated to him by Lord G., & 
ought therefore, both on account of his years & 
of his influential station, to be the man to protect 
the wives & daughters of his neighbours from the 
ruffian’s insult, rather than to violate in their per- 
sons, not only the decencies of society, but the 
modesty of nature. We should be sorry to hear, 
that any man, who had lived to Mr. R.’s years, 
had been pronounced guilty of such an offence as 
is alleged against him ; yet the respect we bear our 
neighbours, & the feeble protection which it is our 


107 i. Accusation of being = alien 
enemy. }-—-FICHARDT (GQ. A.), LTp. vt. 
FRIEND NEWSPAPERS, LTp., [1916] 
App. 1D. 1.-—8. AF. 

b. Words imputing 
twoman.jJ—A. B. 
SONS cue 5 OF. 
40 Sc. L. R. 2 
SCOT. 





indelicacy in 

. Bruiackwoop & 
(Ct. of Sess.) 25; 

0; 108. L. T. 311.-—- 


ce. Words imputing dirhonesty in 
servant,}—Damages awarded for im- 761° 
putations against a servant ’s honest y.— 422. 
Elen vw. SMITH (1808), Hume, 637. = 


_@. Words  imputin ungentleman- 
liness.}|--MACKAY v. CAMPBELL (1833), 


0. Impuling unbrotherlinesa in a 
brother.|-—It is libellous to say of any 
one that his conduct towards his 
brother has been unbrotherly.—CaMP- 
HELL v. PAYTON (1898), 17 N. Z L. RR. 


YL—N.Z 
{. Words tmputi cor- 


political 
‘ption.}—SYDNEY Boar Pus. Co, ¢. 


KENDALL (1910), $0 C. L. T. 688; 43 
3. C, R. 461.—OCAN. 


836 ; 
lL. .decusation 


10 Dun. 
m. -————.}—The 
tion to the o 


g. ——.}-—To charge a newspaper 
with selling its influence to any political 
party or group & thereby binding iteclf 
to deceive the public & its readers by 
publishing what may be contrary to 
the honest opinions or convictions of 
its management, tends to bring such 
newspaper {nto contempt with the 
public to its damage & is, therefore, 
actionable. — ALBERTAN PUBLISHING 
Co., Lrp. «. MuNNs, [1918] 2 W. W. R. 
13 aha L. R. 533; 41 D. L. R. 
AN. 


h, -———.]}—-GODFREY__¢’. 
(1890), 17 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1108; 27 
I.. R. 865.—SCOT. 

k. Words imputing dishonest deal- 
tng with public subscri 
vw. ScorrisH CATHOLIC 
Lrtp., {1907} S.C. 1120; 44 Se. L. R. 
15 8. L. T. 220.—SCOT. 
of being an 
former.)\—KENNEDY v. ALLAN (1843), 
(Ct. of Sess.) 
So. Jur. 473.—80OT 


peopetern of a 
given informa- 


report, that a ty 
cers of excise against a to 


19 


duty to throw over the modest & virtuous of the 
gentler sex, compel us to express a hope that Lord 
G. will see the propriety of instituting some 
inquiry.’’ After verdict for pltf.:—Held: on 
motion in arrest of judgment, the sentence was 
libellous on pltf.—RICHARDS v. COHEN (1832), 1 
L. J. K. B. 210. 

104. Charge of ingratitude.|—-A libel that ‘‘ the 
friends of pltf. had realised the fable of the frozen 
snake ’’’:—Held: no inducement was necessary 
to show that the charge imputed malignity & 
mischievous ingratitude. 

To write of a candidate for the benevolence of a 
benevolent society that ‘‘ he is unworthy ” & that 
he ‘‘ has squandered money obtained from the 
benevolence of the society in printing circulars 
abusive of the secretary ”’ is libellous.— HoaRE v. 
SILVERLOCK (1848), 12 Q. B. 624; 17 L. J. Q. B. 
oe 11 L. T. O. 8S. 328; 12 Jur. 695; 116 E. R. 
1004. 

Annes :—Mentd. Lumley rv. Gye (1853), 22 L. J. Q. B. 


105. ——.]—Cox v. LEE, No. 1008, post. 

106. Accusation of insanity.|—-A statement in 
writing that a person’s mind is affected is priméd 
facie alibel. Such a publication is malicious unless 
made in discharge of a public or private duty 
arising out of a matter in which the person making 
it is concerned, & then made without malice. 
But, if fairly warranted by any reasonable 
exigency, & honestly made, it is privileged. 
Where the libel was charged to be in relation to 
pitf.’3 character as governess, the jury must be 
satisfied that the expressions were used in reference 
to that character. 

A plea of justification is necessary only when the 
publication is malicious.—MorGAN v. LINGEN 
(1863), 8 L. T. 800, N. P. 

Annotation :—Refd. Weldon r. Neal (1885), 1 T. L. R. 322. 


107. Accusation of being alien enemy.| — Ham- 
BOURG v. LONDON MalIL, Lrp. (1914), Times, 
Oct. 29. 

108. ——.}] —- BRUNNER v. PALMER, MOND v. 
SAME (1914), Tames, Dec. 9, p. 5, col. 2. 

09. .] — Defts. wrote a post-card stating 
that pltfs., being a German firm, would probably 
be closed down. Pltfs. were a limited co. incor- 
porated under the Companies Act, 1908 (c. 69), 
all the directors being British & practically all 
the shares being held by British subjects residing 
in England, & were manufacturers of articles 
used in sports :—Held: in the circumstances of. 
the present time the statement was defamatory, 





distiller, for the purpose of obtaining 
the half of the penalties, afforded a 
relevant ground for a claim of damages. 
—GRAHAM v. Roy (1851), 13 Dunl. 
(Ct. of Sess.) 634; 23 Sc. Jur. 124.— 
SCOT. 


n. ——.]—WINN 0. QUILLAN (1899), 
2 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 322; 37 Sc. L. R. 
234; 7S. L. T. 183.—SCOT. 


0. Accusation of alsechood.) — 
MILNE v. WALKER (1893), 21 R. (Ct. 
of Sess.) 155; 31 Se. L. R. 149; 1 
8. L. T. 332.—SCOT. 


p. Words defaming — regiment — 
Action by commanding officer.}—Dam- 
ages found due to the commanding 
officer of a regiment for defamatory 
expressions used against the regiment. 
—SHEARLOCK tv. BEARDSWORTH (1816), 


q. Advertisement of debt.) — Two 
of defts. placed in the hands of the 
other deft., a collector of debts, an 
account against pltf. for collection, 
well knowing the method of collection 
adopted by the collector, who caused 

be posted up oconspicwously in 


Co 2. 


THOMSON 


tonsa. }—-BOAL 
PRINTING Co., 


in- 


1293; 20 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect. 1.—What are defamatory statements: Sub- 
sect. 1, BR. & C. (a).J 

& pitfs., though a limited Co., ~~ 

an action in respect of it, since it was made of them 

in respect of their buginess.— SLAZENGERS, Lrp. v. 

Gipgs (C.) & Co. (1976), 33 T. L. R. 85. 


C. Statements Reflecting on Plaintiff in the Way of 
his Trade, Profession or Calling. 
(a) Traders. 

110. General rule.|— (1) If deft. had gone no 
farther he would not have been chargeable ; they 
might adveitise that they make as good as he, 
but they ought not to say he is no artist; which 
they plainly do by saying he dares not engage 
with any artist. (per CUR.). 

(2) The law has always been very tender of the 
reputation of tradesmen, & therefore words spoken 
of them in the way of their trade will bear an action, 
that will not be actionable in the case of another 

erson; & if bare words are so, it will be stronger 
in the case of a libel in a public newspaper, which 
is so diffusive (per CUR.).—HARMAN v. DELANY 

(1731), 2 Stra. 898; 1 Barn. K. B. 438; Fitz.- 

G. 253; 93 EB. R. 925. 

Annotations :-— As to (1) Consd. Evans v. Harlow (1844), 
5 Q. B. 624. As to (2) Consd. Linotype Co. vr. British 
Empire Typesetting Machine Co. (1899), 81 L. T. 331; 
Kendle vr. United Kingdom Alliance (1915), 31 T. L. RR. 


a Generally, Refd. Thorley v. Kerry (1412), 4 Taunt, 
aed de 

111. ~—.J]—Riwine v. Suitn, No. 2094, post. 
112. —-—.|/—SovutTu Hetron Coan Co. v. NORTH- 


EasTERN NEWS ASSOCN., No. 1795, post. 

118. -}— (1) If the only meaning which 
can be reasonably attached to a writing is that it 
is a criticism upon the goods or manufacture 
of a trader it cannot be the subject of an action for 
libel, but an imputation upon a man in the way of 
his trade is properly the subject of an action with- 
out proof of special damage. 

(2) Whether in any particular case the words 
complained of are susceptible of a defamatory 
meaning, or are simply a disparagement of goods, 
is for the jury.— LINOTYPE Co., Lrp. v. British 
EMPIRE TYPE-SETTING MACHINE Co., Lrp. (1899), 
81 L. T. 331; 15 T.L. R. 524, H. L.; affg. S.C. 
sub nom. EMPIRE ‘TYPESETTING MACHINE (0. OF 
aN YorK v. LINOTYPE Co., Lrp., 79 L. TS. 8, 

ea eA ies eras uj Pea eae Wilkinson, Hey- 

Soe ae .B. 86; Gr wt. Benn (911), 

114, Business must be lawful — Publication of 
immoral book.|—(1) In an action for a libel upon 
pitf. in his business of a bookseller accusing him 
of being in the habit of publishing immoral & 
foolish books, deft. under the plea of not guilty 
may adduce evidence to show that the supposed 
libel is a fair stricture upon the general run of 
er ublications, 

) In an action for a libel, if separate passages 

y me rie a to a ns out, in ote fount of the 
eclaration they ou to be describe e 

& distinct from cack other. i aa 

(3) Although it is lawful for an author to 
animadvert upon the conduct of a bookseller in 
publishing books of an improper tendency, it is 
actionable falsely to impute to him the publica- 
tion of any immoral or absurd literary publica- 
ee v. TIPPER (1808), 1 Camp. 350, 





Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Pearson +. Lemaitre (1843), 


several parts of the city where pltfs 
lived, & poster advertising a number of 
accounts for sale, among them being 
one against pitt. for $59.35. Dbitf, 


owed $24.53 only :-—Held : 
Me oan libel] 
be ft ed by showing its truth, & 
as defts. had failed to aew that she was 


ous & 


5 Man. & G. 700. As to (2) Folld. R. v. Sully (1848), 12 
J.P. 536. Refd, Cartwright «. Wright (1822), 5 BR. & Ald, 
G14; lt. ». Crowe (1848), 12 J. P. 699. 48 to (3) Conad, 
ween - “EPFTIW: ‘tOn01 1H R EB. 608 : Paris v. Levy 


emia ton! 


(1808), 1 Camp. sa5, ney amowuase ee wees | ee 
News Co., (1903) 2 K. B. 100. 


115. Prize fighting.)—In an action for 
libelling pltf. in his vocation as an exhibitor of 
sparring matches, the jury were directed to con- 
sider whether pltf.’s exhibitions were not illegal, 
as tending to form prize-fighters, the judge declar- 
ing such to be his opinion, but recommending the 
jury to find a verdict for pltf., in order that the 
question might be fully discussed on a motion to 
set aside such verdict; a verdict having been 
found for deft., the ct. refused to grant a new 
trial. Sembdle: public exhibitions of sparring 
matches are illegal. A party who pursues an 
illegal vocation has no remedy by action for a 
libel regarding his conduct in such vocation,—- 
Hunt v. Bewn (1822), | Bing. 1; 7 Moore, C. P. 





UPON LEC GU cpa pracenwas \e 


v. Neweomrb (1867), LR. 2 kxeh, 327. 

L1lo. Horse racing—-Imputation of mis- 
conduct in matters arising thereout.|---Declaration 
for libel alleged that. a horse race was run for stakes 
raised by subscription, to wit £0,100 by one 
hundred & cighty-two subcribers, at which a horse 
(. had been entered, & the owner was entitled 
either to let: such horse run or to withdraw him ; 
that. pltf., after (. was entered & before & at the 
time of the race, became owner of C.; that C. 
became lame & unfit to run, & pltf. withdrew him ; 
that defts. published a libel, which was set. out, & 
which imputed that pltf. had betted against C., 
remarked on the time at which the lameness 
appeared, & stated that the withdrawing him 
was an infernal robbery. Defts. pleaded not 
guilty, & several pleas in justification, some 
alleging in substance the truth of the above 
imputations: but all the issues were found for 
pitf.; & it did not otherwise appear on the record 
that pltf. had in fact betted :—Held: pltf. was 
entitled to recover, for that there was no illegality 
in a horse race run without fraud; &, even if 
there were, pitf. was entitled to protection of his 
character in respect of other matters connected 
with the transaction.—GREVILLE v. CUAPMAN 
(1844), 5 Q. B. 731; Dav. & Mer. 553; 138 L. J. 
Q. B. 172; 2L. T. O. S. 187, 419; 8 Jur. 180; 
114 B. R. 1425. 


Annotation :-—Retd. Helsham_ r. 
L. T. O. 3S. 166. 


117, ——-.]—Pitf. alleged that he carried on in 
an honest & lawful manner the trade of a manu- 
facturer of bitters, & that deft. libelled him in 
his trade by publishing that the bitters were 
made to adulterate porter: per quod plitf. was 
ruined :—Held: under the general issue deft. 
might give in evidence that pltf.’s trade was illegal, 
& that his bitters had been condemned in the Ct. 
of Exchequer.—MANNING v, CLEMENT (1831), 7 
Bing. 362; 5 Moo. & P. 211; 9L.J.0.8. 6. P. 

RWIS .— wos ore, 1. Ouaeley (1! 

497. Mentd. Willis ». Bernard (1832), 4 

118. Imputation of insolvency.j-—Forstrer v. 
LAWSON, No. 33, ante. 

119. Extract from register of judgments.} 
~-FLEMING v. NEwTon, No. 1584, post. 








Blackwood (1851), 17 





indebted in the sum mentioned in 
the poster, they were liable in damages. 
—GREEN ©. MINNES (1491), 22 O. BR, 
177.—CAN. 


the pub- 
could only 


Part [V.—Tue STATEMENT. 





120. ‘* Meetings under Bankruptcy Act.’’]— 
In a periodical publication circulating amongst 
booksellers & stationers, the proprietor, by a 
mistake in the arrangement of the London 
Gazette announcements, inserted the names of 
pitf.’s firm, who were stationers, under the head 
‘ First Meetings under Bkpcy. Act,’’ instead of 
under ‘ Dissolutions of Partnerships.’ In a 
count for libel, the innuendo was ‘ meaning 
thereby that pltf. had been bkpt. or had taken 
proceedings in liquidation or for composition.” 
The jury having found the publication libellous, 
& having assessed the damages at £50, the ct. 
refused to arrest the judgment or to interfere with 
the finding.—SHEPHEARD v. WHITAKER (1875), 
L. R. 10 C. P. 502; 32 L. T. 402. 

-Itnnotation :—Consd. Jones v. Hulton, [1909] 2K. B. 414. 

121, —-- Refusal to receive’cheques_of bank. |--- 
(1) H. & Sons were in the habit of receiving, in 
payment from their customers, cheques on various 
branches of a bank, which the bank cashed for the 
convenience of H. & Sons at a particular branch. 
Having had a squabble with the manager of that 
branch, UL. & Sons sent a printed circular to a large 
number of their customers, who knew nothing of 
the squabble, ‘' LH. & Sons hereby give notice that 
they will not receive in payment cheques drawn 
on any of the branches of the’? bank. The 
circular became known to other persons; there 
was a run on the bank & loss inflicted. The bank 
having brought an action against H. & Sons for 
libel, with an innuendo that the circular imputed 
insulvency :—Held; in their natural meaning the 
words were not libellous ; the inference suggested 
by the innuendo was not the inference which 
reasonable persons would draw ; the onus lay on 
the bank to show that the circular had a libellous 
tendency; the evidence, consisting of the cir- 
cumstances attending the publication, failed to 
show it; & there was no case to go to the jury ; 
& defts. were entitled to judgment. 

(2) I do not understand any of the learned 
judges in the cts. below to have been of opinion 
that the question of libel or no libel must always, 
& necessarily, be left to a jury as to words rot. in 
themselves, i.e. in their proper & natural meaning, 
according to the ordinary rules for the interpreta- 
tion of written instruments, libellous, without 
some evidence cither of a libellous purpose on the 
part of the writer, or of some other extrinsic facts 
calculated to lead reasonable men to understand 
them in a libellous sense. 1 should myself be very 
sorry if such were the law... . If the judge, 
taking into account the manner & the occasion 
of the publication & all other facts which are 
properly in evidence, is not satisfied that the words 
are capable of the meaning ascribed to them, then 
itis not his duty to leave the question raised by 
the innuendo to the jury (LORD SELBORNE, C.). 

(3) In deciding on the question whether the 
words are capable of that meaning he ought not, 
in my opinion, to take into account any mere 
conjectures which a person reading the document 
might possibly form, as to some out of various 
motives or reasons which might have actuated 
the writer, unless there is something in the docu- 
ment itself, or in other facts properly in evidence, 
which to a reasonable mind would suggest, as 
Implied in the publication, those particular motives 
or reasons (LORD SELBORNE, C.). 

(4) The test, according to the authorities, is 
whether under the circumstances in which the 
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1221. Accusution of dishoncat trading.) 


mission 


-- Pith, allewed that he was a com- 
merebant buying 
that deft. spoke of him, in relation to 
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writing was published, reasonable men, to whom, 

the publication was made, would be likely to under- 

stand it in a libellous sense (LORD SELBORNE, C.). 
The manner of the publication, & the things 

relative to which the words are published, & 
which the person publishing knew, or ought to 
have known, would influence those to whom it 
was published in putting a meaning on the words. 
are all material in determining whether the 
writing is calculated to convey a libellous imputa- 
tion (LORD BLACKBURN). 

(5) A libel for which an action will lie, is defined 
to be a written statement published without lawful 
justification, or excuse, calculated to convey to 
those to whom it is published an imputation on 
pltfs., injurious to them in their trade, or holding 
them up to hatred, contempt, or ridicule... . : 

(6) Pitf. was, by the old rules of pleading, 
required to place all those materials, on which he 
relicd, upon the record. The words themselves 
must have been set out in the declaration or 
indictment, in order that the ct. might be able to 
judge whether they were a libel or not. This still 
remains the law (LORD BLACKBURN). : 

(7) In construing the words to see whether they 
are a libel the ct. is, where nothing is alleged to 
give them an extendod sense, to put that meaning 
on them which the words would be understood 
by ordinary persons to bear, & say whether the 
words so understood are calculated to convey 
an injurious imputation. The question is not 
whether deft. intended to convey that imputation ; 
for if he, without excuse or justification, did what 
he knew or ought to have known was calulated to 
injure pltf., he rust, at least civilly, be responsible 
for the consequences, though his object might 
have been to injure another person than pltf. 
or though he mayha ve written in levity only 
(LORD BLACKBURN). 

(8) The onus always was on the prosecutor or 
pltf. to show that the words conveyed the libellous 
imputation, & if he failed to satisfy that onus, 
whether he had done so or not being a question for 
the ct., deft. always was entitled to gofree. Since 
Fox's Act [82 Geo. 3, c. 60] at least, however the 
law may have been before, the prosecutor or pltf. 
must also satisfy a jury that the words are such, 
& so published. as to convey the libellous imputa- 
tion. If deft. can get either the ct. or the jury 
to be in-his favour, he succeeds. The prosecutor 
or pltf. cannot succeed unless he gets both the ct. 
& the jury to decide for him (LoRpD BLACKBURN).— 
CAPITAL & COUNTIES BANK v. Hienty (1882), 7 
App. Cas. 741; 52 L. J. Q. B. 28%; 47 L. T. 662 ; 
47 J.P. 2145 31 W. R. 107, HI. 

Annotations :—.1s to (1) Refd. New Chile Mining Co. tr. Lee, 
New Chile Mining Co. cv. Venezuclan Austin Gold Mining 
Co. (1888), dT. L. R. 444. ts to (2) Apld. Kimber v. 
Press Assocn., [1893] 1 Q. B. 65. Consd. Stubbs r. Russell, 
{WML3y A. CL 38863 Leng vr. Langlands (1916), 114 L. T. 
O65. Refd. O'Brien v. Salisbury (1889). 44 J. P. 215. 
atx to(3) Apld. Ruel ev. Tatnell (1880), 13 L. T. 507. Consd. 
Ware & De Freville «1. Motor Trade Assoen., [1921] 3 
K. B. 40. cts to (4) Consd. Monson r. Tussauds, Monson 
v. Tussaud, [1891] 1 Q. B. 671. Distd. Nevill vr. Fine Art 
& General Insce., [1897] A.C. 68. Consd. Frost rv. London 
Joint Stock Bank (1906), 22 T. L. R. 760. Apld. Bendle 
®. United Kingdom Alliance (1915), 31_T. L. R. 403. 
Refd. Barber vr. Deutsche Bank (Berlin) London Agency 
(1917), 33:'T. L. R. 543. cts to (7) Consd. Jones rv. Hulton, 
(1909) 2K. B.4445. Rofd. Baird v. Wallace-Jumes (1916), 
85 L. J. P. CG. 193. .4s to (8) Consd. Empire Typesetting 
Machine Co. of New York v. Linotype Co. (1898), 79 L. T. 
8. Generally, Mentd. Mogul &.S. Co. r. McGregor, Gow 
(188), 23 Q. B. D. 598; Allen v. Flood, [1808] A.C. 1. 
122. Accusation of dishonest trading.] — PRIoR 

v. WIESON, No. 1290, post. 


his said trade, ‘I sold wheat to M., 
& he cheated me out of two bushels 


wheat, & 
’ of wheat, & when I went to try the 
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Sect, 1.—What are defamatory statements: Sub- 
sect. 1, C. (a) & (b), i. & it] 


128, ——.)—BaRNaRD v. SALTER, [1872] W.N. 
0. 
124, ——.]— Kerr v. Ganpy (1886), 3 T. L. R. 


125. ——.]—Pltf., who traded as R. H. & Co.. 

& defts., who traded as R. H. & Sons, were rival 

manufacturers of sail cloth. Pltf. had formerly 

been a partner in defts.’ firm. In 1885 defts. 
brought an action against pltf. claiming, inter 
alia, an injunction to restrain him from repre- 
senting his firm to be the original firm of R. & 
Sons. At the trial of the action Nortu, J., dis- 
missed it, without costs as to that issue, & with 
costs as to the other issues. In 1886 the present 
defts. distributed a printed circular, which stated 
that they were the original firm, & after giving the 
title of the former action headed by the word 
‘“ Caution,” proceeded, ‘By the judgment deft. 
was ordered to undertake not to represent that 
his firm is, or that pltf.’s firm is not the original 
firm of R. H. & Sons. Messis. R. H. & Sons, 
finding that serious misrepresentations were in 
circulation to their prejudice, felt’ themselves 
compelled to bring the above action ”’:—Held: 
the circular contained an untrue statement of the 
effect of the judgment in the former action; it 
was a libel injurious to pltf.’s trade; it was not 
privileged ; defts. had published it maliciously ; 

& pitf. was entitled to an injunction, with the 

costs of the action—Haywarp & Co. v. Hay- 

WARD & Sons (1886), 34 Ch. D. 198; 56 L. J Ch. 

faae 05 L, T. 729; 35 W. R. 392; 3 T. L. R. 

1 * 

Annotation :—Refd. South Hetton Coal 
Eastern News Assocn., (1894] 1 Q. B. 133. 
126. -}—An action was brought by a 

business firm against a trade union, & the secre- 

tary, president, vice-president, & treasurer of the 
union, for an injunction to restrain them from 
publishing a circular in which pltfs. were accused 
of boycotting some lightermen. The circular was 
signed by the secretary. It was admitted that 
the vice-president. did not. belong to the union, & 
was joined as deft. by mistake. The names of 
the president & treasurer were printed upon the 
paper upon which the circular was written, but 
they gave evidence that the circular was issucd 
without their knowledge & authority, & that they 
disapproved of it. Pltfs. in their statement of 
claim stated that the statements in the circular 
were untrue & “had been made maliciously & 
unjustifiably on the part of defts.” An interim 
injunction had been granted :—Held : (1) the 

Injunction must be made perpetual against the 

society, the secretary, & other officers, servants 

or agents of the socicty, with costs; & (2) pltfs. 
were justified in joining the president & trea- 
surer as defts.; the ct. therefore gave them no 
costs. 

I am freed now from the embarrassment which 

I suffered from on the former occasion, as to 


v. North- 


Co, 





scales, he fin er-rigged some screw 
about the scaies, & threw on some 
weight at the same time, & I wil) not 
patronise him aby more " :—Held : 
rey a coer of pitf. in his business. 
77 LARSDEN v. HENDERSON (1 ed 

U. GC. R. 5385.—CAN, i es 


was of & 


of one of the grocerg proceeded 

pursuer averred that an ad vortinen rent 
concernin 
sented that he acted ishonost! 
conduct of his business :~—7/ 
advertisement, read 


capabic of bearing this innuendo, & 
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whether I could grant an injunction on 

locutory application, where a libel was complained 
of before defts. had had the advantage of having 
the question tried whether there was a libel or not. 
I thought it right to grant an interlocutory injunc- 
tion to restrain a libel where the libel was one of a 
gross character calculated to do great injury to a 

erson connected with trade (KEKEWICH, J.).— 

INK v. FEDERATION OF TRADES & LABOUR 
UNIONS CONNECTED WITH SHIPPING, CARRYING & 
OTHER INDUSTRIES (1892), 67 L. T. 258; 8T.L.R. 
711; previous proceedings, 8 T. L. R. 216. 
Annotation :—Refd. Lee v. Gibbings (1892), 67 L. T. 263. 

127, -|—Pltfs. were the proprietors of a 
wine & defts. published a statement which in 
substance was that the wine, though it was adver- 
tised as a really genuine nutritive meat-wine, 
did not contain highly nutritive properties. In 
an action by pltfs. against defts. for libel defts. 
pleaded justification. The judge found that pltfs. 
advertisement, if fairly read, was substantially 
true, & he awarded pltfs. damages :—Held: the 
words would be understood by reasonable men as 
imputing to pltfs. dishonesty or fraudulent 
incapacity in the way of conducting their business, 
& the judge’s decision must be affirmed.— BENDLE 
v. UNITED KINGDOM ALLIANCE (1915), 31 T. L. R. 
403, C, A. 

128. Improper use of milage — Plitfs., 
who were printers, on the instructions of the local 
conservative agent, printed & published an election 
poster, containing the words, ‘* have you recorded 
what labour has done for you? If not, see record 
below,” followed by a large blank space & then 
pitfs.’ imprint. Defts. who were also printers, on 
the instructions of the agent of the Labour party, 
reproduced plitfs.’ poster, including pltfs.’ imprint, 
& filled up the blank space with what purported 
to be the political achievements of Labour. 
Pitis. claimed damages for libel, alleging that the 
use of their imprint meant that they were com- 
mitting a breach of their duty to their customers, 
& for wrongfully using their name & description :-- 
Held: the printing & publishing of pitfs.’ imprint 
constituted a libel & pltfs. were also entitled to 
succeed on the ground of the improper use of their 
name.—PRYCE & Son, Lrp. v. PIONEER PREss, 
Lrp. (1925), 42 T. L. R. 2. 

129. Breach of licencing laws.]—The declara- 
tion alleged that, pitf. being the proprietor of 
certain rooms adapted for a dancing academy, 
deft. falsely & maliciously published of the build- 
ing & rvoms, & of pltf. as proprietor thereof, that 
the magistrates in quarter sessions having refused 
to renew a music & dancing licence to the pro- 
prietor, all such entertainments there carried on 
are ae & the proprietor renders himself thereby 
indictable for keeping a disorderly house, & every 
person found on the premises will be apprehended 
& dealt with according to law,” by means of which 
premises pltf. was prevented from letting the 
rooms :—Held: the declaration was good.— 
BIGNELL v. BUZZARD (1858), 3 H. & N. 217; 29 
L. J. Ex. 355; 157 E.R. 451. 








ainst, Whore, in an action for slandering pitf. 
in his trade or business, the words used 
do not of themselves show with suffi- 
cient clearness that they were spoken 
of & concerning pitf. in his trade or 

eas, an averment that the words 


him, & repre- 
in the 
? the 
a4 a whole, was 


122 li, ——.}—Covsing ». Mzrriz 8" tssue allow ‘WERETER &. Pater, 02D lained of were apoken of & con- 
(1865), 16 C. P. 114.—CAN, oN & Boxe, [1910] 8, C. 459.—scoT, everMnGk ThA Eh ee made, 
122 if, ——.}—In an action of lai Lag clearly referable to in good credit in such trade, is sufficient 
damages for slander at Diaintif's trade— Reflection on plaintiffs to avoid demurrer.—-BROOKMAN 2. 
the instance credl—Plaintig’ engaged in trade. BKINNER (circa 1870), Mac, 402,——N.Z. 


Part IV.—TuHe Statement. 


(6) Profession or Calling. 
i. Actors, Singers, etc. 


130. Allegation that actor had formerly been 
cP ins aad v. DAVIS (1886), 3 T. L. R. 


181. Advertisement of name on bills—iIn secon- 
dary position.|—The jury having found for pltf., 
a public singer, in an action for libel because her 
name appeared in the middle of a list of the names 
of other singers in an advertisement of a concert : 
—Held: the advertisement was capable of a 
defamatory meaning, there being evidence that the 
first & last places in a notice were signs of superior 
reputation to the middle places.—RUssELL v. 
Norcutr (1896), 12 T. L. R. 195, C. A. 

182. ——- In small type.|—ELEN v. LONDON 
Music-Haty, Lrp. (1906), Times, June 1. 

183. When plaintiff not in fact appearing.] 
—RENARD v. CARL Rosa OPERA Co. (1906), Times, 
Feb, 15. 

134, —— -|—Pltf., a professional singer, 
claimed from defts., the proprietors of a music 
hall in London, damages for alleged injurious 
falsehood, or, alternatively, for libel. Plt. alleged 
that defts. had maliciously stated in placards, 
leaflets, & programmes, that pltf. would assist a 
certain singer, B., during the week beginning on 
J an. 8, 1923, whereas she had not agreed to assist 
& did not assist B. at the performances referred to 
in the placards, leaflets, & programmes complained 
of. Pitf. further alleged that in consequence of 
the announcements complained of, she had lost 
an engagement for her orchestra in the week 
mentioned in defts.’ announcements. ‘The publica- 
tion of the leaflets, placards, & programmes was 
admitted, but defts. pleaded that the publication 
was without malice, & was made in the bond fide 
belief that pitf. had agreed to assist as announced 
in the leaflets, placards, & programmes. They 
also pleaded that the statement of claim disclosed 
no cause of action. The jury found that defts. 
had no intention to injure pltf., but that their 
manager ought to have known that such an 
announcement would be likely to injure plté. 
The question of law on the effect of the jury's 








answers was argued on further consideration :— 


Held: the only damage proved did not flow from 
the alleged malicious acts, but resulted from the 
incorrect announcements appearing in the week 
preceding that commencing Jan. 8 at which 
time the statementa, which were incorrect, & in 
that sense false, were made perfectly bond fide 
by defts.”. m er under the mistaken but 
justiflable belief that they were true.—SHAPIRO 
v. LA Morta (1923), 180 L. T. 622; 40 T. L. R. 
201; 68 Sol. Jo. 522, C. A. 


ii, Authors. 


135. Publication of inaccurate edition.] — An 
author may maintain an action for injury to his 
reputation, against the publisher of an inaccurate 
edition of his work falsely purporting to be exe- 
cuted by him, though the publisher be the owner 
of the copyright. -ARCHBOLD v. SWEET (1832), 
5C.& P. 219; 1 Mood. & R. 162, N. P. 

186. -|—Motion on behalf of pltf., an 
author, to restrain deft., a publisher, from pub- 
lishing or selling a certain book otherwise than in 
the form in which it was prepared by the author, 
or from representing that pltf. was the author 
of the book published by oft. The book was 
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originally published in its complete form in 1886. 
In 1892 the publisher issued an edition of the 
book omitting the preface, table of contents, 
introduction, bibliographical notice & index. The 
ground of the motion was that the publication of 
the book in a mutilated form caused an injury to 
pitf.’s reputation as an author :—Held: pltf.’s 
remedy in law was libel; with the exception of a 
case of trade libel, the ct. will not grant an injunc- 
tion to restrain a libel before the case has been 
submitted to a jury.—LEE v. GIBBINGS (1892), 
67 L. T. 263; 8 T. L. R. 7733 36 Sol. Jo. 713. 


Annotation :—Retd. Monson vt. Madame Tussaud, Monson 
v. Tussaud (1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 454. 


137. Imputation of dishonest criticism.;/— Ryan 
v. Woon, No. 1817, post. 

138. Charge of plagiarism.|—I find that defts.’ 
play, A Lucky Dog, wastinished completely & type- 
written early in Nov. 1890, whereas pltfs.’ play, 
The Picture Dealer, was not finished before Mar. 
1892. PItfs.’ play, however, was first publicly 
acted on June 30, 1892, whilst defts.’ was not so 
acted until a few days afterwards. Finding as 
I have done that A Lucky Dog was an original 
play composed, though not printed or published, 

y defts. & of which they were joint authors, 
& that it was completely finished some fifteen 
months or so before The Picture Dealer was com- 
pleted & that no part of The Picture Dealer was 
used or taken directly or indirectly in the forma- 
tion & composition of A Lucky Dog, however 
similar the two plays may be in many respects, 
I can see nothing to deprive defts. of their right 
to claim the sole liberty of representation of their 
play under 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 15, 5. 1, & if that right 
was vested in them it seems to me logically to 
follow that, in allowing it to be represented as they 
did at the Strand & other theatres, they were 
acting within their rights, &, if so, no action can 
be maintained against them for so doing. I 
think defts. are entitled to my judgment. As to 
the second & third actions, for libel, I think they 
do impute discreditable conduct to defts., in 
suggesting that defts. dishonestly used pltfs.’ play 
for the purpose of constructing their own. The 
plea of justification having been abandoncd pltf. 
in each of the actions must. succeed (HAWKINS, J.). 
—REICHARDT t. SAPTE, [1893] 2 Q. B. 308 ; sub nom. 
REICHARDT tv. ALPORT & SAPTE, ALPORT v. 
REICHARDT, SAPTE v. REICHARDT, 9 T. L. R. 
bOt. 

139. Alteration of author’s work—By pur- 
chaser of serial rights.|\HUMPHREYS tv. THOM- 
SON (D. C.) & Co. (L908), Times, May 1. 

140. Attribution of inferior work to plaintiff.}— 
Pitf., a writer of reputation, sued defts. for 
damages for publishing*in their magazine under 
pitf..s name a story of which he was not the 
writer. Piltf. alleged that the story was of inferior 

uality, &, being published as by him, was 
dninacine to his reputation. In summing up 
the judge directed the jury that if they came to 
the conclusion that any one reading the story 
would think pltf. a mere commonplace scribbler 
they could give him damages for libel, &, further, 
that on the claim for passing off, if they thought 
the facts proved & that damage must certainly 
ensue, though it was not capable of present 

roof, they could find for pltf. with damages.— 
{DGE v. ENGLISH ILLUSTRATED MAGAZINE, LTD. 


1913), 29 T. L. R. 52. 
Sted Pa :—Refd. Pryce v. Pioneer Press (1925), 42 T. L. R. 
29. 


ere a Ae A 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.—C. (b) i. . 
t. Allegation of deliberate inferior performance.}—STUART v. Moss (4885), 13 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 299; 23 Sc. L. R. 231 
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Sect. 1.—What are defamatory statements: Sub- 
sect. 1, C. (b) tii., iv. ve & vi.) 
iii. Clergymen. 

141. Archbishop—Attempting to obtain con- 
verts by bribery.|—It is a libel to publish of a 
Protestant Archbishop, that he attempts to con- 
vert Catholic priests by offers of money & prefer- 
ment.—TUAM (ARCHBP.) v? ROBESON (1828), 5 
Bing. 17; 2 Moc. & P. 32; 6L. 5.0.8.0. P. 199; 
130 EB. R. 965. 

142. Improper conduct at divine service—‘‘ In 
towering passion.’’?|—-WALKER v. BROGDEN, No. 
1267, post. 


iv. Physicians and Surgeons. 

143. ‘* Quack.’’|—The declaration in an action 
for libel alleged that pltf. was a good & faithful 
subject, etc., & that he was a medical practitioner, 
& stated the libel to have been published of & 
concerning him, & of & concerning hfm in his 
said practice. No evidence was given of any 
licence or authority to practise, nor was pltf. 
mentioned in the libel as a regular medical man, 
but merely as ** Physician extraordinary to several 
Jadies of distinction,’ & ‘“ doctor, or rather 
quack ”:—Hcld: this did not withdraw the 
claiin to damages in the medical capacity from the 
consideration of the jury, but they might give such 
damages as they thought right, both for that & 
the libel on pltf.’s private character. 

Fair & candid crificism is not a libel but a 
malevolent attack on an individual is (TINDAL, 
C.J.).— Lone v. CuvusBs (1831),5 € & P. 55, N. P. 

144. J—DAKHYL v. LABOUCHERE, No. 
1823, post. 

145. Unprofessional conduct—Consultation with 
homeopathist.]|—Pitf., a physician, sued deft. for 
an alleged libel in having printed & published in 
a medical journal certain letters, etc., which 
imputed to pltf. that he was in the habit of 
mecting, & had met. in consultation, home- 
pathic practitioners. The declaration alleged 
that, according to the opinion & etiquette prevail- 
ing amongst the general body & great. majority 
of physicians, it was considered improper & dis- 
graceful for any of them to hold medical consulta- 
tions with practitioners of homeeapathy, & would 
be injurious to the professional character, reputa- 
tion, & practice of any physician not following the 
homeopathic system of medicine. The plea was 
a traverse only of the allegation that it was dis- 
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graceful, etc., for a physician, etc., to meet a 
homeopathist in consultation :—Held: the plea 
was an answer to the declaration.—-CLaY vv. 
RoBERTs (1863), 2 New Rep. 203; 8 L. T. 397; 
9 Jur. N.S. 580; 11 W. R. 649. 

eons :—Refd. Myroft v. Sleight (1921), 90 L. J. K. B. 


146. Use of name in advertisement.) —A 
doctor, whose name has been used without his 
authority in an advertisement to puff the sale of a 
medicine, has no cause of action either for damages 
or for an injunction unless the publication 1s defa- 
matory or injures him in his property, business or 
profession.— DockRELL v. DOUGALL (1899), 80 
L. T. 556; 15 T. L. BR. 333, C. A. 


v. Solicitors. 


147. Accusation of professional misconduct.]-— 
Deft. having written a letter, blaming the person 
to whom it was addressed for sa ot pltf. to 
sue, added, ‘‘ If you will be misled by an attorney, 
who only considers his own interest, you will have 
to repent it. You may think, when you have 
ordered your attorney to write to Mr. B., he would 
not do any more without your further orders ; but 
if you once set him about it, he will go to any 
length without further orders”? :—Held: in an 
action for defamation, the jury were properly 
directed to consider whether these expressions 
were meant of the profession in general, or of pltf. 
in particular; & it was not necessary to leave it 
to them to consider whether this was a confidential 
communication, or a malicious attack on pitf.’s 
character.—Gopson v. HOME (1819), 1 Brod. & 
Bing. 7; 3 Moore, C. P. 223; 128 E. R. 625. 

a eneaton :—~Apld. Robertson ¢. M' Dougall (1828), 4 Bing. 





-|—Where an account of certain pro- 
ceedings in a ct. of law was headed in a newspaper, 
‘Shameful conduct of an attorney,’ pleas to a 
declaration in libel, that the alleged libel contained 
a faithful & true account of proceedings in a ct. 
of law, were held ill.-—CLEMENT v. LEwis (1822), 3 
Brod. & Bing. 297; 10 Price, 181; 7 Moore, C. P. 
200; 129 E.R. 1299, Ex. Ch.; affg. S.C. sub nom. 
LEWIS v. CLEMENT (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 702. 


Annotations ;-—Relfd. Delegal r. Highley (1837), 3 Bing. N.C. 
950; Cook v. Wildes (1855), 24 L. J. Q. HW. 36750 Kyalla 
ve. Leader (1866), 4 H. & ©. 555. Mentd. Corner c. Shew 
(1838),4M.& W.163; Gwynne cr. Burnell (2840), 6 Bing. 
N.C. 453; Gregory r. Branswick & Vallance (1843), 13 
LJ... P2345) Warwick vr. Cox (1844), 13 L. J. bx. 314; 
Campbell ¢. A. (2847), 11 Q. BL BE, 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1. 
C. (b) ili. 


a. Publication of sentence of 
munication —Nonconformir 
rea aera t. SKINNER ool. ae 
unl, (Ct. Of Sess.) 1217; 23 Se. Jur 
573.—SCOT. ; 


b. Allegation of —drunkenness.] ~ 


e. Allegation of  xerual  immoral- 
ity. }—Saying of a Methodist preacher 
that he kept company with a prostitute, 
& deft. could prove it :-—WMeld : not 
actionable, at all events without special 

rT. RAILS (1863), 23 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SEC whe 
C. (b) ty, a 


143 i. ** Quack."}—A medic ! t- 
litioner registered in Great B tai 
to entitle him to practice in Ontario, 
me bye ee under BOS @ 1877. 
oe 3, Mu. i, "US ' ; 
practit ee Tn this case plte., 


; - ett eerry  wepsesesaas ft 
cutitled to practice here, SrOUghE anu 


action against deft. for slandering him 
in his profession by stating that he 
was @ quack :—-Held: the action wus 
not maintainable.---SKIRVING 1. Ross 
(1880), 31. PB. 423.—CAN., 

143 ji. ---—--.]--GRANT vc. CHISHOLM, 
(Asl4] S.C. 259; SL Se. L. BR 203 ; 
13S. L. T. 63. —BCOT. 

d. Unprofessional conduct.}—~Held : 
the plain inference from the words 
published of pitf. was, that he had 
not lived up to the standard of con 
duct adhered to generally by tho 
medical profession, that he had no 
respect for himself or his profession, & 
that his conduet bro he disgrace & 
shame upon the profession : the words 
complained of imputed to the pltf. 
discreditable conduct tn his profession, 
and were, therefore, Wbellous, 
WITH t. COWPER & GARRIOCH (L911), 
WWW. L. ROL; 4 Sask. LR. 18--CAN. 

©. Gualificntions wrongly allribuled 
by newspaper — Acyuicarence on ye 
ae of foes Gare) a here a medical 

Wh allows 8 laudatory pura h 
hbout himself to appear uncont radictod 
in @ newspaper, attributing to him 
higher qualifications than he 


this Justifies a writer to a newspaper in 
accusing him of falsely giving himself 
forth as possessing these qualifications. 


t. MacKay (ES0d), 
K. D.C. 20.---8. AF. 
f. Allegation of —unskilful — treat- 


mend.} -~ Succi oc. Mcinrosn 
li b. C.K. 502.--CAN, 

g-. Allriuting death to 
negligence. }—To say of a man that the 
death of another was due to his callous 
negligence is defainatory.--STRDOM 


tv. HANMANN, [1918] OC. 2. DL 49.-— 
h. Licence to practice must — be 
produced.} —-HAMILTON ¢. BURWELL 


(1832), 2 O. S. 339. --CAN, 
PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.-— 
C. (b) y¥. 


1471. Accusalion of profeasional 
conduct. j~ A written paper ~ 
PILL, an attorney, with boing ,.......- 
entirely by a craving after hixown gaine, 
Withont regard to the Interest of his 
clients, & reckless of bringing them to 
riin, is Hbellous.—- ANDREW: 0. WILAON 


Part 1V.—Tue STATEMENT. 





149, -|—Declaration in libel stated that 
pit was an attorney, & that certain orders had 

cen made by the Ct. of Q. K., for setting aside 
proceedings with costs, in an action in which plté. 
was the attorney of the then deft., & deft. was the 
attorney of the then pltf., & that the costs had 
been ascertained & taxed by one of the Masters ; 
that sharp practice in the profession of an attorney, 
is & is considered to be, disreputable practice, & 
discreditable to the attorney adopting it; yet 
that deft., intending to cause it to be believed that 
pltf. had been guilty of such sharp practice as 
aforesaid in the said action, & had been repri- 
manded for it by the Master, published of him the 
following false, ironical, & libellous matter :— 
An Honest Lawyer,” thereby meaning pltf., & 
meaning to represent that he was not an honest 
lawyer, ‘‘ A person of the name of C. B., etc., was 
severely reprimanded the other day by one of the 
Masters of the Queen’s Bench for what is called 
sharp practice in his profession,’ meaning & 
alluding to pltf.’s practice with respect to the said 
orders, & that such practice was sharp practice as 
aforesaid :—-Held: that part of the statement 
which imputed to pltf. sharp practice was sulfi- 
ciently explained by the introductory matter to 
show that it was libellous. Semble: the allega- 
tion that the libel was ironical was sufficient, 
coupled with the innuendo, to show that the 
Phrase ‘‘ an honest lawyer "’ was used in a libellous 
sense.—-BOYDELL v. JONES (1848), 4 M. & W. 446; 
7 Dowl. 210; 1 Horn. & H. 408; 150 E.R. 1504. 
‘Annotations :- Refd. Turner v. Meryweather (1849), 7 C. B. 

Ga Menta. 8s. FE. Ry. rw Railway Coinrs. (1881), 6 


150. -----—.j—(1) It is not libcllous to write of 
an attorney, that he did not present his bill for 
fifteen years, & having made his client's will, 
presented it after his death to the representatives. 
(2) $2 Geo, 3, c. 60, has not taken from the ct. the 
power of pronouncing a paper to be a libel, when 


it is such on the face of it.--REEVEs v. TEMPLAR 
(L838), 2 Jur. 1387. 
151, ~---—.]—The words “ How lawyer Bishop 


treats his clients.’ heading a report of a case in 
one of the cts., are libellows. Although prefixed 
to the particular case, the words, being general, 
are a charge of treatment, in the manner asserted, 


not of this chent only, but of all clients, & there- | 


fore is not met by proof that the charge was justi- 
fiable in this particular instance.--Bisnor tv. 
LATIMER (1861), 4 L. T. 775, NP. 

152. Misstatement as to date of admission.);-— 
RAVEN v. STEVENS & Sons (L886), 3 T. L. KR. 7. 

158. Proof of practice as solicitor--Plaintiff not 
practising at time of libel.j-—JoNrs cv. STEVENS, 
NO, 1236, post, 

154. ----- -——.J—PIitf., in his declaration for 
a libel, alleged that he was an attorney, & that the 
libel was published of & concerning him & of & 
concerning him in his profession. He proved, 
that he had been admitted an attorney ; but he 
did not prove, that at the time the libel was pub- 
lished he had taken out his certificate or that he 
was practising as an attorney :-—Held: it was 
suflicient to prove that he had been admitted an 
atturney.-—-LEWis ve. WALTER (1824), 3 B. & C. 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
C. (b) vi. 


k. Trader in land-—.AUlegution of 

fraud, }-~—FELLOWKS to HUNTER (1861), 
20 U. OC. Re 3a3,—-CAN, 
1. Registrar of deceds-— Misconduct 
in office. J~-MCLAY v. DBRuck COoRPN. 
(1887), 14 O. RR. 398.—CAN, 

m. Municipal officer—-Sumumary dis- 

"By libellous resolution. }—Davias 


539. CAN, 


used his 
Provincia 


n. Member of legislature.J— In 


Legislature fo imerease tho 
business carried on by 
brother as partucrs, by requiring persons 
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138, n.; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 810; 2L. J. 0.8. 

K. B. 219; 107 BE. R. 686, n. 

Annotations :—Distd. Sellers v. Killew (1825), 7 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 121. Refd. May v. Brown (1824), 3 B. & C. 
113; Noden v. Johnson (1850), 16 Q. B. 218. 

155. Stamp office certificate.|— In an 
action by an attorney for libelling him in his 
profession generally, the stamp office certificate, 
countersigned by a master of the Ct. of K. B., to 
denote that the name of the party has been entered 
upon the roll of the ct. is primd facie, sufficient 
evidence to support an allegation in the declaration 
that pltf. is an attorney of that ct.—SPARLING v. 
HaADDon (1832), 9 Bing. 11; 2 Moo. & 8. 14; 1 
L. J.C. P. 142; 131 BE. R. 518. 

Annotation :—Reftd. Graham v. Ingleby (1818), 2 Exch. 442. 
156. Law list.|—RaAvEN v. STEVENS & 

Sons (1886), 3 T. L. R. 67. 








vi. Other Professions or Cullings. 


157. Overseer of common field——-Untrustworthi- 
ness.|—It is not necessary to give evidence to 
prove the truth of averments, in a declaration 
in an action for libel, according with statements 
in the publication. 

In an action for a libel on pltf., who alleged in his 
declaration that he held an office of trust & con- 
fidence, to wit, the office of overseer of a common 
field, & that deft. composed, etc., of & concerning 
pitf., & of & concerning his conduct in his said 
office of, etec., a libel, part of which was that the 
comnittee, for managing the concerns of the said 
field, think proper to satisfy the inhabitants, ctc., 
respecting the different charges laid against pltf. 
the late overseer, etc., for embezzlement, or not 
giving a proper account of the public property ; 
pitf. put in the libel, & proved publication, etc., 
& that he was overseer. It appeared from the 
testimony of his own witnesses that he was not 
intrusted by the committee, as such overseer, with 
the receipt. of money, or that any particular con- 
fidence was necessarily reposed in him in virtue 
of his employment, which appeared to be a some- 
what humble one. It was objected that he should 
have proved that it: was an office of trust & con- 
fidence as alleged, & that therefore the action 
could not be supported: - Held: as the libel in 
its terms imported that it was an office of trust & 
contidence. & charged a fraudulent abuse of it, it 
was therefore not necessary to give any proof of 
it in support of the allegation in the declaration.— 
BAGNALL vt. UNDERWOOD (1823), 11 Price, 621; 
M47 I. R. 553. 

158. Overseer of the poor—Untrustworthiness. | 
-—-Deft. published a placard stating of pltf., who 
was an overseer of the poor, “that when out of 
office he had advocated low rates, & when in office 
had advocated high rates, & that he, deft., would 
not trust him with £5 of his property ”’ :— Held: 
these words were actionable per se without any 
innuendo.-—CHEESE tv. SCALES (1842), 10 M. & W. 
488; 12 L. J. Ex. 13; 6 J. P. 732 5 6 Jur. 955 3 
152, E. R. 58683; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
SCALES t. CHEESE (1844), 12 M. & W. 685, Ex. Ch. 
Annotation -—Mentd. Wood ¢. Peyton (1844), Ld L. J. Ex. 

28. 
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ment :—-Held: the charge upon i 
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an 


action for Hibel againat a newspaper co., face is defamatory & constitutes a 

the words in the published letter com> libel.—-CULLIGAN (t. GRAPHIC, LTp. 

plained of charged in effect that pl(f. (1917), 44.N. B. BR. 485 37 DL. R. 
vosition as a member of the = 43 4,---CAN, 


ptf, & his o. Telegraphist — Belrayal of con- 
fidence.}--RICHARDS v. CHISHOLME & 
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Sect. 1——What are defamatory statements: Sub- 
sect. 1, C. (b) vi., & D.] 

159. Chairman of finance committee—False 
auditing of accounts.J|—It is actionable, without 
the aid of prefatory averment in the declaration, 
to write of a magistrate, that, ‘‘ as chairman of a 
finance committee, he audited accounts containin 
items of upwards of £12,000 for the nomi 
purpose of furnishing, lodgings, plate, etc., for the 
judges; but which expenditure was in reality to 
find accommodation for the magistrates, as the 
sheriff always found the judges suitable lodgings, 
without putting the county to any expense. 
ADAMS ?. MEREDEW (1829), 3 Y. & J. 219; 148 
E. R. 1159, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hughes r. Rees (1838), 7 L. J. Ex. 268. 

160. Secretary of railway company—Imputation 
of cacoethes scribendi.|—An article in a magazine, 
expressing the writer's sorrow at seeing the corre- 
spondence between the secretary of a railway co. 
& another person published, & observing, that had 
invention been taxed to blast the character & 
throw a shade over the honour of the co., it could 
have devised nothing more effective than this 
stupid correspondence, & still more stupid publica- 
tion; & also imputing trickery & deception, & 
the cacoethes scribendi, & scribbling propensities, 
to the secretary ; &, in reference to an answer he 
was about to put in Chancery, reminding him, 
that shuffing & low cunning would not do in 
that ct.:—Held: libellous after verdict, in an 
action by the secretary, where the declaration 
merely alleged the object & intention of deft. to 
be to injure him in his character of secretary to 
the co., but did not contain any special averments 
or innuendoes.— ROBERTSON v. WYLDE (1838), 7 
L. J.C. P. 196. 

161. Master mariner & 
worthiness of ship.|—(1) To publish of a master 
mariner & shipowner that his vessel, which is 
advertised for the conveyance of goods on freight 
& passengers to Calcutta, is unseaworthy & has 
been sold for a convict ship, is a personal libel on 
him in the way of his business, for which he may 
maintain an action without alleging special 
damage or proving malice. 

(2) In an action for a libel imputing to a vessel 
advertising for passengers & freights for the East 
Indies, & to her master & owner, pltf., that she 
is unseaworthy & in other respects unfit for the 
purpose :—Held:; evidence of the ordinary profits 
of such a voyage was receivable, & the jury were 
properly told that they might take such evidence 
into their consideration in estimating the probable 
amount of damage sustained by pltf. from the 
publication of the libel, although the action was 
brought before the commencement of the intended 
voyage.— INGRAM v. LAWSON (1840), 6 Bing. N. C. 
212; 8 Scott. 471; 9 L. J.C. P. 145; 741. T. 
134; 4 Jur. 151; 133 E. R. 84. 


Annotations :— As to (1) Apld. Russell r. Webster (1874), 23 
Ww. OX. 59. Consd. South Hetton Coal Co. . Korth 
Eastern News Assocn., (1894] 1 Q. B. 133. Refd. Hoey v. 
Felton (1861), 11 C. B. N.8.142; Young v. Macrae (1862), 
32 L. J. Rett 6; Ratcliffe r. Evans, (1892} 2 Q. B. 524, 

tr pe (2) Refd. Hadicy v. Baxendale (1854), 23 L. J. Ex. 


162. Stockbroker—Threat to bring action.) 
Warning. J. C. & Co., sharebrokers, meaning 


pltfs., are informed that the two hundred Man- 
chester & Southampton Ry. shares bought by 


shipowner— Unsea- 


LEITHHEAD (1859), 22 Dunk. (Ct 
Sess.) 215; 32 se. Jur. 67. SCOT: = 


on 


Hck ta i aces 
— awa 
ieee in a ee r that 
, & professor, waa unfit for the 
discharge of, & neglected his a : 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


J. C., under a false representation of the market, 
at £8 per share, or £1,625, & sanctioned by C. J., 
meaning deft., & paid for at the time of purchase, 
that he forthwith sends them to the Manchester 
& Southampton committee, with instructions to 
return the deposit balance to him, meaning deft., 
unless C. & Co., meaning pltfs., claim it, or elect 
to proceed; &, unless C. & Co., meaning pltfs., 
within the present year, arrange to return the 
£1,625 to him, meaning deft., also the £7 expenses 
incurred for advertisement & solr. to procure 
proof of having paid C. & Co., meaning pitfs., 
£1,600 & £25 commission, C. J., meaning pltfs., 
will adopt legal measures. The amount will be 
taken by instalments, on security being deposited 
with any bankers but those who recommended 
C. & Co.’’ :—Held: in the absence of a colloquium 
pointing the above, or an averment of special 
damage, the publication was not actionable. 

If by any reasonable intendment a jury could 
infer that the publication complained of reflects 
upon the moral conduct or the professional reputa- 
tion of pltf., it is the duty of the ct. to send the 
matter before them. But the instances are by no 
means rare, of judgment being arrested when the 
ct. has thought that, by no reasonable intendment, 
could the libel bear the construction put upon it 
by the innuendoes (WILDE, C.J.).—CAPEL v. 
JONES (1847), 4 C. B. 259; 9 L. T. O. S. 78; 11 
Jur. 396; 136 E. R. 505. 


Annotations :~-Consd. Capital & Counties Bank r. Henty 
eee) au. ss: 741. Refd. Bignell r. Buzzard (1858), 
‘ .. 217. 


163. Architect——Lack of professional experi- 
ence.|—To impute a person actually employed 
to execute certain work, that he has no experience 
in the work in which he is so ra Tithe is a libel 
upon that person in the way of his profession or 
calling; & it is no justification to say that such 

erson cannot show any experience in work of the 
ind which, in the opinion of the person making 
the imputation, was requisite. ; 

B., an architect, had been employed by a certain 
committee to superintend & carry out the restora- 
tion of S. church; thereupon W., who had no 
manner of interest in the question of the employ- 
ment of B. to execute the work, wrote a letter to a 
member of the committee saying, ‘‘ 1 see that the 
restoration of S. church has fallen into the hands 
of an architect who is a Wesleyan & can have no 
experience in church work. Can you not do 
something to avert the irreparable loss which must 
be caused if any of the masonry of this ancient 
gem of art be ignorantly tampered with?" In 
an action for libel W., by way of justification 
alleged ‘‘ that the facts contained in the letter are 
true, & the opinions expressed in it, whether righ 
or wrong, were honestly held & expressed by W.,”’ 
& ‘‘that B. cannot show experience in church 
work,” i.e. of the kind which in the opinion of W. 
was requisite :—Held: the latter was a libel on 
B. in the way of his profession or calling; the 
 beteerpear tes set up was no justification at all, 

ecause the letter obviously meant that B. could 
show no experience in the work in which he had 
been employed by the committee to execute; & 
even if the occasion was privileged, there was 
evidence of express malice. Qu.: whether under 
the circumstances of the case the publication of 
the letter was privileged. 


& that his class was in a state of 
insubordination.—ALKEXANDER ©. Mac 
DONALD (1826), 4 Murr, 94.—-8C0OT. 

. Barrister — Place-hunter,| — To 
say of an ordinary barrister that he is 


class. 


uty, 


Part LV.—THE STATEMENT. 


A man who receives information which, if true, 
is 7 eg to the character of another, is not 
justified in publishing that information to the 

rejudice of that other merely because he believes 

it to be true.—-BOTTERILL v. WHYTEHEAD (1879), 

41 L. T. 588. 

Annotations :—Reld. Waller v. Loch (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 619; 
British Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. v. C. Rt. C. Co. & L. C. C., 
11922) 2 kK. B. 260, 

164, ——~ Failure to append name of plaintiff 
to joint design with defendant.|—GREEN v. ARCHER 
(1891), 7 T. L. R. 542. 

165. Inventor -—— Denying reputation as in- 
ventor.|—W., who had in 1865 made a valuable 
invention of the machine subsequently designated 
the ‘ Dynamo-electric machine ” or ‘‘ Dynamo,” 
commenced an action against T. & others, alleging 
that T. had in certain works of which he was the 
author falsely & maliciously written & published 
certain passages depriving pltf. of the credit of 
being the first inventor of the invention, & also 
alleging that pltf. was & would be injured in his 
reputation of a discoverer & inventor in the field 
of electrical science & engineering ; it was further 
alleged that deft. had on complaint by pltf. 
agreed to alter certain passages in his work & had 
not done so. Pitf. claimed no right in the word 
‘* Dynamo,” but he set up that deft. used the 
word to describe something other than pltf.’s 
invention. Deft. applied to strike out the state- 
ment of claim on the ground that it disclosed no 
cause of action :—Held: the passages complained 
of were not libellous & no contract was alleged, & 
the statement of claim disclosed no cause of action. 
Fi oa uv. THOMPSON (1903), 20 R. P. C. 775, 

166. Consulting engineer—Unauthorised use of 
name.|—CLERK v. Motor Car Co. (1905), Lrp. & 
Forp (1905), 49 Sol. Jo. 418. 

167. Commercial traveller—Statement of his 
leaving employment.j)— tf. was employed as 
commercial traveller by deft., & deft. signed & 
circulated among his customers cards in un- 
fastened envelopes with these words upon them : 
‘3. is no longer in our employ. Please give him 
no order or pay him any money on our account.”’ 
In an action of libel the jury found that the 
words were libellous, & that deft. acted maliciously 
in circulating them :—-Held: the words were not 
capable of a defamatory meaning, & deft. waa 
entitled to the judgment.—BEswick v. SMITH 
(1907), 24 T. L. R. 168, C. A. 


D. Imputation of Insolvency to Non-Traders. 

168. Charge of insolvency.}—Iaton v. JOHNS, 
No. 939, post. 

169. Leaving neighbourhood with debts un- 
pald.|—O’ Brien v. Bryant, No. 1223, post. 

170. Statement of indebtedness for large sum— 
Offer of debt for sale.|—The publication of a 
placard, stating that the prosecutor is indebted in 
& large sum, & offering the debt for sale, is not. 
necessarily libellous; &, at all events, the judge 
cannot withdraw it from the jury on the general 
issue, but must Icave it to them, reserving for a 
motion in arrest of judgment, the question whether 
the words could possibly be libellous. 

The placards ran thus: ‘“ W. G., solr., Bishop 
Stortford . . . to be sold by auction, if not previously 
disposed of by private contract, a debt of the 
above, amounting to £3,197 due upon partnership 
& mtge. transactions ’’:—Held: the matter was 


& Dlace-hunter may be only an unkind 
way of saying that heisambitious. The 
romark applied to any one in the Irish 
Benchers would be a cruel offence.— 


H. 103.—IR. 
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not libellous, as it was a mere offer, on the face of 
it, to sell an alleged debt, which it did not neces- 
sarily imply inability to pay it; & it did not 
appear to be false, & there was no evidence of an 
intent to extort moncy.—R. v. COGHLAN (1865), 4 
F. & F. 316. 

171. Sere of past pecuniary difficulties.|— 
Cox v. Leg, No. 1008, post. 

172. Cheque drawn on bankers—Marked refer 
to drawer.|—Pitf., who was a newsagent, had an 
account with deft. bank, & on Aug. 5, 1914, she 
drew a cheque for £4 5s. in favour of the co. from 
whom she was in the habit of buying newspapers. 
On Aug. 6, a moratorium proclamation was 
issued, providing that all payments of not less 
than £5 due & payable before Aug. 6, or on any 
day before Sept. 4, in respect of any cheque drawn 
before Aug. 4, ‘‘ or in respect of any contract made 
before that time ’’ should be deemed due & pay- 
able one month after the original due date or on 
Sept. 4. The cheque was presented on Aug. 10, 
& returned with the words “ refer to drawer” 
upon it. On Aug. 10, plitf. had £6 16s. 5d. to her 
credit on the premoratorium account & £3 9s. 3d. 
on the postmoratorium account. In an action 
by pitf. against defts. for breach of contract & 
libel :—Held: defts. were protected by the mora- 
torium, as the case was one of a payment in respect 
of a contract made before Aug. 4, & in the circum- 
stances the words ‘‘ refer to drawer’ were not 
capable of a libellous meaning, & therefore pltf. 
was not entitled to recover.—FLACH vv. LONDON 
aa WESTERN Bank, Lrp. (1915), 31 T. L. R. 

173. —— -|—Defts. on Feb. 11, 1914, 
agreed to allow pltf., who was a customer of the 
bank, an overdraft for a period of six months, 
On Aug. 6, 1914, when pitf.’s account was over- 
drawn, a moratorium was proclaimed. On Aug. 
28, plitf., without making any express appropria- 
tion, paid a sum of money into his account, & 
defts. applied a part of it in discharge of the over- 
draft. On the following day pltf. drew a cheque 
upon the bank, but in consequence of the dis- 
charge of the overdraft his balance was not. suffi- 
cient to meet it. The cheque was dishonoured & 
returned to the holder marked ‘‘ R. DD.” In an 
action brought by pltf. against the bank for 
damages for breach of contract & for libel :— 
Held: the effect of the moratorium was to post- 
pone the date of payment of the overdraft for a 
month, & defts. were not entitled under the cir- 
cumstances to refuse payment of pltf.’s cheque, & 
pitf. was entitled to recover.—ALLEN v. LONDON 
County & WESTMINSTER BANK, Lrp. (1915), 84 
L. J. K. B. 1286; 112 L. T. 989; 31 T. L. R. 210. 

174. Paid for collection to defendants— 
Accidental return unpaid.}]—-Pltf. drew a cheque 
upon his bank in favour of a customer, who paid 
it into deft. bank, where he kept an account, for 
collection. Deft. bank by some mistake did not 
present it for payment to the bank upon which it 
was drawn, & later on it was found at deft. bank 
in the box in which returned cheques from pltf.’s 
bank were usually left. Pltf. had ample assets at 
his bank to meet the cheque. <A clerk of deft.’s 
thinking that the cheque had been returned unpaid 
& not knowing for what reason, attached a slip 
to it on which the words ‘‘ Reason assigned ”’ were 
printed, & against those words he wrote “ Not 
stated.’ The cheque with the slip attached was 
sent to the person in whose favour it was drawn, 
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man.}—-To say of an engineer fitter 
that he is a grossly unskilful workman 
is actionable.—Stack v. BaRR (1918), 
82 J. P. 91.—SCOT. 
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Sect. 1.—What are defamatory statements: Sub- 
sect. 1, D., EB. & F.; sub-sect. 2, A. & B. (a), (b), 
fe), (4) & (€).] 

who communicated with pltf., & the cheque was 

paid. Pitf. brought an action of libel, alleging that 

the words meant that the cheque had been dis- 
honoured through want of assets:—Held: the 
words on the slip, coupled with the return of the 
cheque, were not in their natural meaning libellous, 
& it lay upon pltf. to prove facts & circumstances 
leading to the conclusion that they would naturally 
be understood by reasonable persons as conveying 
the libellous imputation alleged; & pltf. not 
having proved this, there was no case to go to the 
jury.-- Frost v. LONDON JoInT StTock BANK, 
Lrp. (1906), 22 T. L. R. 760, C. A. 


Ly. Slander of Title. 
Sce Part XII., post. 


F. Slander of Goods. 
Sce Part X111., post. 


SUB-sECT. 2.—SLANDEROUS STATEMENTS. 
A. In General. 

175. Fact imputed to plaintiff? need not have 
happened.|-—In slander it is not necessary that the 
fact imputed to pltf. should actually have hap- 
a v. Poor (1597), Cro. Eliz. 569; 78 
f. R. S13. 


B. When Actionable. 
(a) In General. 


176. General rule.;—Words contra bonos mores, 
if they do not charge an offence pregnant with 
temporal damage, are not actionable.-—PoOLLARD 
v, ARMSHAW (1597), Cro. Eliz. 582; 78 E. R. 825. 

177. -|-—(1) An action of slander will not 
lic for words imputing adultery to a schoolmaster, 
in the absence of proof of special damage, unless 
the words are spoken of him touching or in the 
way of his calling. 

(2) Defamation, spoken or written, is always 
actionable if damage is proved, &, even if it is not, 
the law will infer the damage needed to found the 
action (a) when the words are written or printed ; 
(6) when the words spoken impute a crime punish- 
able with imprisonment ; (¢) when they impute 
certain diseases . . . (d) when words are spoken 
of a person following a calling, & spoken of him in 
that calling, which impute to him unfitness for or 
misconduct in that calling (Lorp SUMNER). 

(3) Slander is actionable only if either (a) special 
damage is proved, of (6) the im sutation is such & 
the state of facts proved is se as that the law 
presumes or infers damage, or (c) the case falls 
within the Slander of Women Act, 1891 (ce. 51) 
(LORD WRENBURY).—JONES v. JONES, [1916] 2 
A. ©. 481; 85 L. J. K. B. 1519; 115 L. T. 4382; 
32 T. L. R. 705; 61 Sol. Jo. &, H. L. 
Annotations :—.18 to (1) @ . My . Sle 

L. J. K. 2B. &83. Rod Waite Woirht (igae ie 30 

Pe Le 107. ly to (2) Reld, Heddon r. Evans (1919), 33 
OL I Rie Ree! (3) Reld. Myroft xv. Sleight (1921), 

178. Words of uncertain {mport.}|—-Words of 
uncertain Import are not actionable.—Ssiru’s 
CASE (1584), Cro. Eliz. 31 ; 78 K. RR. 297. 

179. ——-.]—Words of too general an import 
will not support an action of slander.---BUTLER v. 
PAYNTER (1593), Cro. Eliz. 297; 78 E.R. a0. 

RS S~— q . R ) . 
bovine @: Porter (1605), a Alaa 





LIBEL AND SLANDER. 








180. .|—Words not importing certain 
slander are not actionable.—STIRLEY v. HILL 
(1632), Cro. Car. 283; 79 E. R. 848; sub nom. 


CHURLEY v. HILL, W. Jo. 308. 

181. Words not actionable severally—Action- 
able when joined.|—Convert the words here, if he 
had said so, you made this deed under a hedge, & 
forged it, these words are well actionable ; so here 
these words severed & disjoined are not actionable, 
but conjoin them together, then there is an 
apparent scandal, & for this cause well actionable 
(DODDERIDGE, J.).—REYNILL v. SACKFIELD (1613), 
2 Bulst. 182; 80 EF. R. 1010. 





182. —— |—TINDALL v. Moore (1760), 
2 Wils. 114; 95 I. R. 716, 
183. Statement part actionable part not— 


Action lies for actionable part.}|—-When any part 
of the slander is actionable, pltf. shall have judg- 
ment.—THAXBIE v. SMITH (1600), Cro. Eliz. 788 ; 
78 EK. R. 1017. 

184. .|}—If an action be brought for 
words, & part of them be actionable & part are 
not, yet an action lies for them which are action- 
able (Rou, J.).—-SariTH v. Hopson (1648), Sty. 
112; 82 E.R. 571. 

185. -- —--~ Words spoken in one conversa- 
tion at one ime) Deciration for slander recited 
that pitf. carried on the trade of buying & selling, 
« was a dealer in, an article of fishing tackle called 
a winch; & that deft. used the trade of making & 
selling winches ; & it charged that deft., contriving 
to injure pitf. in his trade, & to cause his customers 
to believe that he was guilty of unlawfully buying 
goods well knowing them to have been stolen & 
dishonestly come by, in a discourse which he had 
with pltf., of & concerning him with reference to 
his trade, & of & concerning the premises, in the 
presence & hearing of J., etc., falsely & maliciously 
spoke, to & of & concerning pltf., & of & concern- 
ing him with reference to his trade & the premises, 
the words, etc. : ‘* I" (meaning deft.) * have been 
robbed of about three dozen winches ”' (ineaning 
such articles, ete.): ‘a person has been buying 
things at my shop, & has taken them; you” 
(meaning pltf.) ‘‘ have bought two, one at dea, & 
one at 28.3; you” (meaning pltf.) ‘ knew well, 
when you bought them” (meaning the winches), 
* that they cost me "’ (meaning deft.) ** three times 
as much making as you”’ (meaning pltf.) “ gave 
for them, & that they could not have been come 
honestly by.” The declaration then proceeded : 
* Whereupon pitf. then, in the presence & hearing 
of the aforesaid persons, said to deft.,”’ ete., 
setting forth further words of pltf. respecting 
winches, & alleging that deft., further contriving, 
etc., thereupon, in the presence & hearing of the 
said persons, replied, etc. (setting out other words). 
‘Thereby meaning,” etc., ‘‘ that plitf. had been 
& was guilty of Buying winches, well knowing 
same to have been dishonestly come by & to have 
been feloniously stolen by the person of & from 
whom pltf. had so bought them."’ After verdict 
for general damages :—Held: (1) the words first 
set out imputed that pitf. had received stolen goods 
knowing them to have been stolen; (2) the words 
following appeared to be spoken at the same time 
with the others, & formed with them a continued 
discourse; the declaration, therefore, contained 
only a single count; &, consequently, pltf. was 
entitled to judgment, even on the assumption that 
the words last set, out gave no cause of action.— 
ALFRED v. Fartow (1846), & Q. B. 854; 16 
IL. J. Q. B. 258; 71. T.0.8.178; 10 Jur. 714; 
115 KB. OR. 1086. 


186. Imputation of natural infirmity—Insanity.] 











Part [V.—TuHE STATEMENT. 


—SALoP (COUNTESS) CASE (1625), Benl. 155; 73 
E. R. 1021. 

187. —-— Immorality—‘‘ Reputed father of 
bastard child.’’]—To say of a man that “ he is the 
reputed father of a bastard child,” is not action- 
able, unless some special damage ensue.—SALTER 
v. BROWNE (1636), Cro. Car. 436; 79 I. R. 978. 
Annotation :—Retd. Anon. (1696), 2 Salk. 694. 

188. Statement not defamatory per se—Although 
false & malicious—& causing damage.}——A state- 
ment false & malicious, but not in itself defama- 
tory, made by one person in regard to another, 
whereby that other may probably under some 
circumstances, & at the hands of some persons 
suffer damage, will not, even though damage has 
resulted in fact, support an action, for defamation. 

A declaration alleged that deft. falsely & 
maliciously spoke of pitf., a working stonemason, 
‘“* He was the ringleader of the nine hours system.”’ 
& ‘‘ He has ruined the town by bringing about 
the nine hours system,” & ‘‘ He has stopped 
several good jobs from being carried ovt, by being 
the ringleader of the system at L.,’’ whereby pltf. 
was prevented from obtaining employment in his 
trade at L.:—Held: the words not being in 
themselves defamatory, nor connected by aver- 
ment or by implication with pltf.’s trade, & the 
alleged damage not being the natural or reasonable 
consequence of the speaking of them, the action 
could not be sustained.——MILLER vr. DAVID (1874), 
L. R29 CLP. 18s 43.5.0. P2843 301. T. 58; 
22 W. R. 332. 

Annotations; --Consd. Myroft. c. Sleight (1921). 90 L. J. K. RB. 
$83: Shapiro vr. La Morta (1023), 130 L. T. 622. Refd. 


Leetham vo Rauk (No. 1) (1912), o7 Sob. Jo. bibs Jones ev. 
Jones, (E916) 2A. CL AST. 


(b) On Proof of Special Damage. 
See Part VIII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 4, post. 


(c) Statements Actionable per se. 
See Sect. 2, post. 


(d) Indirect Slutements. 

189. General rule.}—-Words may be action- 
able, though they contain no direct & positive 
assertion.—-ANON. (1706), 11 Mod. Rep. 60; 88 
E.R. 886. 

190. Incidental allusion to  plaintiff.;—Action 
for words: ‘‘ Mr. Wingfield, you never thought 
well of me since Graves did steal my lamb ”’ :— 
Held: actionable; although it was alleged in 
arrest of judgment, that it was not a direct 
affirmance that Graves did steal it.—GRAVEs’ 
Cask (1592), Cro. Eliz. 289; 78 E.R. 543. 

191. ——--.]--BLAND'’s CASE (1618), Hut. 18; 
123 E.R. 1070. 

192. Words used subjunctively.| — Slanderous 
words, though subjunctively expressed, are action- 
able.—RoyAL v. PECKHAM (1600), Cro. Eliz, 786 ; 
78 B. R. 1015, 

198. Words used disjunctively.)|—Words in the 
disjunctive are not actionable.—-CGRIFFITH’s CASE 
(1600), Cro. Eliz. 780; 78 E.R. 1011. 

194. Words used adjectively.|—(1) If one says 
to another “ Thou art a cunning thief,” these 
words are actionable, an adjective word proceeding 
of (cunning) will not aid same (per CuR.). 

(2) If one speaks these words to another, ‘* Thou 
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art an outputter,” these words will bear an action 
in Westmoreland, being there taken & commonly 
known to be a horse stealer (CROKE, J.).—STEENE- 


MAN v. RICHARDSON (1613), 2 Bulst. 145; 80 
i. R. 1021. 
195. .|—Words adjectively spoken, as, 





‘Thou perjured beast,”’ are actionable, unless the 
context shows they were not used in a positive 
sense.—BENSON v. HALL (1621), Cro. Jac. 613 ; 79 
E.R. 528. 

196. ——.|—-BooTu v. 1 Sid. 
103; 82 E. R. 997. 

197. .|—Scandalous words used adjec- 
tively, if they import an act done, are actionable.— 
OsBoRN v. POOLE (1698), 1 Ld, Raym. 236; 2 
Lut. 1053; 91 EK. R. 1054. 

Annotation :—Refd. Collins v. Harvey (1713), Gilb. 98. 
198. Words used potentially—Importing act 

done.|— Words in the potential mood may qualify 

an indicative context, & render them not action- 

able.—STONER v. AUDELY (1591), Cro. Eliz. 250 3; 

78 E.R. 506. 

199. .|—Potential words may be 
actionable, if they import an act done. ’Tis 
actionable to charge a man with coining money.— 
SPEED v. Parry (1705), 2 Ld. Raym. 1185; 2 
Salk. 607; 92 E. R. 283. 

Annotation :—Apld. Clegg v. Laffer (1833), 3 L. J.C. P. 56. 
200. -——.|—-(1) The words ‘she se- 

creted ls. 6d. under the till,’ at the same time 
stating ‘‘ these are not times to be robbed,” are 
not actionable per se; therefore, when pltf. ob- 
tained a verdict, with 1s. damages :—Held: she 
was entitled to increased costs. 

(2) No action will lie for words spoken, with 
special damage alleged, unless the words them- 
selves bear an injurious meaning; therefore :— 
Held: these words were not actionable with 
special damage, as they rather imported praise 
than blame to the party of whom they were 
spoken.—KELLY v. PARTINGTON (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 
b45; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 460; 3 Nev. & M. kK. B. 
116; 3L.J.K. B. 104; 110 BE. R. 929. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Miller vr. David (1874), 30 

re JT. o3. Apld. Shapiro r. La Morta (1923), 130 L. T. 

622, 

201. Words expressing speaker’s conviction— 
‘*T am thoroughly convinced.’’?} — ‘I am 
thoroughly convinced” is a sufficient assertion 
in slander. ‘‘ You are guilty of the death of A.” 
may be explained by innuendo to mean murder, 
though the colloguim be only of the death.— 
OLDHAM t. PEAKE (1774), 2 Wm. BI. 959; 96 
E. R. 566; affd. sub nom. PEAKE v. OLDHAM 
(1775), 1 Cowp. 270. 

Annotations -—Consd. Roberts r. Caniden (1807), 9 East 
93. Distd. Goldstein rv. Foss (1827), 6B. & C. 154. d 
Woolnoth vr. Meadows (1804), 5 Kast. 463; Sweetapple tr. 
Jesse (1833), 2 Nev. & M. k. B. 36. Mentd. O'Connell 
vr. R. (i844), TE CL & Fin. 135. 

Statements imputing crime.}— See Part IV., 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, C. (a), post. 


SEELE (1663), 














k 





—_ 


(e) Vulgar Abuse. 


202. General rule.j|—For mere gencral abuse 
spoken no action lics (LORD MANSFIELD, C.J.).— 
THORLEY v. KERRY (LORD) ( ane 4 Taunt. 355; 

‘amp. 214, n.; 128 E.R. ; 

? eee : aia Robinson vr. Jermyn (1814), 1 Price, 

11. Refd. M‘Gregor vr. Thwaites (1824), 4 Dow. & Ry. 


PART IV, SECT. 1, SUB-SECT, 2.-~ (1899), I. L. R._26 Cale. 653; 3 MILLER. Mackay (1811), 16 Fac. Coll. 
B. (e). C. W.'N. 551.--IND. _ ae pre re 
202 |. General rule.}-—Dawax SINGH 202 iii, ——-.}—-CaMPBELL tv. WHITE Moe ee ; 
rv. MAMIE Nina (1888), 1. L. R10 All, (1856), 27 L. T. OL 8. 48.—IR. (1902), 19'S. C. 419.—8, AF, 
425.—-IND., 202 iv. ———.]—-Abusive | languade, arnt Pa este pa Ad 
208. -——.)-—-Giusn | CHUNDER — without. any specific accusation, affo Tre ters anol cing 
Mirren rv. JiTapuan SADUKNAN ground for an action of damages.— meters accused a mill owner of taking 
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Sect. 1.—What are defamatory statements : Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (e), (7), (g) & (hk). Sect. 2: 


sect. 1, A., B. & C. (a).] 
- 7 ».) *& Robeson (1828), 5 Z 
iy s Clenient o chivis: it a2 9 B.&C.172. Mentd. Huth 

v. Huth, (1915) 3 K. B. 32. 

208. ‘ Cosening.’’|—GoRGES CASE (1588), 
Moore, K. B. 261; 72 E. R. 568; sub nom. 
Grorare’s Cask, Cro. Eliz. 95. 

204, —-—-.]—Hichard Somerstailes brought an 
action upon the case for slanderous words, that 
is to say, S. is a very bad fellow, for he made J. 
drunken in the night, & cosened him of an 
hundred marks ; & upon not guilty pleaded it was 
found for pltf., & judgment was stayed, for the 
words are not sufficient to maintain an action.— 
SOMERSTAILES' CAsE (1601), Gouldsb. 125; 75 
K. R. 1039. 

205. .—Where an action upon the case 
was brought for words by a merchant pltf. for 
scandalous words spoken to him, which words 
were these, “ Thou art an errant knave, for you 
have cosened all Coventry ’’& . . . it was adjudged 
by the whole ct. here that these words were not 
actionable (WILLIAMS, J.).—ANON. (prior to 1611), 
cited in 1 Bulst. at p. 173; 80 E. R. 863. 
Annotation :—Folld, Tut rv. Kerton (1611), 1 Bulst. 172. 

206. ——.j—TtT vr. KERTON (1611), 1 Bulst. 
172; SO E. R. 868. 

207. —--.|—If one speaks these words of 
another, ‘‘ vou bought land, when you cosened the 
town in your account, these words not actionable 
clearly (COKE, J.).—-HOPTON v. BAKER (1614), 2 
Bulst. 228; &0 FE. R. 1082. 

208. .-~Sir William Bronker brought an 
action upon the case for slanderous words: & 
he showed in his declaration how that he was a 
knight, & one of the gentlemen of His Majesties 
Privy Chamber; & that deft. spoke of him these 
scandalous words, viz. Sir William Bronker is 
a cosening knave, & lives by cosenage. Which 
was found for pltf. In arrest of judgment it was 
moved that the words were not actionable, & so 
it was adjudged.— BRONKER’S C'ASE (1617), Godb. 
284; 78 E.R. 166. 

209. .|}—"* Thou hast no more but what thou 
hast got by cosening & cheating ;’’ not averring 
that he was of any trade, or that he had anything; 
is not actionable (per CUR.).—BROMEFIELD r. 
SNOKE (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 307; 88 E. R. 1339. 

210. Knave, rogue, rascal, etc.}—Action for 
these words: ‘‘ Thou art a bkpt. knave, a vaga- 
bond, & rogue.” After verdict for pltt., it was 
moved in arrest of judgment, that an action lies 
not for these words, & it was held clearly by all the 
ct., that none of them were actionable, but only 
the words ‘‘ bkpt. knave’’; & of those they 
doubted.— Roninson v. MELLO (1601), Cro. Eliz. 
843; 78 E. R. 1069. 

211. ——-.|—To say of a cooper, that he is a 
varlet & a ve, is not actionable.—Cores v. 
KETLE (1608), Cro. Jac. 204; 79 E. R. 179. 
water from the town supply, & on - k-C 
another occasion acetaed: him of #0N (1899), 1 
diverting a streani. On both occasions 46 Sc. L. RB. 
the mill owner called the inspector 
& iar :—-Held: no action of slander 
would lie at the instance of the 
inspector, since the words were ut tered 
under provocation.—WatTsoNn eo, Dun- 
CAN (1890), 17 K. (Ct. of Sess.) 4045 27 
Se. L. R. 319.--8COT, 











meee 





f. Liar d& 


IKISTIR 
Fr. (Ct. of 
899; 
e. -+PowkL vc. Price (1830), 
] Men. 500.—8. AFP. " aS 


fraud,}--Since to call 
& man a fraud does not in ordinary 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Hcp ber) Gace 1bbe BIR tag. 
i. . 3 u 8 . ; ‘4e * e 

ean R. v. Griepe (1697), 12 Mod. Rep. 139. 

218, ——.]—Trevinian & Berries CasE 
(1620), Palm. 10; 81 E. R. 953. 

214. J—STAMPE v. Hypxr (1621), Palm. 
126; 2 Roll. Rep. 199, 227; 81 E. R. 1010; 

~ nom. STAMPE v. JENKIN & HYDE, 2 Roll. Rep. 
278. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Haylock v. Sparke (1853), 1 E. & B. 471, 

215, ——.|— DAUBNY ¥. MARTIN (1627), Palm. 
441; 81 E.R. 1161. 

216, ———.]——WILNER v. Houp, No. 687, post. 

217. ——.]—WELDEN v. JOHNSON (1661), 1 


Sid. 48; 82 BE. R. 962. 
Annotation :-—Refd, Holt +. Scholefield (1796), 6 Term Rep. 
691. 


218. .|—Prohibition to a suit for calling 
H. knave.—HAWKIN'S CASE (1697), 2 Salk. 548; 
01 E. R. 464. 

219. ——-.] — BELLAMY v. BARKER (1720), 1 
Stra. 304; 93 E. R. 536. 

220. -|—‘‘ He has defrauded a meal-man 
of a roan horse ”’ are not actionable words without 
special damage.—HICHARDSON v. ALLEN (1774), 2 
Chit. 657. 

221. —-—.}—— The simply saying to another 
‘* you are a swindler,” is not actionable. Where in 
an action tor slander, some of the counts in the 
declaration are for actionable words, & others for 
words not actionable, & special damage is laid 
referring to all the counts, & pltf. has a verdict 
on the whole declaration ; though the damages 
recovered be less than 40s. he is entitled to full 
costs.—SAVILE v. JARDINE (1705), 2 Hy. BI. 531; 


126 E. R. 66. 
Annaler 7 pela. Kelly r. Partington (1833), 2 Nev. & 
.K. B. 460. 


M 

222. -|—ManrtTIN v. LoeY (1861), 2 F. & F. 
B54. 

Spoken In way of trade profession, calling, etc.— 
Solicitors.)|—See Nos. 387—396, post. 

—— Clergymen.}—See Nos. 424-126, post. 

















(f) Words Spoken in Foreign Tongue or Dialect. 

223. Must be understood by those present.|/— 
(1) Slander spoken in a language unintelligible 
to the auditors in not actionable. 

(2) In slander it must be averred that the words 
were spoken of pitf., & that the auditors so under- 
stood them.—JONEs v. DAVERS (1596), Cro. Eliz. 
496; 78 E. R. 747. 

224, ——.]—Slander spoken in a language not 
understood by those who hear it, is not actionable. 
—PRICE v. JENKINGS (1601), Cro. Eliz. 865; 78 


‘EK. R. 109). 


Annotation :—Refd. Amann vt. Damm (1860), 8 C. B. N. 8. 


597. 

225. -|—Parole mainsworn. Note that 
though the word be not understood in all places, 
yet it is in English, & therefore needs not the 


averment as the Welsh does.— SLATER v. FRANKS 





1 (1616), Hob. 126; 80 E. R. 275. 


ve. Rowert- PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-BECT. 3.- 
Sess.) 1155; B. (f). 
78 L. T. 143.~ 2281. Must be under 


atood by 
nt.}—A declaration claiming dam- 

for slander, or otherwise, alleged 
that the words complained of were 
addressed in the native language to 
the natives. 1t did not allege that 
such words were understood :~-—Held: 
an allegation that the worda were 
understood was not 


b. ——.}—COCKBURN 0. REEKIEF lan e ted 
; mean the N atiaerny! AOR 
(1890), 17 He (Ct. of Boss.) 568; 27 Tau. tha wees oe noe Committed WILLIAMAON v. MACPHERSON (1028), 
is eos a rae ‘ verbally uttered, are not slanderous.— 43 N. L. R. 200.8, AF. 
. -}-MACDONALD =v, Rup- AGNEW vt. British LEGAL LIFE g. Necessity for Heng of meaning 
in Kngliah.}—~In an action for slander 


(1894), 21 R. (Ct. of 
Sc. L. R. : es x : 


317 L. T (Ct, of Seas.) 442: 43 
42.—800T 


13.8. L. 7.7 


ASKURANCE Co., Lrp. (1906), 8 F. 
Be. L. RR. 284; 


i prove the ectual foreign words used 


Part IV.—Tue Statement. 


226. ——-.]—In the Exchequer an action of the 
case was brought by A. against B. for calling ee 
I doner in the Welsh tongue, & did aver that it 
was in the presence of divers that understood the 
Welsh tongue, but did not aver what the word did 
Import, & yet judgment was given for ltf., & 
the ct. took information by Welshmen, what the 
word meant in English wherein they were satisfied 
that it was ag much as perjured in English.— 
ANON. (1616), Hob. 126; 80 E. R. 275. 
aneiator :—Reld. M‘Gregor v. Gregory (1843), 11 M. & W. 


227, ——.]—FLEETWOOD v. CuRLE, No. 451, 
post. 
228. 





-|}—WYNNIFFE v Co 
134; 73 E. ¢ 992. cera 

229. -J—(1) Deft., bond fide believing that 
pltf., who was a clerk to one M., a customer of 
deft.’s, & who had been sent to deft.’s shop by M., 
had while there stolen a box from an inner room, 
went to M., &, after telling him of his loss, intimated 
his suspicion of pltf., saying, ‘‘ There was no one 
else in the room, & he must have taken it” :-— 
Held: the communication was privileged by the 
occasion. 

(2) Where slanderous words are uttered in a 
foreign language, the declaration should aver that 
the persons in whose presence they were spoken 
understood the language.—-AMANN v. Dau (1860), 
8. BLN. S.597; 29 L.5.C. P. 313; 2 L. T. 322; 
7 Jur. N.S. 47; 8 W. R. 470; 141 E. BR. 1300. 
annotation i 48 to (1) Refd. Stuart r. Bell, (1891) 2 Q. B. 





230. Translation must be actionable.) —Gisns 
t. JENKINS (1031), Het. 175; 124 E.R. 4335 sub 
vom. Gis uv. JENKINS, Hob. 191. 

231. ——.}—Ross vr. LAWRENCE (1651), Sty. 
263; 82 EK. R. 606. 

232. Meaning of words—Court may inform 
itself—-From native acquainted with tongue.]— 
ANON. (16108), No. 226, ante. 


(g) Slander of Title. 
See Part XII., post. 


(hk) Slander of Goods. 
See Part XIIT., post. 


Sect. 2.-STATEMENTS ACTIONABLE PER SE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.--STATEMENTS REFLECTING ON PLAIN: 
TIFF ‘' IN WAY OF TRADE, PROFESSION, CALL? 
ING OR OFFICE.”’ 
A. Words Must be Spoken of Plaintiff in Way 
of his Trade, Profession, ete. 
Traders.|—See Sub-sect. 1, C. (a), post. 
Profession or calling.|-—See Sub-sect. 1, D. (a), 
oat, 
: Office.|—Sce Sub-sect. 1, E. (a), post. 


B. Trade, Profession, etc., Must be Carried on 
at Time of Publication. 

Traders.|—See Sub-sect. 1, C. (a), post. 

Profession or calling.}|—See° Sub-sect. 1, D. (a), 


post, 
Office.]|——See Sub-sect. 1, E. (a), post. 


C. Statements in Way of Trade. 
(a) General Rules. 
233. Statement must be spoken of 
way of his trade.|——Words against a 


laintiff in 
radesman 


& their meaning in English.—-PoLe- 
KYKI ¢. CHROMIK, Ha | iW. W. R 


858; 61D. L. R. 345; 15 Alta. L. R. . Statement 
274.—OAN erly 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
C. (a). 


must be spoken 0, 
° plaintiff in way of his trade.}—Words 
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are not of themselves actionable, unless it be 
averred there was at the time a colloquium con 
concerning his trade.—Dor1rrer v. Forp (1600), 
Cro. Eliz. 794; 78 E. R. 1023. 





— -|—HARMAN v. DELANY, No. 110, 
ante. 
235. ——— Bankruptcy.J—An action upon the 


case was brought for these words, ‘‘ Thou art a 
cosener & a bkpt., & hast an occupation to deceive 
men by ’’; the words were spoken of a gentleman 
who had £100 land per annum to live upon; & 
therefore although he used to buy & sell iron, yet 
because he was not a merchant, nor did not live 
by his trade, the better opinion of the ct. was that 
the words were not actionable, & so adjudged.— 
ANON. (1586), Godb. 40; 78 E. R. 25. 

236. .|—An action upon the case was 
brought for calling pltf. bkpt., & a verdict passed for 
pltf.; & now S. showed in arrest of judgment, that 
pitf. had not declared that he was a merchant, 
or of any mystery or trade :—Held: the declara- 
tion insufficient for the same cause, & the ct. 
made a rule for stay of the judgment accordingly. 
—ANON. (1588), Gouldsb. 81; 75 E. R. 1011. 

237. ———.]— EMERSON v. FamFrax (1666), 
1 Sid. 299; 82 E. R. 1118. 

238. —_— Humble character of trade imma- 
terial.|\—An action lies for speaking scandalous 
words of any man of any trade or profession, be 
it ever go base, e.g. a lime burner, if they are 
spoken with reference to his profession (per CUR.). 
ooo vu. LIOOPER (1663), 1 Lev. 115; 83 E. R. 

a. 

239. Trade outside judicial notice of 
court.)|—-Spoken words imputing to a man mis- 
conduct in his office or trade are actionable, 
although the office or trade is not one of which the 
ct. can take judicial notice. : 

The declaration alleged that it was the duty of 
pitf., as a gamekeeper, not to kill foxes, that he 
was employed on the terms of his not doing s0, 
& that a person killing foxes would not be employed 
as gamekeeper ; that deft., knowing the premises, 
falsely & maliciously said of pltf., as such game- 
keeper, that he killed foxes; special damage :— 
Held: on demurrer, a good declaration, even 
without the allegation of special damage.— 
FouLGer v. NEwcoms (1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 327 ; 
36 L. J. Ex. 169; 16 L. T. 5953; 315. P. 5035; 15 
W. BR. 1181. 
innotations :-—-Consd. Jones r. Jones, [1916] 2 A. C. 481. 

efd. Miller r. David (1874), 30 L. T. 58. 

240. Dishonest trading.]—— RYLe's CASE 
(1590), Cro. Eliz. 171; 78 E. R. 428. 

241, —— .}—A declaration for slander 
stated by way of inducement, that plitf. was a 
pork butcher, & then charged deft. with publishing 
to pitf., in presence of other persons, these words of 
& concerning pltf.: *‘ You are a bloody thief, who 
stole F.’s pigs? You did, you bloody thief, & 
I can prove it. You poisoned them with mustard 
& brimstone ’’; innuendo, that pitf. was guilty 
of pig stealing. The jury found that the words 
were not intended to impute felony, but were 
spoken of pltf. in relation to his trade :—Held : 
pitt. was not entitled to recover, as the words used 
did not show that they were necessarily spoken of 
him in relation to his trade, & no colloquium con- 
cerning his trade was laid in the declaration. 
SIBLEY v. TOMLINS (1833), 4 Tyr. 90. 

242, J—We think this declaration 
sufficient : it is averred that the words are spoken 


























to be actionable per se must be spoken 
of pitf. in relation to his office, trade 
or Pe eo ua cAU v. WAaTson, 
{19 


4 7] V. L. R. $02.—AUS. 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 1, 
C. (a) & (b) 2.) 

of pltf. in the way of his trade, when the declara- 

tion says you charge tor vessels of eight fect water, 

as if for ten feet (LORD ABINGER, C.B.).—SIMPSEY 

v. LEVY (1838), 2 Jur. 776. 

243. Inn infected with pox.] — Action for 
words, & declared, that pltf. was an innholder in 
D. Deft. spoke these words: ‘‘ Thy house is 
infected with the pox, & thy wife was laid of the 
pox ”’:—Held: actionable; for it shall be 
intended the great pox ; & if jt were the smallpox, 
yet they were actionable ; for it is a discredit to 
pitf., & guests would not resort thither. It was 
adjudged for pltf.. & £50 damages given.— 
LEVET’S CASE (1592), Cro. Eliz. 289: 78 KE. R. 
543. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Allen r. Flood, [1898] A. C. 1. 

244. Suppressing will.|] — Words: ‘ He is 
a very variet, & seeks to suppress his brother’s 
will,” éte. 

The words which are actionable in such a case 
ought to touch pltf. in his profession, which these 
do not do... for in the suppressing of his 
brother’s will the case might be such that he might 
well do it, for perhaps there may be an after will 
made (MOUNTAGUE, (.J.).—- GODFREY v. OWEN 
(1619), Poph. 148 ; Palm. 21; 79 FE. R. 1248. 

245 Cheating.} — NEEDLEK v. SYMNEMLI 

















(1635), Cro. Car. 417; W. Jo. 366: 79 E. R. 962. 
246, ——-- -|-- WAKE v. CHAPMAN (1655), 
Hard. 8; 145 E. R. 353. 


Annotation :—Reid. Ludwell +. Hole (1726), 2 Stra. 696. 
247. -I—To call a tradesman a cheat, 
an action will lie if he speaks of his profession, but 
to speak it generally it will not (per Cur.).— 
ae v. JONES (1662), T. Raym. 62; 83 E. R. 
5. 


Annotations :— Refd. Savage r. Robery (1698), 2 Salk. 694; 
Ludwell cr. Hole (1726), 2 Stra. 696. 


248. .]—Of a malster, he has cheated 
all the farmers at E. without a colloguium of his 
trade, actionable.—REEVE 7. HOLGATE (1672), 
2 Lev. 62; 83 E. R. 450. 

Annotation :—Consd. Jones r. Jones, [1916] 2 A. C. 481. 

249. -]— It is actionable to say of a 
dyer, with reference to his trade, ‘ he is a cheating 
knave for he cheated me.” Qu. : when the words 
charge him with being a rogue ?—PrestTon's CASE 
(1674), 1 Freem. K. B. 276; 89 E. R. 197. 

250. -|—To say passionately to a 
tradesman, ‘‘ You are a cheat,” is not actionable, 
unless alleged in something concerning his trade.-— 
SAVAGE rv. Ropury (1608), 5 Mod. Rep. 398; 2 
Salk. 694; 87 E. R. 728. 

Annotations :—Retd. Ludwell r. Hole (1726), 2 

Hawkes v. Hawkey (1807), & Fast, 427. 

251. - -}— He is a cheat ’’ not action- 
able, without a colloquium.---BURNET 7. WELLS 
(1700), 12 Mod. Rep. 420; 88% EK. R. 1423. 
Annotation :—WMentd. Mellin r. White (1894), 7 10. 354. 


252. — .|-—’Tis not actionable to charge 
a man with cheating, unless he is a trader, & the 
eet ay ce eu in his trade.—LUDWELL 
v. HOLE 26), 2 Ld. Raym. 1417; 2 Stra. ‘ 
92 FE. R. 422. : iia: 

253. -.]-—These words, ‘‘ You cheated 
the lawyer of his linen, & stood bawd to your 
daughter, to make it up with him, you cheat every- 
body, you cheated me of a shect, you cheated S., 
& I will let him know it” :— Held :" not actionable, 
without a colloquium of pitf.’s trade or profession. 
aoe v. MILLER (1742), 2 Stra. 1169 ; 83 E.R. 

254. —— Inefficlency.] — To say of a watch- 





























Stra. 696 ; 
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maker, that he is ‘a bungler, & cannot make a 
good piece of work,” is not actionable.—REDMAN 
v. PyNE (1669), 1 Mod. Rep. 19; 2 Keb. 568; 86 
KE. R. 698. 

Annotation :-—Refd, Harman rv. Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898. 

255. Rogue.|——“‘ He is a runnagate rogue, 
& worse than a rogue, & if he had his deserts he 
had been hanged,’’ said of a trader :—JIeld: not 
actionable without showing special damage.— 
COCKAINE 1. Hopkins (1677), 2 Lev. 2143; 88 
E. R. 525. 

Annotation -—Reld. Iveson v. Moore (1698), 1 Salk. 15. 

256. —— .|—Pltf. being a carpenter, 
brought an action for these words, ‘‘ Ife has 
charged A. for forty days’ work, & received the 
money for the work, that might have been done 
in ten days, & he is a rogue for his pains.”” After 
verdict for pltf. the judgment was arrested, the 
words not being actionable.—JANCASTER  v. 
FRENCH (1728), 2 Stra. 707; 93 KE. R. 855. 

257. ‘‘ A regular prover in bankruptcies.’’] 
—(Case for defamation. The first count stated as 
inducement, that pltf. was a livery stable keeper, 
& by that trade & business acquired profit. The 
last count stated that deft. spoke these words of 
& concerning pltf., & of & concerning him in his 
trade: ‘‘ You (meaning pltf.) are a regular prover 
under bkpcies ”’ (meaning that pltf. was accustomed 
to prove fictitious debts under commissions of 
bkpt.). Verdict for pltf. on all counts. On error 
brought :—Held: the words did not impute a 
charge against pltf. in the way of his trade & 
business. — ANGLE v. ALEXANDER (1830), 7 Bing. 

19; #131 KE. R. 463 sub nom. ALEXANDER 1 
ANGLE, 1 Cr. & J. 1433 4 Moo. & P. S703 1 Tyr. 0. 
Annotations :-- Mentd. Empson v. Griffin (i839), Tb Ad. & 

El), 2863) M‘Gregor xv. Gregory (1843), 2b ME & W287 3 

Ror. O'Connell (1844), 5 State Tr. N.S. 15 O'Brien r. 

Clement (1846), 16 M. & W. 149. 

258. -—-— Employing prostitute. |~-Words spoken 
of a tradesman. imputing to him that his trade 
is maintained by the prostitution of a female 
employed by him, are not actionable, although 
laid to be spuken of him in his trade; unless they 
can be construed as imputing that he kept a bawdy 
house.—BRAYNE v. COOPER (1830), 5 M. & W, 240; 
9L. J. Ex. 80; 151 BK. R. 106. 

259. -——- Falflure to pay debts.|~--- Sirus +r. 
WiILLOUGHRBY (1890), 15 T. 1. RR. 8i4, C. A. 

260. Trade must be carried on at time of 
publication.|—In slander, a gencral allegation that 
pitf. was a trader is, after verdict, sufficient.--- 
TUTHILI, v. MILTON (1609), Cro. Jac. 2223; Yelv. 
158; 79K. R. 193. 

Annotations :~— Reta. Bellamy vr. Vurch (1847), 16 M. & W. 

590. Mentd. Shorcrosse r. Bland (1675), Freem. K. 3B. 

318; Colethirst cv. Wiseman (1693), 12 Mod. Rep. 47. 


261. .|—A declaration for scandalous 
words against a trader must aver that he was 
a trader at the time the words were spoken.— 
CoLLis v. MALIN (1632), Cro. Car. 282; W. Jo. 
304; 79 E.R. 847. 

Annotations ; —Consd. Mills r. Hughes (1745), Wiles, 588, 
Refd. Whittington ve. Gladwin (1825), 2 ¢. & 9. 1486 
Whitaker . Hradby (1426), 4 L. J. O08. K. 18. 224, 
262. Proof of alleged trade —- Statement in 

respect of two trades—Only one proved.| —- Jn 

slander, the declaration alleged that pltf. at the 
time of speaking, etc., was of two trades, & that 
deft., intending to injure him in his several trades 
as aforesaid, & to prevent persons from employing 
him in the way of his several trades, in a certain 
discourse which he had of & concerning pltf. in 
one of his trades, spoke, ete.:—Hcid; though 
pitf. failed to prove he was of both trades, yet he 
might recover upon proof that he was of that trade 
concerning which deft. was charged to have spoken 




















Part [V.—TuE STATEMENT. 


the words.—FiGains v. COGSWELL (1815), 3 M. & S. 
369; 105 E.R. 650. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Chalmers v. Shackell (1834), 6 C. & P. 
475. Refd. Dicas v. Gregorie (1833), 2 L. J. Ex. 189. 
Mentd. Rutherford v. Evans (1830), 4 Moo. & P. 163. 


(b) Words Imputing Insolvency. 
i. In General. 


263. ‘‘ Broken.’’?}——- To say of a merchant, 
*“ he is broken,” is actionable ; for it is the usual 
expression to signify that a trader has failed in his 
credit, & become a bkpt.—JOHNSON v. LEMAN 
(1620), Cro. Jac. 562; Palm. 63; 79 I. R. 481. 

264. .}— Words importing slander in the 
time past, as ‘‘ he came a broken merchant from 
HWamburgh,” are actionable.-—LEYCROFT v. DUNKER 
(1633), Cro. Car. 317; W. Jo. 321; 79 KE. R. 877. 
Annotations :—-Refd. Dawe v. Palmer (1611), Hut. 125; 

Drake v, Hill (1669), 1 Sid. 424; Simson v. Barlow (1701), 

12 Mod. Hep. 591. 

265, -------.|—W., a corn merchant & a baker in 
London, brought an action upon the case against 
J. for speaking these words of him, ‘‘ Thou art a 
broken fellow, & hast cheated me of £100.’ 

Take all the words together as they are laid 
they imply he is broken in his trade... & the 
words are very scandalous. ... Therefore judi- 
clum pro querente (ROLL, C.J.).--Wisk uv. JEFFRYES 
(1654), Sty. 429; 82 H.R. 835. 

266. -| — WALKENDEN v. Haycock (1654), 
Sty. 424; 82 EB. R. 832. 
stato / -Refd. Simson vr. Barlow (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 

ae . 

287. --——.] — SOUTHAM vt. 
Raym,. 2313 83 kb. R. 121. 
atnnotations ;—Refd. Whittaker vr. Bradley (1826), 7 Dew. 














ALLEN (1673), 7. 


& Ky. K. B. 619; Whittington re. Gladwin (1826), 5 
BL & CC, 180. 
268. —-—.]|-—To say of a husbandman or 


farmer, ‘* He owes more money than he is worth, 
he is run away & broke,” is actionable.—DoBsoN 
vt. MIORNISTONE (1686), 3° Mod. Rep. 1123; 87 
MW. RR. ZL. . 

269. —- - -}-~To say of a trader, *' He is broken 
& run away, & will never return again,” is action- 
able.- -CHAPMAN v. LAMPHIRE (1083), 3 Mod. Rep. 
1553; Comb 743 87 I. R. 100. 

270. ‘* Worth nothing.’’]--STaARKEY v. TAYLOR 
(1629), as reported in Het. 130; 124 E.R. 406; 
on appeal, sub nom. ‘TAYLOR v. STARKEY (1630), 
Cro. Car. 102. 

271. -—--.] — To say of a merchant that he is 
£100 worse than nothing is tantamount to calling 
him a bkpt.---Goopygar tv. Bistop (1632), Cro. 
Car. 265; 79 E.R. 83. 

272. ‘‘ Not worth a groat.’’}-—(1) 1)., pitf., against 
P., in an action upon the case, & count that 
Whereas he was a fuller, & he used the trade of 
fulling, & thereby acquired his livelihood, & was 
of good credit, ete. Deft. said of him, *' Trust him 
not for he owes me £100, & is not) worth one 
groat” 3; & at another day he said, ‘* He is a 
bkpt. rogue"; & upon not guilty pleaded, the 
Jurors found for pltf., & gave entire damages. 

The first words are actionable at) common law 
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before the statute, ‘‘ Trust him not, he is not 

worth one groat’”’ (per CUR.). ; 

(2) Go not to buy of J., a merchant, for he will 
deceive you... . All these words are action- 
able (per CUR.). 

(3) He will be bkpt. within seven days ..-» he 
is «a bkpt. rogue, that... is actionable (per 
Cur.).—DAWE v. PALMER (1635), Hut. 124; 123 
i. R. 1147. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Sinson v. Barlow (1701), 12 
Mod. Rep. 591. Generally, Refd. Harman v. Delany 
(1731), 2 Stra. 898. 

273. .|—MEADE v. AxE (1639), March, 15, 
pl. 37; 82 E.R. 301. 

274, .|—VICCARYE v. BARNES (1650), Sty. 
217; 82 K. RR. 658. 

275, ——.] (1) To say ‘‘ He is not worth a 
groat’”’ is not actionable, because he may be an 
honest man notwithstanding (KELYNG, C.J.). 

(2) I. may pay his debts, & yet not worth a 
groat after ; but to say ‘“‘ He is not able to pay his 
debts’ is actionable (TWISDEN, J.).—DRAKE v. 
Hint. (1669), 1 Sid. 424; T. Raym. 184; 1 Lev. 
2763; 2 Keb. 549; 82 K. R. 1195. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Garret v. Shelson (1683), 2 
Show. 295; Simson v. Barlow (1701), 12 Mod. Kep. 591. 
276. -—-—.]—To say of a trader that he is not 

worth a groat, is actionable.--GARRET v. SHELSON 

(1683), 2 Show. 295; 89 KE. R. 948. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Cook v. Tucker (1694), Carth. 330. 

277. .|—To say to a milliner, ‘* Thou art 
a beggarly fellow, & not worth a farthing,” is 
actionable without special damages.—SIMSON v, 
Bak Low (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 591; 88 E.R. 1540. 

278. ‘‘ Not able to pay debts.’’"|—To say of a 
trader that he is ‘‘ a beggarly fellow, & not able 
to pay his debts,” is tantamount to calling him a 

















bkpt.—ANon. (1637), Cro. Car. 472; 79 E. R. 
1008. 
279. .|—VICCARYE v. BARNES (1650), Sty. 


217; 82 HK. R. 658. 

280. —-----.]-—~ HR. brought an action upon the 
case against S. for speaking these words of him, 
‘*Thou art a poor fellow, & art not able to pay 
2s.in the pound, & art not able to pay thy debts.”’ 

There is no need for pltf. to show he had a 
particular loss by the words, for it is enough that 
he is generally scandalised by them, neither is it 
necessary for him to aver that he was able to pay 
all his debts. . . . Therefore let pltf. have his 
judgment (ROLL, C.J.).—-RookeE v. SmitTyH (1651), 
Sty. 273; 82 Ie. R. 705. 


281, ——.]-—Drakk v. HILL, No. 275, ante. 
282, ———.}—HookeER v. TUCKER (1694), Comb. 


292 ; 


Holt, K. B. 39; 90 E. R. 4853; sub nom. 


| Cook v. TUCKER, Carth. 330. 


Annotation -~ Refd. Jones rv. Jones, 11916] 2 A.C. 481. 


283. ‘‘ Avoiding creditors.’’?]—JONES v. JACOB 
(1648), Sty. 142; 82 KE. R. 595. 





284, —--.] —ARNE tv. JOHNSON (1713), 10 
Mod. Rep. 111; 88 E.R. 651. 
285. jj FOTHERGILL v. JACKSON (1714), 


Gilb, 8314; 93 E. R. 340. 
286. ‘* Failed.’’| —Pitf. declared that he was 
at the time of the words spoken, & yet was, a 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.— k. =~ .}—-ANDREWS ot. Drum: — In an action brought by a co. against. 
C. (b) i. MOND & GRAWAM (1887), TA Re (Ct. pepe uf ae SLT capa pouale 

h. Jnelusion in Black Liat.J—A of Sess.) S68. 24 Se. L. Re. flo for damages for slander on the groun 

party publishing a copy of a inde SCOT. that defenders Ahad maliciously stated 

Tacut doaw ao at. his peril; & if the | Paes }—-CRABBE & ROBERTSON that the co. was insolvent, with the 


Judgment has boen satisied by pay. or 
mont before the publication, & he 
ublishes it as an oxisting Hability, 
is dinble in an action for bel, & if 
speclal damage has folluawed, in an 
action for a false representation. 
— severe D OLDHAM (18963), 8 L. T. 
604.~-IR, 
J.— VOL. XXXII. 


Sess.) SOO 5 


m. 


n. Allegation 


Stress, Lrp. (£895), 22 2K. (Ct. of 
32 Se. 
s. L. T. 73.- SCOT. 
~~ -}--PICKARD 1, 
AFRICAN TRADE PROTECTION SOCHETY 
(1903), 22 8. C. 5¥.—S 
by 


result that the business of tho co. was 
injured, the pursuers obtained an 
issnie.-— AITCHISON & LTb. wv. 
McEwan (1903), 5 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 
303; 40 Se, L. R. 229; 108. L. T, 
524..—_SCOT. 

0. ‘Run away owing mune; 
Deft. spoke of pltf., a miller & 


D 


lL. KR. 650; 3 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 1, 
C. (b) i. & tt., & (c).] 

merchant; & there being a communication of 

him, deft. spoke these words of him: ‘I believe 

all is not well with V.; there are many merchants 
that have lately failed, & I expect no otherwise 
of V.” After verdict adjudged for pltf.— VIVIAN 

v. WILLET (1670), T. Raym. 207; 83 E. R. 109; 

sub nom. VINIAN v. WILLET, 2 Keb. 718. 

287. ‘‘ Owes more than he is worth.’’|— Words 
spoken of a trader. Pitf. was a sugar baker, etc., 
& deft. discoursing with one of his creditors, to 
whom he owed about £10 said, ‘‘ I will not give 
you 2s. in the pound for your debt, he (innuendo 
pitf.) is a pitiful fellow, & owes £40 more than he 
is worth.”” By the opinion of the ct. the words 
were actionable—BROWNE v. ROBINSON (1671), 
1 Freem. K. B. 18; 89 E.R. 16. 

288. ‘‘Gone off.’?} — HARRISON vt. 
BOROUGH, No. 753, post. 

289. ‘‘ Compounded his debts.’’]— ’Tis action- 
able to say of a tradesman, “ He is a sorry pitiful 
fellow, & a rogue, he compounded his debts at 5s. 
in the pound,”’ though there is no colloquium of 
his trade.—STANTON v. SMITH (1727), 2 Ld. Raym. 
1480; 2 Stra. 762; 92 E. R. 462; sub nom. 
STANTON v. SQUIBB, 1 Barn. K. B. 13. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doyley v. Roberts (1837), 3 Bing. 
N. C. 835. Apld. Jones v. Littler (1841), 7 M. & W. 
423. Consd. Jones v. Jones, [1916} 2 A.C. 481. 

290. *‘ Ware hawk, mind what you are about.’’| 
—In an action for words spoken of a man in the 
way of his trade, it is not necessary to prove the 
whole of the words laid in the declaration ; it is 
enough if sufficient is proved to sustain the action 
provided the words not proved do not alter the 
sense of those that are. Thus, proof that deft. 
spoke of pitf. to one with whom he did business : 
‘** Ware hawk there; mind what you are about,” 
will sustain a declaration alleging the words 
spoken to have been: ‘‘ Ware hawk; you must 
take care of yourself there ; mind what you are 
about.’”—Orpwoop v. BARKEs (1827), 4 Bing. 
261; 12 Moore, C. P. 492; 5L. 3.0.8. C. P. 167; 
130 E. R. 767. 

291. ‘‘In a sponging house.’’] — Slander for 
speaking of pltf. the following words: “I will 
bet £5 to £1 that Mr. J. (pltf.) was in a sponging 
house for debt within the last fortnight, & I can 
produce the man who locked him up; the man 
told me so himself.” In answer to the following 
question from a bystander, ‘‘ Do you mean to say, 
that J. brewer of Rosehill, has been to a sponging 
house within this last fortnight for debt?” deft. 
said, ‘‘ Yes, I do.’’ The jury found that the 
words were spoken of pltf. in the way of his 
trade :—Held: that the action was maintainable, 
& the verdict was right, as it was plain from the 
conversation that the words were spoken of pltd. 
in his character of a brewer. Semble: the words 
were actionable independently of that, because 
Lavi aa necessarily affect pitf. in his trade & 
credit. 

Here the imputation is that of insolvency which 
must be injurious; for if a tradesman be in- 
capable of paying all his debts, whether in or out 
of trade, his credit as a tradesman ... must be 


THORN- 


os. ees rv ta 


buyer, that one of the big millers, to 
meaning pltf., had run away owing 
money to him & others; that he, 
deft., had come in to catch pltf. but p. 
that he had gone or clea out :— 
Held: the words used cast an imputa- 


injure him 


** Flas given 
gaye.""} 


therein.—LotTr ¢. 
DRURY (1882), 1 O. It. 577.--CAN. 


A statement that a man has 
given @ chattel mtge. is not libellous 
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injured (PARKE, B.).—JoNzEs v. LITTLER (1841), 
q M. & W. 423; 10L. J. Ex.171; 151 E. R. 831. 
Annotation :—Expld. Jones v. Jones, [1916] 2 A. C. 481. 


292. Inclusion in weekly list of Judgments by 
default.|—In order to support an action for libel 
the innuendo must represent the reasonable, 
natural, or necessary inference from the words 
complained of, regard being had to the occasion 
& circumstances of their publication. It is not 
enough that the words may be made to bear a 
defamatory meaning by putting upon them a 
strained & improbable construction. 

In an action for libel brought by a tradesman 
in Scotland against the BA) hah of a trade 
journal, known as Stubbs’ Weekly Gazette, defenders 
admitted that in a certain issue of their journal 
pursuer’s name had erroneously appeared in the 
weekly list of persons against whom decrees in 
absence had been obtained in the small debts cts., 
the fact being that the debt had been paid & the 
action dismissed. This list was headed by a note 
explaining that in no case did the publication of 
the decree imply inability to pay on the part of 
any one named. Pursuer averred that the entry 
falsely & calumniously represented that he was 
unable to pay his debts, & the ct. approved an 
issue for the trial embodying this innuendo :— 
Held: the entry, when read in connection with 
the explanatory note, was incapable of bearing 
the defamatory meaning ascribed to it, & conse- 
quently there was no question to go to the jury, 
& the issue ought to have been disallowed.— 
STUBBS, LTD. v. RUSSELL, [1913] A. C. 3803; 82 
L. J. Pp. C. 98; 108 L. T. 529; 29 T. L. R. 409, 
H. L. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Stubbs vr. Mazure, (1920) A. C. 66. 

293. -}—In an action for libel brought 
by a tradesman in Scotland against the pro- 
prietors of Stubbs’ Weekly Gazette, a commercial 
newspaper containing information as to the credit 
of traders, defenders admitted that in a certain 
issue of the gazette the pursuer’s name had 
erroneously appeared in the weekly list of persons 
against whom decrees in absence had been ob- 
tained in the small debt cts., the fact being that 
the claim had been settled out of ct. The list 
was headed by a note stating that in no case did 
the publication of the decree imply inability to 
pay on the part of any one named, or anythin 
more than the fact that the entry publishe 
appeared in the ct. books. Pursuer averred by 
way of innuendo that the entry falsely & calumni- 
ously represented that the pursuer was given to 
or had begun to refuse or delay to make payment 
of his debts, & that he was not a person to whom 
credit should be given:—Held: in the circum- 
stances of its publication, the entry was capable 
of bearing the meaning attributed to it by the 
innuendo, & the prefatory note afforded no 
defence to the action.—Stunpss, Lrp. v. MAZURE, 
{1920} A. C. 66; 88 L. J.P. C. 1385; 122 L. T. 
5; 35 T. L. R. 697; 25 Com. Cas, 36, H. L. 


‘ 





ii. Allegation of Bankruptcy. 
294. Words actionable. | —K. will within 
these two days be a bkpt.”’ are actionable words. 


the words.—SaitH ». Dun (1911), 21 
Man. L. It. 583.—CAN, 


a chattel mort- PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4— 


tion upon the solvency & financial per se, & no action will : 

: lie for the 2041. Words actionable.}—Ruiv v. 
agree Mega it was forthe jury publication of such a statement. with- OvuTRAM (1852), 14 Dunl. (Ct. of, Sess.) 
ea A ey were spoken in out an innuendo to b out some 577; 24 Sc. Jur. 282; 1 Stuart, 621.— 

usiness, & calculated injurious meaning to be attached to SCOT. 


Part [V.—Tue SratTEMEnNT. 


eal CASE (1552), 1 Dyer, 72 b; 73 E. R. 
Annotation :—Refd Brittridge’s Case (1602), 4 Co. Rep. 


295. ——.] — Action for these words, ‘‘ Where 
is that bkpt. ve ? where is that pillory knave ? 
(innuendo pitf.) & averred he was a merchant; 
& the words were adjudged actionable-—Grifritu 
v. MoRIson (1584), Cro. Eliz. 26; 78 E. R. 292. 

296. ——.]— It is actionable to call a shoe- 
maker a bkpt.—STaANLEY v. OSBASTON (1592), 
Cro. Eliz. 268; 78 E. BR. 523. 

297. -] — It is actionable to say of a mer- 
chant that he is ‘‘ a bkpt. knave.’’—WoLVERSTON 
v. MERES (1602), Cro. Eliz. 911; 78 E. R. 1133. 

29 -}—An action upon the case was 
brought by L. against C. for these words: ‘“ L. is 
a bkpt. rogue, I may well say it, for I have paid 
for it’: & it was adjudged for pltf. 

The first words are actionable, although the 
word bkpt. be spoken adjective, because they 
scandalise pltf. in his trade (per CuR.).—LANGLEY 
COLSON’s CASE (1607), Godb. 151; 78 E. R. 
2. 

299. -}—— Action upon the case for words, 
being a beggarly gentleman & a bkpt., spoken of 
a grasier. Judgment given for  pltf.—ANON. 
(1610), 1 Bulst. 40; 80 KB. R. 744. 


.lnnotations :-~Refd. Hawkins r. Cutts (1622), Hut. 149; 
Emerson v. Fairfax (1666), 1 Sid. 299. 














300. -}—An action upon the case for 
words. The words were these, that pltf. was a 
bkpt. knave. 


Clearly these words are scandalous & well 
actionable, for here are two nouns; & so if the 
words were, a traitor knave, these were well 
actionable, for here are two nouns, otherwise if 
the words were a traitrous knave & so spoken in 
the adjective, there not actionable, because there, 
the adjective word hath reference to the sub- 
stantive (COKE, C.J.).—SELBY v. CARRYER (1614), 
2 Bulst. 210; Cro. Jac. 345; 1 Roll. Rep. 22; 
80 EE. R. 1074. 

301. .}— NICHOLS v. CaATsEY (1614), 2 
Bulst. 267; 80 EK. R. 1112. 

802. -|}— A dyer is a trader within the 
statutes of bkpts.; & therefore to call him 
~ bkpt.” is actionable.—SQuUIRE v. JoUNS (1620), 
Cro. Jac. 585; Palm. 151; 79 E. R. 500; sud 
nom. SQUIRE'S Cask, Jenk. 319. 








303. ———.] — ALLEN v. Swirt (1621), Hut. 46 ; 
123 BK. R. 1090. 
304. ——.] — ITAWwkINs v. Currs (1622), Hut. 


49; 123 E. R. 1093. 

«innotation :—Refd. Emerson rv. Fairfax (1666), 1 Sid, 299. 
305. .}— BARKER v. RINGROSE (1627), 

Poph. 184; 79 KE. R. 1279. 

06. ———.] —It is actionable to call a shoe- 
maker ‘‘ a bkpt. rogue ’’ ; for he is a trader within 
the statutes of bkpcy.—CRUMPE v. BARNE (16286), 
Cro. Car. 31; 79 EH. R. 630. 








307. -|—WATERS v. THOMSON (1632), Het. 
171; 124 E. R. 429. 

308, ———.]— DAWE v. PALMER, No. 272, ante. 

309. = 6 — ANON. (1639), March, 8 3 82 Ks. Rn. 
387. 

310. ——..] — Words, imputing insolvency to a 


trader, are actionable without special damage.— 
PASTNAGE v. WEEDEN (1674), Freem. K. B. 275 ; 
89 EK. R. 197. 


311. ——.]—To say of a trader “ he is a bkpt.”’ 


PART IV. aE rece 1.— 
« (0). 


eld: in this case a sufficient cause 


of action for libel was stated, 
article complained of charging pltf. 
; with being concerned in a system of 
Fee dealings with visitors.]} bese visitors 
— AKRNET v. Davis (1856), 14 U. C. rR 
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is actionable, although no special damage ensue. 

~ANON. (1680), 2 Show. 153; 89 E. R. 855. 

312. .|— The character of a pawnbroker 
may be injured by slandering his solvency in 
trade.—ANON. (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 344; 88 
EK. R. 1368. 

313. .|—Words which charge a tradesman 
with insolvency are actionable. An allegation 
that words were spoken de statu of a tradesman 18 
equivalent to an allegation that they were spoken 
de arte—READ v. HuDSON (1700), 1 Ld. Raym. 
610; 91 EH. R. 1308. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Whittington v. Gladwin (1826), 5 
B.& C. 180. efd. Jones v. Jones, [1916] 2 A. C. 481. 
314. .|— Where pltf. declared that he had 

been a woolstapler at Cirencester, & was a brewer 

at Oxford, & that deft. spoke of him as such 
trader these words: ‘‘ Il. (pltf.) & B. have both 
been bkpts., Li. at Cirencester,’ & gave no 
evidence of his having been a woolstapler, but 
only that he was a brewer at Oxford, & proved 

the words spoken to have been these, ‘‘ He was a 

bkpt. at Cirencester,’ ctc.:—Held: this proof 

sustained the allegation that the words were 

spoken of him in his trade of a brewer, for a 

trader at Oxford may be a bkpt. at Cirencester.— 

HALL v. SmityH (1813), 1 M. & S. 287; 105 EB. R. 

107. 

315. Trader not subject to bankruptcy 
laws.|—Words of an innkeeper imputing insolvency 
are actionable, although at the time when they 
were spoken an innkeeper was not subject to the 
bkpt. laws.—WHITTINGTON v. GLADWIN (1826), 
5 B. & C. 180; 2C. & P. 146; 108 E. R. 67; 
sub nom. WHITTAKER v. BRADLEY, 7 Dow. & Ry. 
K. B. 649; sub nom. WHITAKER v. BRADBY, 4 
L. J. O. S. K. B. 125. 


winnotations :-—Retd. Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 741; Jones v. Jones, [1916] 2 A. C. 
481. 


316. Impending bankruptcy.|— To say of 
a tradesman, ‘‘ If he does not come & make terms 
with me, I will make a bkpt. of him, & ruin him,” 
is actionable, without proof of special damage.— 
BROWN v. SMITH (1853), 13 C. B. 596; 1C. L. R. 
4; 22L.3.C.P.151; 21 L.T. 0.8. 60; 17 Jur. 
807; 1 W. R. 288; 138 BK. R. 1333. 




















(c) Words Imputing Dishonest Trading. 


317. Keeping false debt book.]—Brokt#’s CasE 
(1595), Moore, K. B. 409; 72 E. R. 661. 

318. —-—.] — (1) An action upon the case was 
brought for words. Pltf. set forth in his declara- 
tion, that he was a mercer by his trade, & did sell 
wares & commodities in his shop, & did keep 
divers books of his trade, & debt books; & that 
deft. said unto P., being pltf.’s father-in-law, 
these words of pltf., viz. ‘‘ Your son-in-law B. 
deceived me in a reckoning, & he keeps in his 
shop a false debt book, & I will shame him in his 
calling.”’ 

The action would not lie for those words, be- 
cause the words single of themselves are not any 
slander; & when words will bear an action, it 
ought to be out of the force & strength of the 
words themselves. The first words, ‘‘ Thou has 
deceived me in a reckoning”’’ will bear no action, 
because it is impossible but that tradesmen & 
merchants which keep debt books will sometimes 
mistake one figure for another, & so same turns 
to the prejudice & damage of another against the 


the 271.—CAN. 


xr. “ Fraudulent, writrustworthy & 
unprincipled.”}—PAINrYT wv. MACLEAN 
(1873), +!) N. Ss. R, 316.—CAN, 


D 2 


to tho Falls.— 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 
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_ 9.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 1, 

C. (ec). & D. (a).] = 
will of the party himself. So the pubeeanent ‘a es 
“He keeps a false set a : ae 
able, because it may be falsinec Oy oh As Migr 

he party, & not by deft. himself; & alse 
ea false written. Et interest” ret peel _ 
sit finis litiums & it should be eae ae de 
suits, if such a nice construction shor ‘ a : nae 
of words as to make them actionable ; = ‘ ba 
shall be taken in mrifiort sensi, if tne o Ree 
particular description « declaration t ne ae 
words were spoken maliciously. ‘T Lee ‘ : 
words which of themselves are Aol ala ve ry 
construction shall be taken to bear no action 
a When words are spoken which scandal a 
man in his trade or profession, they are 
able: as if one say of an attorney, Thou cosenest 
W. of his fees: & so if words are spoken mali- 
ciously (WARBURTON, J.).-- Bkook's CASE (1613), 
Godb. 241: 78 E.R. 140. 


319. Cheating. —bawr v. Parmer, No. 202, 
ile, 
3920, —-~-.!-~It is actionable to call a merchant 


“a cheating knave.’—ARUNDEL . MARE (1089), 
Cro. Car. 552: T9 E.R. 1075. 
-tnnotation -— Refd. Preston’ Case (1674), Freem. KB. 


321. —--—.J—An action lies for saying of a 
tailor that. he cheated in his trade, per quod he 
lost divers customers.—IRELAND tv. LOCKWOOD 
(1639), Cro. Car, 570 5 70 E.R. 1090, 

Annotation -— Mentd. Anon. (1675), Freem. K.B. SLE. 

322. —-—.]—To say of a woollen draper, ** You 
are a cheating fellow & keep a false book” is 
actionable.—Topp v. HAsTInGs (1671), 20 Wms. 
Saund. 307; 1 Vent. 117; S85 BE. R. 1105, 

Mentd. Mavage ve. Robery (1608), 2 Salk. 604, 


323, -———-.|—Smiry v. JONES (1731), 20 Barn. 
K. B. 14: Of FB. R. 326, 
324. ——--..— GRIFFITHS v. Lewis. No. 827, post. 


—-—- Only if words have reference to trade.!— 
See Nos. 245-253, ante. 








325. Giving false measure.;-—-DEAN rv. STERL 
(1626), Lat. 188; S2 E.R. 33g. 

326. J—-BAINE t. —~ (1641), March, 
115; 82 BE. R. A386, 


eLnnotation :-~Refd. B. rv. A. (1641), March, 119. 

327. Fraudulent weights. -- (1) Wherea declara- 
tion in slander sets out words alleged to have been 
uttered, some in one discourse, & the remainder 
in a second discourse, & there are in form but two 
counts, each containing only the words alleged to 
have been uttered in one discourse, the declara- 
tion will be treated as containing only two counts, 
though each of such two counts contains separate 
allegations of the uttering of different words in 
the particular discourse. Therefore, if in’ cach 
count there be any words set. out) which are 
slanderous, judgment for pltf. will not be arrested 
after verdict, though the damages be general, & 
some of the separate allegations recite only words 
not actionable. 

The first count stated that pltf. was a butcher, 
& that deft., contriving to cause it to be believed 
that pltf. had been & was guilty of, in her trade, 
fraudulently using two weights to a stcel yard (as 











319 i. Chealiny.)—PItf. & deft, were : athe dug 


action- 


y were directed that 


to which there was no prec direct allegation) 
| by her used in her trade, & of using improper & 
fraudulent weights in her trade, & thereby to 
injure pltf. in her trade, in a discourse of & con- 
cerning pltf. in her trade, & of & concerning M., 
a son of pltf. & her servant in her trade, as such 
servant, & of & concerning pltf. having, aa sup- 
posed by deft., by M. as her agent & servant, 
‘used improper & fraudulent weighta’’ in her 
trade, & defrauded & cheated in said trade, & of 
& concerning her being, as supposed by deft., 
guilty of defrauding & cheating in her trade, & 
having, as supposed by deft., in her trade, by M. 
as her agent & servant, fraudulently used two 
weights to a steelyard by her used in her trade, 
spoke, in the presence, etc., of & concerning pltf, 
in her trade, & of & concerning M., as & then 
being such servant, & of & concerning pitf. 
i having, as supposed by deft., by M., as her agent 
i & servant, used improper & fraudulent weights 
in her trade, & being, as supposed by deft., guilty 
of defrauding & cheating in her trade, & of & 
_concerning pitf. having, as supposed by deft., in 
i her trade, by M., as her agent & servant, fraudu- 
lently used two weights to a steclyard, by her 
used in ber trade, these false, ete., words: M. 
(meaning M., so being such servant) uses two balks 
to his mother’s steelyvard (meaning that pltf. by 
a : & servant, used improper * 
fraudulent weights in her trade, & defrauded & 
cheated in her trade). On motion to arrest 
judgment :—/feld: the words being susceptible 
hof beth a harmless & an injurious meaning, the 
j irmuendo was properly applied to point to the 
injurious meaning. 

(2) The second count, with similar preliminary 
averments & description of the intention of deft. 
& subject of the discourse & of the words, adding 
that the discourse & words were also of & con- 
cerning deft. himself, alleged that deft. in the 
presence, ete., spoke, in answer to a question put 
by pltf. to deft. as to whether deft. had said to 
G. that pltf.’s son used two balls to pltf.’s stecl- 
yard, these false, ctc., words: To be sure I 
(meaning deft.) did (meaning that deft. had said 
to G. that pltf.’s son used two balls to pltf.’s 
steelyard, & also that pltf., in her trade, had, by 
a son of pitf., as her agent & servant, fraudulently 
used two weights to a steelyard by her used in her 

| trade); I (meaning deft.) will swear to it in any 
ct.; you, G., have used them for years (meaning 
that pltf. had in her trade fraudulently used two 
weights to a steelyard by her used in her trade). 
On motion to arrest Judgment :—Held: the 
words, as stated & explained, were actionable.— 
GRIFFITHS v. Lewis (1846), S Q. B. 841; 1d 
L. J. Q. B. 249; 7L. T. O. 8S. 177; 10 Jur. 711; 
115 BE. KR. 1091. 
Annotation :—-Generaliy, Mentd. Alfred v. Farlow (3846), 

8 Q. LB. 854. 

328. Adulterating goods.)|—Semble: to say of 
a victualler that he puts lime in his ale, & that 
one lost his life & his eyes by drinking it, is action- 
able without special damage.—NvurToN’s CASE 
(1671), 1 Freem. K. B. 25; 88 K. RR. 22. 

329. Delivering Inferior goods—Sapphire sold as 
diamond—Allegation against goldsmith.]-——-LiTMAN 
v. WEsT (1628), Het. 123; 124 BE. R. 392. 


! 
i 
H 
i 
f 
t 


209; 3.0. W.N. 1904; 3 DOL. R. 723. 
—€ 


tailors, the Jatter also selling dry the words were “ft 

Ls ; Ae went into deft.’s shop to pltf. in the War Chie idee gras ah 

foe ne " on hes make Up a pair of verdict found for pitf. was upheld.-— ae Dishonest business methods. }— 
ee ae AL, Who was with him, SLomMan er, CHISHOLM (186%), 22 UL CLE Lever Brora, Lip. ©. | Dally 
when deft. said to A,, Don’t you 20,-—CAN, ReEcorD, GLasaow, Lrn., (E909) B.C. 
have any thine to le with that ea 10085 46 Se. DL. KR. 725; [1900) 1 

A rob you; he is a rogue.” t. “ Meld town up ”'~—~Eatale dealer 8. L. T. 553,—800T. 
He also asked A. to let him make the —~Hotlanpc. Hae (10912), 29 U. We ti. b. Corrupt method of  sccuring 


Part IV.—TuHe Sratemenr. 


. 380. --—-.|—-To say of one who carries on the 
business of a corn vendor, ‘‘ You are a rogue & a 
swindling rascal; you delivered me 100 bushels 
of oats worse by Gd. a bushel than I bargained 
for,” is actionable, & entitles him to a verdict 
without proof of special damage.—THomas v. 
JACKSON (1825), 3 Bing. 104; 10 Moore, C. P. 
425; 3L. J. 0.8. C. P. 182; 130 E.R. 433. 

331. ——. —ODDY v. PAULET (Lorp) (1865), 
4F. & F. 1009, N. P. 


| 
332. Imputation of past dishonesty.)|—Pitf. in 


1840 carried on a certain trade; then ceased to 
trade till 1849, when he set up in a different trade. 
Deft., in relation to the trade carried on in 1840, 
spoke the following words: ‘' Thou hast cheated 
me of £100; I will not apologise to that thief” ; 
& the bystanders understood them with reference 
to the trade in 1840:—Held: the words were 
nevertheless actionable, having a tendency to 
injure pltf. in any trade which he might carry on. 
-—-WADSWORTH v. BENTLEY (1853), 23 L. T. O.S. 
65; 2 W. RB. 376. 
Sec, also, Nos. 233-259, ante. 


D. Statements in Way of Profession or Calling. 
(a) General Rules. 
333. Words must be spoken of plaintiff in way 


of profession or calling.|~~Words of defamation , 


not actionable, if they do not touch pltf.’s pro- 
fession.—-BKETTs v. LTREVAMAN (1620), Cro. Jac. 
536; 79 E.R. 459. 

334. ——-— Solicitor-—Dishonesty.}--Qu.: If an 
action can be maintained for calling an attorney 
dishonest, without alleging it to be in his practice. 
Foran v. PLAYTER (1626), Cro. Car. 40; 79 E.R. 

39. 

335. --—— Barratry.}—-It is actionable to 
call an attorney a common barrator ; for the words 
shall be taken secundum conditionem personarum. 
—TAYLOR v. STARKEY (1630), Cro. Car. 1923; 79 
K. R. 768 ; affy. S. C. sub nom, STARKEY v. TAYLOR 
(1629), Het. 139, 143; Hut. 104. 

336. ——~ Cheating.|—-ALLESTON v. MOOR 
(1631), Het. 167; 124 BE. KR. 426. 

337. -—--—~ General abuse.|—-In an action 
for slander of an attorney, the judge nonsuited 
pltf. on the ground that the words were mere 
general abuse, & not of & concerning him in his 
professional character.---"TOMLINSON tv. BRITTLE- 
BANK (1599): 1 Har. & W. 57: 

338. Defrauding creditors—-Horse- 
whipped ¢ off racecourse.|-—‘* Iie has his defrauded 
creditors, & has been horsewhipped off the course 
at Doncastcr,’’ spoken of an attorney :—Held: 
not actionable, unless spoken of him in his pro- 
fession.~—DOYLEY v. ROBERTS (1837), 3 Bing. N.C. 
835; 3 Hodg. 154; 5 Scott, 40; 6 L. J.C. P. 
279 ;.1 Jur. 242; 132 I. R. 682. 
Tnalaibinn: -—Expld. Jones vr, Littler (18t1), 7 

423. Dis d. Southee r. De nuy (1847), 2 lexch. 

Expld. Jones v. Jones, (1916) 2 A. CG. 481. 

339. Insolvency.|—In an action of 
slander it was proved that deft. spoke of pltf. 
who was a solr., upon one occasion: ‘* Have you 
heard about our neighbour along here? They 
tell me he has gone for thousands instead of 
hundreds this time’? ; & upon another occasion : 
‘* Wave you heard anything about D.? It seems 
to be a worse job than the other was. A. told 














M. & W. 
196. 








contract. }—-WADDELL  v. ROXBURGH 
ete 21 RR, (Ct. of Sess.) 883; 
R. 721; 25. L. T. $5.—SCOT. 
PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
D. (a). 


333 1. Words must be spoken of 


--In order that 


plaintiff in way of profession or calling. | 
defamatory 
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me D. has lost thousands’’:—Held: in the 
absence of special damage, the words were not 
actionable, as they were not reasonably capable 
of being construed as conveying an imputation on 
pltf. in his business as a solr.—DAUNCEY v. HOLLO- 
way, [1901] 2 K. B. 441; 70 L. J. K. B. 695; 
841. T. 649; 49 W. R. 546; 17 7. L. BR. 493; 45 
Sol. Jo. 501, C. A. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Jones vr. Jones, [1916] 2 A. C. 481. 


340. Coroner—‘‘ Cozening coroner.’’|— 
Eahinton & AUNSELL’S CASE (1586), Godb. 88 ; 
78 E.R. 54. 

341. Balliffi—Cheating.;—To say of A.’s 
bailiff, that ‘‘ He is a cheating coscning rogue & 
hath cheated A. in many things,’’ not actionable 
without special damage, or reference to his employ- 
ment.— HARRIS v. TUCKER (1681), 1 Freem. K. B. 
279; 89 HK. R. 200. 

342. Letter carrier—Theft.|—To say of a 
letter carrier that he breaks open letters, & takes 
out bills of exchange, is not actionable without a 
colloquium of his employment, although the loss 
of his place be alleged as special damage. A 
colloquium of employment is unnecessary, when 
the words spoken necessarily relate to it.—BELL 
v. THATCHER (1675), 1 Freem. kK. B. 276; 1 Vent. 
275; 89 E. R. 198. 

Aon :—Refd. Kogers r. 3 Bos, & P. 

343. Physician—Adultery.]|— Declaration 
for slander alleged, that deft. used words imputing 
adultery to pitf. a physician; & the words were 
laid to have been spoken ‘“ of him in his pro- 
fession.’’ No special damage was laid. After 
verdict for pltf., judgment was arrested, because 
such words, merely laid to be spoken of a physician, 
are not actionable without special damage : 
if they were so spoken as to convey an imputation 
upon his conduct in his profession, the declaration 
ought to show how the speaker connected the 
imputation with the professional conduct.—AYRE 
v. CRAVEN (1834), 2 Ad. & El.2; 4 Nev. & M. K.B. 
220; 41. J. K. B. 35; 111 E.R. 1. 


A inilit titans --—-Expld. & Distd. James v. nes a0)! 
YW. B. 7. Consd. Jones vr. Jones, [1916] A. 1, 
Refd. Doyley r. Roberts (1837), 3 Bing. N.C. re Teva 
ve. Cooper (1839), 6 M. & W. 24935 Jones v. Littler eet 














Clifton (1803), 





7M. & W. 423; Pemberton tv, Colls (1847), 16 L. J. Q. 

403; Southee cv. Denny (1847), 1 Exch. 196 ; ho waed 
v. Thorn (1849), 8 CG. B. 293 5 Gallwey v, Marshall (1853), 9 
Exch. 291; Foulger ct. L. RN. 2 Exch, 


Neweomlbh (1867), 
327; Miller o. David (1874), 22 W. RR. 332. 
344. Dissenting minister—Cheating in 
business partnership.|—A declaration stated as 
inducement that plitf. was a dissenting minister, 
& that before the grievances therein mentioned he 
had been in trade in partnership with P.; that 
the partnership had been dissolved, & that certain 
reports had been circulated of & concerning pltf. 
& the partnership accounts & money transactions ; 
that deft., well knowing the premises, etc., said of 
& concerning pltf. & of & concerning him in his 
ministry, & of & concerning the partnership, etc., 
‘“ H. is a rogue, & I can prove him to be so by the 
books at S. H. pretends to say he has been as 
good as a father to him, but you see he has been 
robbing him ; he has cheated P. of £2,000. I will 
so expose Ii. that he will not be able to hold up 
his head in T. pulpit or any other.’’ The second 
count was for saying ‘‘ li. has cheated P. his 
brother-in-law of upwards of £2,000. I wonder 





profession.——~-RONALD v. HARPER (1910), 


words 11 C. L. R. 63.—AUS. 


which tend to injure a person in respect 
of his business or profession may be 
actionable without proof of special 
dainage, they must have been spoken 
of him in the way of that business or 


333 ii. ——.]—CROSSKILL t. MORNING 
HERALD PRINTING & PUBLISHING 
Co. (1883), 16 N.S. R. (4 KR. & GQ.) 
200.—CAN. 


38 


Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 1, 
D, (a), (b) & (¢).] 

how any respectable person can countenance 
such a man by their presence. I have been advis- 
ing some other persons to go to the W. chapel, as 
they would there hear plain honest men.” ‘There 
were also counts for libel, & special damage was 
alleged, that divers persons discontinued their 
attendance at pltf.’s chapel. It was proved that 
pitf. received £30 per annum & house rent, but not 
how that sum was to be raised, or the parties by 
whom it was to be paid. It was also proved that 
the attendance of the chapel was diminished, but 
why, or whether the seceders were contributors to 
the funds of the chapel, did not appear. The 
libels complained of were written by deft. to one 
A., acting for pltf. in the course of a correspondence 
arising out of an invitation to deft. by A., with 
pltf.’s concurrence, to investigate certain charges 
brought against pltf.:—Held: (1) the words in 
the first & sccond counts were not actionable per 
se, & could not be deemed to have been spoken of 
pitf. gua minister in any sense that would subject 
deft. to an action; (2) there was no evidence of 
special damage resulting from these words so as 
to support an action on them; (3) the libels 
declared on were privileged communications.— 
Hopwoop tv. THORN (1849), 8 C. B. 293; 19 
L J.C. P. 943; 15 L. T. O. S. 45; 14 Jur. 87; 
137 E. R. 522. 

Annotation :-—As to (2) Refd. Ratcliffe r. Evans, [1892] 

2. B. 524. 

345. —--- Schoolmaster — Adultery.] —- JONES 
v. JONES, No. 177, ante. 

346. —-— Skipper of fishing boat—Misconduct 
as member of trade union.}|—Pitf. & deft. were 
skippers of steam trawlers, & both of them were 
members of a fishermen’s trade union, deft. being 
on the committee of management. In Jan. 1920, 
a number of the members were dissatisfied with 
their remuneration, & a meeting of a small pro- 
portion of the members of the union was held & 
a resolution was carried declaring a strike.  Pitf. 
voted in favour of the strike & deft. against it. 
A partial strike only took place, & it proved a 
failure. At a general meeting of the union held 
in Feb, pltf. alleged that deft. said of pltf. to the 
members present: ‘ I know that the two Myrofts 
have been down dock to B.'s office & asked for a 
ship cach to proceed to sea, & I have a witness to 
prove it, whose name is D.’’ Pltf. claimed 
damages for slander. No special damage was 
alleged :--Held: (1) in the circumstances the 
words were defamatory, but they were not spoken 
of pitf. in relation to his calling, but only to his 
conduct as a member of a trade union ; therefore, 
in the absence of proof of special damage, the 
action failed ; & (2) the occasion was privileged, 
& there was no evidence of malice. 

A person is defamed, I conceive, when words 
have been spoken or written which injure or tend 
to injure that person’s reputation or to bring him 
Into odium, ridicule, or contempt... . The 
words complained of must be such as would injure 
pitf.’s reputation in the minds of ordinary, just 
& Soni citizens (McCarpik£, J.).—MyYRorr 
v. SLEIGHT (1921), 90 L. J. K. B. ; 5 L. T. 
622; 37'T. L. Ro'o4s, eo are ee 

347. Profession or calling must be carried on 
at time. of publication — Solicitor.) — MoorkE v. 
SYNNE (1620), 2 Roll. Rep. 84; 81 E. R. 675. 

3 Renter of tolls.}—An action of 
slander cannot be maintained by a lessee or renter 
of tolls for words spoken of him in his character 
of contractor for tolls, after he has ceased to 
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contract for renting the tolls respecting which the 

words are spoken.—Semble: the renting of tolls 

is not a profession or trade.— BELLAMY v. BURCH 

(1847), 16 M. & W. 590; 8$ L. T. O. 8. 413; 153 

E. R. 1325. 

349. Clergyman.]—A declaration for 
slander by charging a clergyman in holy orders 
with incontinency, is bad without showing actual 
damage, or that he holds some office or employ- 
ment producing temporal profit. C. L. P. Act, 
1852 (c. 76), 5. 61, does not remedy such an 
omission. ; 

If the slander had been of a barrister imputing 
to him such misconduct as would justify his being 
disbarred, it might be a good cause of action 
against the slanderer, although the slandered 
person never held a brief or his profits were merely 
honorary (PLATT, 13.).—GALLWEY v. MARSHALL 
(1853), 9 Exch. 204; 2C. lL. R. 399; 23 L. J. Ex. 
78; 22L. T. O.8.172; 2W. BR. 106; 1560 EK. R. 
126. 

-tnnotations :—Consd. Jones vr. Jones, 11916} 2 A. C._481. 
Folld. Wakeford v. Wright (1922), 39 T. L. 2.107. Refd. 
Churchill v. Siggwers (1854), 2.C. L. R. 1509; Currigan r. 
Ryan (1866), 18 W. RR. 61. Mentd. Alexander r. Jenkins, 
[1892] 1 Q. B. 797. 

350. -|—In an absence of special 
damage an action by a person in holy orders is 
not sustainable for words spoken of him as a 
clergyman unless he was holding office or was in 
receipt of professional temporal profit when the 
words were spoken.—WAKEFORD v. WRIGHT 
(1922), 39 T. L. R. 107, C. A. 

351. Proof of alleged calling—Solicitor— 
Proof of acting as such.|—In an action by an 
attorney for words spoken of him in his profession, 
he need not prove that he is an attorney by his 
admission, or by a copy of the roll of attornies ; 
proof that he acted as such is sufficient.—BERRY- 
bene v. WISE (1791), 4 Term Rep. 366; 100 EK. R. 
10067. 

Annotations :—Consd. Smith v. Taylor (1805), 1 Bos. & 
P. N. R..196. Expld. Bagnall rv. Underwood (1823), 11 
Price, G21. Refd. Pearce v. Whale (1826), 5 B. & C. 38; 
Butler ce. Ford (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 662; M’Gahey vc. Alston 

















(1336), 2M. & W. 206; Doe d. Bowley vr. Barnes (1846), 
7L. 7. 0. 8. 139. Mentd. R. v. Morris Roberts (1878), 
38 L. T. 690, 

352. -_—— Statements in respect of two 





callings—Only one proved.|—In the inducement, 
in a declaration for slander, it was stated, that 
pltf. was treasurer & collector of certain tolls, & 
that deft. spoke of & concerning him, as such 
treasurer & collector, certain words, thereby 
ineaning, that pltf., as such treasurer & collector, 
had been guilty of the act imputed to him. In 
every count, there was an innuendo applying the 
words to him as collector. At the trial, pltf. 
proved that he was treasurer, but not that he 
was collector:—Held: it was a fatal variance.— 
SELLERS v. TILL (1825), 4 B. & C. 655; 7 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 121; 4L. 3.0.8. K. B. 27; 107 8. R. 


1204. 
eon :—Refd. Williams r. Stott (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
5. 


(6b) Barristers. 


353. Professional misconduct.|—-SNAG v. GRAY 
(1571), 1 Roll. Abr. 57, pl. 37. 

354. .|\—HeLe v. Gyppy (1591), 2 And. 
40; 123 EB. R. 535; eub nom. GIDDYE v. HEALE, 


Moore, K. B. 695. 
Annotations :—-Refd. Harman v. Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898. 
Mentd. Cave v. Polewheel (1621), Cro. Jac. 616. 


355, }—Giss v. Price (1650), Sty. 231; 
82 KE. R. 670. 

356. .|—Words defaming a counseller in 
his profession are actionable.—KING v. LAKE 
(1670), Freem. K. B. 14; 2 Vent. 28; 89H. R. 12. 











Part [V.—THE STATEMENT. 


ig ——.]—-GALLWEY v. MARSHALL, No. 349, 
é. 

858. Professional incapacity.|] — Words im- 
eaching the knowledge of a lawyer in his pro- 
ession are actionable.—PALMER v. Boyer (1594), 

Cro. Eliz. 342 ; Gouldsb. 126; 78 E. R. 590. 
aa ce ack ene Drones oe ( 1595), Moore, K. B. 409 ; 
a33)" rit er a n. 39; Cawdry & Tetley’s Case 

859. -|—To say of a barrister ‘‘ Thou a 

barrister? Thou art no barrister, thou art a 
barrator; thou wert put from the Bar, & thou 
darest not show thyself there. Thou study law ? 
Thou hast as much wit as a daw,” is actionable.— 
Dison & BestNey’s Case (1610), 13 Co. Rep. 71 ; 
ee R. 1480; sub nom. BESTNEY’s Case, Jenk. 
360. ——.]—BANKES v. ALLEN (1615), 1 Roll. 
Abr. 54, pl. 14. 
Annotation :—Refd. Gyles v. Bishop (1680), Freem. K. B. 





361. ——~.]|—Cary’s Case (1626), Poph. 207; 
79 KK. R. 1297. 
362. —It is actionable to say of a 
barrister that he is a dunce & will get little by the 
age a raat v. JONES (1634), Cro. Car. 382; 79 





(c) Solicitors, 

Words must be spoken in way of profession. ]— 
See Nos. 334-339, ante. 

363. Imputation of professional misconduct— 
Barrator.|— ANON. (1584), Moore, K. B. 180; 72 
KE. R. 517. 

364, -———. ark ei brought an action of the 
case against J., & laid that where he was a carrier, 
& oa man of honest fame, that deft. had said of 
him that he was a common barrator. 

Now we are of opinion that if those words were 
spoken of a justice of the peace, or public officer, 
or of an attorney, or the like, that they would bear 





an action (per CuR.).—THORNTON v. JEBSON 
(1616), Hob. 140; 80 KE. BR. 290. 

365. ———.|——-TAYLOR v. STARKEY, No. 
335, anfe. 

366. ——.]—Action for these words of 





an attorney: ‘‘ Thou art a knave, & stirrest up 

suits betwixt parties; & stirredst up a suit betwixt 

such parties to their undoing; & it is great pity 
such persons should go unhanged”’ :—Held: the 

action lay.—ANON. (1631), Cro. Car. 229; 79 

E. R. 800. 

367. ——— -|—SMiIru v. ANDREWS (1649), 
Sty. 183; 82 E. R. 630. 

Annotations :—WMentd. Pierson +r. Hughes (1672), Freem. 
K. B. 71; Wild v. Simpson, (1919) 2 K. B. 544. 

368. ——~———.]—-ANNISON v. BLOFIELD (1670), 
Cart. 214; 124 E. R. 924. 

36 Corruption.|—‘‘ You are well known 
to be a corrupt man, & to deal corruptly.”’ being 
spoken of a sworn attorney, are actionable, because 
it touches him in his oath, & also in the duty of his 
profession, whereby he acquires his living ; secus 
if the preceding parlance had been that pltf. was 
an usurer, or was an exor., & would not perform 
the testament, etc.—BiRCHLEY’s CASE (1585), 4 
Co. Hg 16a; 70 E.R. 894 ; sub nom. BYRCHLEY’S 
Cask, Jenk,. 262. 

Annotations :—Refd. Waldegrave vv. Agas (1590), Cro. Eliz. 
191; Frost ov. Eyre (1616), 3 Bulst. 265; Curle’s Case 
(1622), Win. 39; Litman v. West (1628), Het. 123; 
Starkoy v. Taylor (1629), Het. 139 ; Alexander v. Jonkins, 
{1892] 1 Q. B. 797. 

370. Acting for both a ia 
CasE (1595), Moore K. B. 400; 72 BE. R. 661. 

87 .J—Words which impute double 
dealing to a lawyer, are actionable, KING v. SHORE 
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(1603), Cro. Eliz. 914; 78 HE. R. 11385; sub nom. 
SHIRE v. KING, Yelv. 32. 








872. .J-—-YARDLEY v. ELLILL (1613), 
Hob. 8; Moore, K. B. 855; 1 Brownl. 6; 
E.R. 159. 

Annotations Fleetwood v. Curley (1619), Hob. 267 ; 


:—Refd. 
aete Case (1622), Win. 39; Litman v. West (1628), Het. 


3738. |—An action upon the case 
was brought by an attorney of the ct. against 
another man, for speaking these words of him, 
viz. ‘Thou art an ambodexter:’’—Held: the 
words were actionable, because same slandered 
him in his profession, for it is as much in effect 
as if he had said, that he was corrupt in his office. 
—ANON. (16138), Godb. 214; 78 BE. R. 130. 

374. ——— Dishonesty towards clients.|—-GiD- 
DYE v. HEALE (1591), Moore, K. B. 695; 72 E. R. 
846; sub nom. HELE v. Gyppy, 2 And. 40. 


Annotations :—Refd. Harman ». Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898. 
Mentd. Cave v. Polewheel (1621), Cro. Jac, 616. 




















375. -|—To say of an attorney that 
he has made a false bill of costs is actionable,— 
STANLEY v. BOSWEL (1598), Cro. Eliz. 603; 78 
E. R. 846. 

376. ——- ———.]—Broox’s Cask, No. 318, 
ante. 

377. .}—Words which touch an 
attorney in his profession are actionable. Action 


upon the case by an attorney for these words: 
‘Thou art a false knave, a cosening knave, & 
hast gotten all thou hast by cosenage; & thou 
hast cosened all those that have dealt with thee.” 

The action well lay; for they are very slanderous 
of an attorney, & touch him in his profession 
(per CUR.).—JENKINS v. SmiTH (1620), Cro. Jac. 
586; 79 I. R. 501. 


378. ——- ———.'!—-LITMAN v. WEST (1628), 
Het. 123; 124 E. R. 392. 
379. —-— —-—.]—-STARKEY v. TAYLOR (1629), 


Het. 139, 143; Hut. 104; 124 E. R. 406, 409 ; 
affd. sub nom. TAYLOR v. STARKEY (1630), Cro. 
Car. 192. 

380. .|—To charge an attorney with 
having cosened his clients, is actionable-—MEAD 
v, PERKINS (1632), Cro. Car. 261; 79 KE. R. 828. 

.|\—ANON. (1639), March, 8; 











PLATER (1647), 


—_—_— 





382. -|\—HILTON v. 
Aleyn, 13; 82 E. R. 889. 

383. Champerty or maintenance.}] — An 
attorney brought an action upon the case against 
B. for these words: ‘‘ Thou art a common main- 
taincr of suits, & a champertor, & I will have thee 
thrown over the Bar next term.’’ After a verdict 
for pltf. upon a motion in arrest of judgment the 
ct. gave judgment for pltf., only upon the word 
champertor. 

There is maintenance lawful & unlawful, & 
where the word is indifferent it shall be taken in 
mitiorem partem. Now an attorney may & ought 
by his office to maintain his clients’ causes; & 
yet in an action of maintenance he cannot plead 
not guilty, but must justify. An attorney may 
well be said to be a common maintainer, because 
he is common to as many as will retain him... . 
But indeed it is a slander to an attorney, & tha 
in his vocation of attorney to be a champertor, 
for that is not only beyond but against his office 
(per CuR.).—Box v, BARNABY (1616), Hob. 117 ; 
80 E. R. 266. 


Annotations :—Refd. Fleetwood v. Curley (1619), Hob. 267 ; 
Baker v. Pierce (1703), 6 Mod. Rep. 23. Mentd. Pierson 
v. Hughes (1672), Freem, K. KB. 71; Guy v. Gower (1816) 
2 Marsh. 273. 








——-.]—Cox’s Cask (1616), Moore 


884. 
K, B. 867; 72 E, R. 96}. 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 1, 
D. (c), (d) & (e).] 

385. ‘* Deserves to be struck off the rolls.’’] 

-(1) It is not actionable to say of an attorney, 
‘‘T have taken out a summons to tax his bill. 
shall bring him to book, & have him struck off 
the roll.” <Aliter, to say ‘** He deserves to be 
struck off the roll.”’ 

(2) A libellous letter, addressed to the party 
himself, is not) actionable.— PHILLIPS v. JANSEN 
(1798), 2 Esp. 623, N. P. 

Annotation :-—As to (1) Refd. South Hetton Coal Co. v. 

North Eastern News Assocn., [1894] 1 Q. BH. 133. 

386. ‘“*Struck off the rolls.’’] — A text 
writer having occasion to treat of topics connected 
with professional misconduct, is privileged in 
citing or stating the effect of reported cases of 
such misconduct, if he does so fairly, that is to 
say, with reasonable care: but if through want of 
such reasonable care, he makes serious misstate- 
ments as to the nature, or even the degree of the 
misconduct, in a particular instance, he will lose 
his privilege & be liable to action. Thus the 
writer of a treatise on the law of attorneys having 
in support of the proposition, that an attorney 
who is guilty of misconduct may be struck off 
the rolls, referred to the case of pltf. as an attorney 
who had been so struck off the rolls, whereas, as 
appeared from the very report cited, he had only 
been suspended fortwo years :—Held: although 
if he had only referred to the case, or even fairly 
stated its effect & result, he would have been pro- 
tected, as it was relevant, yet under the cir- 
cumstances there was evidence of such carelessness 
as left him without legal excuse, & so liable to 
action. 

There can be no doubt that it is libellous to 
say an attorney has been struck off the rolls 
(COCKBURN, C.J.).-—- BLAKE t. STEVENS (I864), 4 
FL. & F. 232; 11 L. T. 543, N. 2. 

387. General abuse — False knave.}] -- ANON. 
(1564), Moore, K. B. 61; 72 E.R. 441. 

388. -—— Base rascal.'—TROWBRIDGE v. HARD 
(1626), Lat. 220; 82 EF. R. 355. 

389. .|—ROBERTS v. 
Ley, 70; 80 E. R. 637. 

390. -—— ——~-.]-—- ANON. (1638), No. 302, post. 

391. A Judas.! STARKEY v. TAYLOR 
(1629), Het. 139, 143; Hut. 104; 124 E.R. 406, 
409; affd. sub nom. TAYLOR tv. STARKEY (1630), 
cro. Car. 192. 

392. Cheating knave.’—To call an attor- 
ney a base rogue & a cheating knave is actionable. 
—ANON, (1638), Cro. Car. 51635 79 E.R. 1046. 

393. Notorious knave.!—An attempt to 
dissuade a client from employing an attorney by 
saying that he is a notorious knave, etc., is action- 
able.—WEBB v. NICHOLLS (1636), Cro. Car. 4593 
79 E.R. 998. 

394. Perjured & suborned knave.) — 
WHITE’s CASE (1647), Sty. 17; 82 E.R. 405. 

395. Extortioner.}—Sckoor'’s Case, No. 
400, post. 

396. Forging rogue.]|—Words, ‘* That I 
never forged any man’s hand, but you are a forging 
rogue,” when spoken of an attorney :—-Held : 
ote he (1717), 1 Com. 262; 92 EL R. 
_ 897. Professional incompetence.]— Words which 
impute folly or dishonesty to an attorney are 
actionable.—MartTYN v. BuRLINGS (1597), Cro. 
ar eel ke 128; 78 K. R. 832. 

_ 998. “—BDAKER vv. MorPHEW ( 2 
Keb. 202; 1 Sid. 327; 84 E. R. 126, aia 
——.J|—To say of an attorney, “ He 

















Lorp (1627), 
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cannot read a declaration,” is actionable, without 
special damage.—JoONEs v. PowEL (1670), 1 Mod. 
Rep. 272; T. Raym. 196; 1 Vent. 98; 86 1. KR. 
875; sub nom. POWELL v. JONES, 2 Keb. 710; 
1 Lev. 297. 

400. ——.|—-Words, imputing extortion & 
want of understanding to an attorney, are action- 
able.—ScRoop’s CASE (1674), Freem. K. B. 276 ; 
89 KH. R. 198. 

401. -——.]—-In an action by an attorney, the 
folowing words spoken of an attorney in his 
business were upon motion in arrest of judgment 
held actionable. ‘' H. is a rogue, for taking your 
money, & has done nothing for it; he has not 
entered an appearance for you; he is no attorney 
at law; he don't dare to appear before a judge. 
What signifies going to him? LHe is only an 
attorney’s clerk & a rogue, he is no attorney.— 
JIARDWICK v. CHANDLER (1740), 2 Stra. 1138; 93 
E. R. 1086. 

4.02. -|—He is no more a lawyer than the 
devil, spoken of an attorney, is actionable. 
Day v. BULLER (1770), 3 Wils. 59; 05 E.R. 9382. 








(d) Physicians and Surgeons. 

403. Professional misconduct-—Aggravation of 
patient’s illness.|— ANON. (1501), Sav. 126; 1 
And. 268; 123 K. R. 1050. 

404. Treatment causing death of patient.| 
—It is not actionable to say that. a physician has 
killed his patient with medicine, unless it be 
charged that he knowingly & wilfully administered 
it for that) purpose.—PokE v. MONDFORD (1508), 
Cro. Eliz. 620; 78 kK. R. $6). 

Annotation :--—Refd. Murrey vc. ~-—-— (1614), 2 Bulst. 207. 

405. —-—— jJ—-(1) For the words, if he 
had said ‘‘ For lack of skill of chirurgery, ctc., 
thou didst kill him,’’ will bear an action; for that 
is a slander to his profession (lluTtToN, J.). 

(2) If one says of a merchant, ‘ Put not your 
son to him, for he will starve him to death.’? These 
words are actionable ; for that it comes within the 
compass of the disgrace of his profession. So of a 
schoolmaster, ‘* Put not your sun to him, for he 
will come away as very a dunce as he went” 
(YELVERTON, J.). —-WATSON v. VANDERLASIL (1627), 
Het. 69; 124 Ie. RR. 350. 
tynotalion s— (lenerally, Refd. Harman vc. Delany (£731), 2 

ewUra, 








THEE vu. DENNY, No. 411, 
post, 

407. Lack of qualification -- ‘‘ Quack.’’} 
ALLEN t. EATON (1628), tL Roll. Abr. 5-4. 

408. - ———,J— PICKFORD ¢. GurTrcH (1787), 
8 Terin Rep. 305, n.3; 101 KH. RR. 1403, N. BP. 
Annotations :---Refd. Smith vr. Taylor (1805), 1 Bos, & BP. 

ae 106; Collins v. Carnegie (1834), 3 Nev. & M.K. B. 

é . 

409. —--— ‘*No scholar.’’})—-An action lies for 
saving of a doctor of physic that ‘' he is no scholar,”’ 
without averring that there was at the time a 
colloquium concerning his profession.---CAWDRY v. 
HIGHLEY (1632), Cro. Car. 270; 70 EB. RR. 835; 
sub nom. CAWDRY & TETLEY’s Cask, Godb. 441. 





410. —— ‘‘Empiric & mountebank.’’| — 
Sen Bane v. HASELFOOT (1636), 1 Roll. Abr. 54, 
pl. 12. 

411. ---— ‘‘ None of the medical men here will 


meet him.’’|-—A declaration stated that pltf. was 
a surgeon & accoucheur, & in that character had 
attended one R. during her confinement; that 
deft., in a discourse which he had with Hh., of & 
concerning pitf., & of & concerning pltf. in relation 
to his profession & business, spoke of & concerning 
etc., the following words: ‘'I wonder you ha 

hin to attend you. Do you know him? He ig 
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not an apothecary ; he has not passed any examina- 
tion; he is a bad character; none of the medical | 
men here will meet him. There have been many 
inquests had upon persons who have died because 
he attended them.” Deft. pleaded not guilty. 
At the trial the latter words, as to the inquests, 
were not proved, but the words proved were, 
“several have died that pltf. had attended, & 
there have been inquests held on them.” The 
judge amended the declaration accordingly, & 
a verdict was found for pltf.:—Held: the judge 
was justified in making the amendment; also, 
the words as amended were actionable, without 
the aid of any innuendo to explain them by 
reference to extrinsic circumstances. Semble: 
the words, ‘‘ he is a bad character, none of the 
medical men here will mect him,’’ alone were 
actionable, as importing the want of a necessary 
qualification for a surgeon in the ordinary discharge 
of his professional duties.—Souturer v. DENNY 
ere 1 Exch. 196; 171. J. Ex. 1513 154 BF. R. 
83. 

412. -—— Proof of qualification to practise — 
Evidence of having practised — Production of 
diploma.| — PitKrorp v. Gurren (1787), 8 Term 
Rep. 305, n.; 101 BE. R. 1403, N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Smith v. Taylor (1805), 1 Ros. & 
eae R, 1965 Collins v. Carnegie (1831), 3 Nev. & M. KB. 








413. —— oe  . ] — Action for these 
words spoken by deft. of pltf. in his profession of 
a physician, ‘ Dr. S. has upset all we have done, 
& die he (the patient) must.”” It was peoved that 
pltf. had practised several years as a physician, 
& having been called in during the absence of a 
physician, who, with deft., attended the patient ; 
deft. as apothecary made up the medicines pre- 
cribed by pltf. for the patient in question. Qu.: 
whether on this declaration it was necessary for 
pltf. to produce a diploma or other direct evidence 
that he had taken a degree in physic, in order to 
maintain the action.--Smitn ov. Tayrtor (1805), 
1 Bos. & P.N.R.1963 127 E.R. 485. 

«lnnotations ;— Retd. Collins v. Carnegie (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 
695. Mentd. A.-G. vr. Pemberton (1824), M'Cle. 634. 
414, -——- ——~- ~——.} (1) To prove that 

& party had received the degree of doctor of 

medicine in the University of St. Andrew's, a 

sealed instrument & a written paper were produced 3 

the sealed instrument purported to be a diploma 

of the degree conferred by the university, & it 
was proved that a person at St. A. calling himself 
the university librarian, had shown, as_ the 
university seal, in a room which he stated to be 
the university library, a seal corresponding to that 
on the instrument produced. The written paper 
was, on the face of it, an act of the university 
conferring the degree & it was proved that, in 
the same room the same person, & other persons 
calling themselves professors of the university, had 

shown, as the book of acts of the university, a 

book containing an entry agrecing with the written 

paper :—Held: sufficient proof. 

(2) Where a declaration alleged that pitf. had been 
& was a physician, & exercised that profession in 
England, & on that account had been & was called 
doctor meaning doctor of medicine & then stated 
that deft. slandered pltf. in his character of a 
physician practising in Mngland, & denied his right 
to be called a doctor of medicine :—Held: pitf. 
must prove that he waa entitled to practise as a 
physician in England. Such proof is not furnished 
y showing the fact of his having so practised ; 
hor by showing that he has received the degree 
of doctor of medicine at the University of St. 
Andrew’s.—CoLins v, CARNEGIE (1834), 1 Ad. & 
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El. 695; 3 Nev. & M. K. B. 703; 3L. J. K. B. 
196; 110 K. 1. 1373. 
Annotation :-—Gencrally, Refd. M‘Gahey v. Alston (1836), 
Tyr. & Gr. 981. 
415. Adultery.}—AYRE v. CRAVEN, No. 343, 
ante. 


(e) Clergymen. 


Clergyman must be in receipt of temporal profit— 
At time of publication.|—See Nos. 349, 350, ante. 

416. Adultery or incontinency—Loss of tem- 
poral profit.|—Pltf. declared that he was instituted 
& inducted into a parsonage in Ireland, & executed 
the office of a pastor in that church by the space of 
four years after, & deft. said of him, ‘‘ He was a 
drunkard, a whoremaster, a common swearer, & 
a common liar, & has preached false doctrine & 
deserves to be degraded.” After verdict for pltf. 
it was moved in arrest of judgment that the words 
in themselves are not actionable because the 
crimes charged impute no civil or temporal damage 
to pltf. for which he might have an action; but 
the opinion of the ct. was clear for pltf. ou that 
point. 

The matters charged are good cause to have 
him degraded whereby he should lose his freehold, 
which is a temporal damage to him (per Cui.).— 
Don v. Rosinson (1648), Aleyn, 63; 82 E. R. 917. 
Annotations :--Consd. Gallwey v. Marshall (1853), 9 Exch. 

294; Jones v. Jones (1915), 84 L. J. K. B. 1140. 

417. .;—He has a bastard, spoken of 
& minister whereby he lost a chaplainship. 

His preferment is temporal, like as a parsonage 
(per CuR.).—PAYNE v. BeEuwMornis (1668), 1 
Lev. 248; 838 KE. RR. 8913 sub nom. DUMEWICK vt. 
Pain, 1 Sid. 376; sub nom. Humonisr v. PAYNE, 
2 Keb. 400. 


Annotations -—Refd. Jones r. Jones, [1916] 2 A. C. 48h. 
Mentd. Holt r. Ward (1729), 1 Barn. K. LB. 247. 

















418. .J—-GALLWEY v. MARSHALL, No. 
349, ante. 
419. |§—HIGHMORE v. HARRINGTON (KARL 


& COUNTESS) (1857), 3 C. B. N.S. 142 5 
693. 

420. Misappropriation of church  funds.} 
SYBTHORP’'S CASE (1635), Cro. Car. 417; 79 BE. KR. 
963 3; sub nom. SIBTHORR'S CASE, W. Jo. 366. 


-{nnotations :—Refd. Stukely’s Cause (1672). Freem. K. 8. 
or; Gallwey v. Marshall (4853), 9 


421. .| —HIGHMORE v. J | 
& COUNTESS) (1857), 3 C. BL N.S. 1423 140 E. It. 
693. 

422. Preaching sedition.|—Adjective words are 
actionable, if they import an act done: secus, if 
they import an inclination only. So words spoken 
adjectively are actionable, if they slander one 
in his office or trade, etc. ; as to say of a judge, he 
is corrupt ; of a clergyman, he has made a seclitious 
sermon.—HRITTRIDGE'S CASE (1602), 4 Co. Rep. 
ib; 76 E.R. 905; sub nom. BripGkE v. ATKINS, 
Moore, K. B. 666; sub nom. BRECHELEY t. 
ATKINS, Yelv. 10. 

Annotations :—Refd. Colt & Gilbert's Case (1613), Godb. 
Zils Yardly v. Ellyll (1613), Brownl. 7; Trevillian & 
Bettie’s Case (1620), Palm. 10: Wheeler vr. Appleton 
(1623), 2 Roll, Rep. 342; Witherly vr. Hermitage (1678), 
Freem. K. B. 277. ; ; 

423. Preaching false doctrine.|—-lt is actionable 
to say of a master of acts & incumbent of a living, 
‘“Thou hast preached lies in the pulpit.”’—-DRAKE 
v. DRAKB (1652), Sty. 363; 1 Roll. Abr. 58; 82 
KK. R. 780. ; 

Annotations :—Refd. Evans v. Gwyn (1844), 5 Q. B. 8443 
Galloway v. Marshal) (1253), 2 W. BR. 106; Clarges 
lowe (1681), Freem. K. B. 280; Cranden v. Walden (1681), 
3 Lev. 17. 


424. Abuse—‘‘ Drunkard, swearer & liar.’’|— 
Dop v. Rosrnson, No. 416, ante. 


140 FE. ht. 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 1, 
E. (a), (6) & (c) i. & tt.) asanet 
ston (1845), 5. T. U.S. 52; James t. Brook (1840), 

oO BF Nouthoo +. Denny (ite TT L. J. ex. 151; 

Alexander r. Jonkins, (1892] 1 Q. B. 797. 

458. Police officer-—-Misconduct.}-— 
A declaration for slander alleged that pltf. was a 
salaried superintendent of police at L., & that 
it was his duty, as such, to conduct himself 
temperately, & with decency & prupricty, while 
on duty, & to hinder & repress indecent & dis- 
orderly conduct in the police office: that deft., 
intending to injure pltf. in his office, & cause it 
to be believed that he had misconducted himself 
as such superintendent, & cause him to be dis- 
missed from his office, in a discourse which he had 
concerning pltf. as such superintendent, & con- 
cerning pltf.'s conduct in his office, falsely, ote., 
spoke & published concerning pltf., & concerning 
him as such superintendent, & concerning his 
conduct in his office, the false, ete. words : 
meaning deft., * saw a letter, two or three days 
since, regarding an officer of the L. police force,” 
meaning pltf., “who.” meaning pltf., * had 
been guilty of conduct untit for publication.” 
Judgment arrested, after verdict, on the ground 
that the declaration did not show how the imputa- 
tion was connected by the speaker with pltf.’s 
office. —JAMES v. Brook (sit), 9 Q. Bo Ts 16 
L. J. Q. B.17;, 7 L. T. O08. 1825 10 Jur. SEL; 
115 E. R. 117s, 


-Annotation :— Refd. Jones rv. Jones, [19161 24. C. 484. 
459. ——- Trade union  official——_Mis- 
conduct./—THoMas v. Moong. No. 41, ante. 
460. Office must be held at time of publication—- 


Office of honour —Justice of peace. | -—TUTHILL r. 
Mermesr (1609), Cro. Jac. 222; Yely, 158; 7V 
PJ 











TUFUUPRCEE LEZIRD s —" AaB Rellaniy t. Burch 1P847), 16 M.& ow. 
590, Mentd. Shorerosse t. Bland (16753), Freem. K. 2B. 
3183 Colethimt cv. Wiseman (1693). 12 Mod. hep. 47. 


461. J—~HAstTincs tv. Bea- 
MOUNT (1610), 1 Bulst. 36: SO E.R. 740 3; sub nom, 
BEAMOND ». HAstTinus, Cro. Jac. 2405 sub nom, 
BEAUMONT's Cask, Jenk. $17. 

. Churchwarden.)-——Qu.: whether 
words imputing misconduct to a churchwarden 
spoken after he was out of office, are actionable. — 
RaMsky v. Eis (1839), 3 Jur. 1189. 

















(b) Office of Profit. 

Words must be spoken in wa Jl 
Sub-sect. 1, FE. (a), Gite. sib iekiis taeda 

Office must be held at time of 
See Sub-sect. 1, E. (a), ante, 

463. Words sufficient to sustain action-—Mere 
imputation of Want of ability--Office of honour 
distinguished. }|— Words spoken of a man who nas 

n elected to the office of town councillor of a 

ne rough, alleging that he is an habitual drunkard 

unfit for the office of town councillor, are not 

actionable, in the absence of Special damage. In 

os oe for slander of pitf., who had been elected 

he office of town councillor for a borough, it 
“pbeared that the words spoken were: “A. 

pltf., “is never sober, & iz not a fit man for the 

the hight of the election he 

No special 

s > o-s suapinUuc as the 

of town councillor was not one of profit, ra 

ecting pltf. such ag, if truc, afforded 


publication.) —- 


Bawiw ~¢ 
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{. Company director, J— Words charg: 
ing directors with not having honest y 
interests of the co. 


safeguarded the 


ae J,” 
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no ground for dismissing him from his office, the 
action was not maintainable 

It is quite clear that as regards a man's busincss, 
or profession, or office, if it be an ofice of profit, 
the mere imputation of want of ability to discharge 
the duties of that office is sufficient to support an 
action. It is not necessary that there should be 
imputation of immoral or disgraceful conduct. It 
must: be cither something said of him in his oflee 
or business which may damage him in that office 
or business, or it must relate to some quality 
which would show that he is a man who, by reason 
of his want of ability or honesty, is unfit to hold 
the office. So much with regard to offices of 
profit: the reason being that in all those cases the 
ct. will presume, or perhaps I should rather say the 
law presumes, such a probability of pecuniary loss 
from such imputation, in that office, or emplay- 
ment, or profession, that it will not require apecial 
damage to be shown. But when you come to 
offices that are not offices of profit, the lose of 
which, therefore, would not involve necessarily 
& pucuniary loss, the law has been differently laid 
down, & it is quite clear that the mere imputation 
of want of ability or capacity, which would be 
actionable if made in the case of a person holding 
an oltice of profit, is not actionable in the case of 
& person holding an office which has been called 
an office of credit or an offlee of honour. 1 will 
put it shortly thus: that where the imputation 
is an imputation not of misconduct in an oflice, 
but of unfitness for an office, & the office for which 
(the person is said to be unt is not an office of 
| profit, but one merely of what has been called 


| honour or credit. the action will not lie, untess the 
i] 
i 


Rae cet 


conduct charged be such as would enable him to 
be removed from or deprived of that office (Lote 
ey ALEXANDER or. JENKINS, [1S02) | 
1 Q. B. 7973 61 LL. J. Q). Bo O34 
J.P. 4525 40 WlR. H6; 8S Tn. Re 4 
Sol. Jo. 826, CoA. 
Annotations > Consd. Booth v. Arnold, Trsdh) § QT. ot. 
Reld. Jones ce. Jones, (1Nt6' 24. C. g St. 


464, --- Want of integrity, dishonesty or 
malversation.!.--In my judgment, words imputings 
want of integrity, dishonesty, or malversation to 
any one holding a public office of contidence or 
trust, whether an ofice of protit or not, are action- 
able per se. On the other hand, when the words 
inerely impute unsuitableness for the office, incom- 
petency, or want of ability. without ascribing any 
misconduct touching the offier, then, according ta 
the decision in Alerander y. Jenkins, No. 468, 
ante, no action lies, where the atlee is honorary, 
Without proof of Kpecial damage (Loris, 1.1.) 


1-8 


ra ee eerie ey oe ge 


Booti v. AnNonp, (1805) 1 Q. KB. 57] ; OLD, J. 
Q. iB. 4483 720. T. 310 >; OI. 215s As WR, 


3605 TE DT. 1. ft. 2465 89 Sol. Jo. BH ; Ta KR. 


326, OC, A, 

465. Judge—Corruption.j—T'o say of a judge 
“he isa corrupt judge” is actionable. - BrReHlEY's 
Cask (1585), as reported in 4 Co. Rep. day 7 


oe i. SOA. 
Reld. Waldeyrave rv. Agus (1590), Cro. Eliz. 
191; Frost rc. Eyre (1616), 3 Holst. 465; Curle‘s 
(1622), Win. 39: Litman ¢. West (1628), Het. 123; 
Starkey v. Taylor (1620), Hot. 139 > Alexander vc, Jenkins 


(892) 1 Q. BL 797, 
466. ne oon oo CURMATE 9. CURBENY (1503), 

een upomed in Cro. Eliz. 305; Poph. 35; 78 K. i. 

ut. 

eli i~-Mentd. Levinger vr, hi. (1870), 1. 3 PB. Cy 


they represented, but with having pro- 
nioted the interests of another & rival 
co. :--ffeld: defamatory. —~ Rooa ¢. 
STENT (100), T. 8. O88. 8, AF, 


(b) 
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__.. Common barrator.) — STAKKEY v. 481, ———- Imputation of dishonesty or malverss- 
Pears ( on Het. 139; et 104; 124 E.R. thon.]—Boorn v. AKNOLD, No. 464, ante. | 
406; on a * " nom. TAYLOR v. STARKEY 482. Office need not be within judicial notice of 


‘ iro, Car. LOnK v. NEwcoun, No. 239, 
ee Deafness.) -~Sve No. 3360, ante : 
468. Officer of Court Baron--Dishonesty.} i. Justice of the Peace. 


which impeach the integrity of an officer . 
aeiarii nts) Haron | are actionable. —Baxten v. | Words must be spoken in way of office.!—-See 
SHADE (1504), Cro. Eliz. 842; 78 E.R. 5090. Sub-sect. 1, E. (a), ante. 

469, Clarenceux, King of Arms--‘ A scrivener ; _ Office must be held at time of publication.}— 
& no herald.’’}~—-Slandergus words which affect | See Sub-sect. 1, FE. (a), ante. 
a man's profession are actionable; & though a! 483. Privity to felony.'—To say of a magistrate, 
verdict is found generally where some of the counts | that he has discharged by agreement a felon 
are for words not actionable, it shall be intended ; Attsted as accessory to the stealing his own goods 
that the damages were on the good counts, except j is actionable.—-STAFFURDE 1. —~—— (1596), 2 And. 
the words are laid at different times. —Brookr r. | 475 128 E.R. 5395 sub nom. STAFFORD v. POOLER., 

i 


CLARKE (1594), Cro. Eliz, 328; 78 BF. RR. 57s, Cro. Eliz. 536; Moore, K. B. 704. ’ 


| 
470. Commissioner--Returning deposition not 4. —--~—LAasseLs ot a 
taken _ baat ey rs acomr. that ‘ he has eae 132; Moore, K. B. Pere ae 
returned the deposition of witnesses who were not | fs eee ORE 2 RAO A OTM a dees ame eae 
worn” is actionable, & cannot be justified by dh diene Ore ae 


covercth & hideth felonies, & is 
ict vere ; s not 
plea that he returned the deposition of one witness io Justice of peace ” is actionable. oe A 
not sworn.--F YS v. PHOKHOWGOOD (1598), Cro, ; BULHEAD (1602), 4 Co. Rep. 16a; 76E R. 895 
Eliz. 6253; 78 I. OR. SOF. ; Annotations :—Retd. Isham vr. York (1625) Cro Car 15 ; 
471, ae Taking bribes. —Moore wv. Foster { Kirle v. Osgood (1669), 1 Mod. Kep. 22. ie 
; » Yelv. O25 Cro. Jae. 655 80K. RL 43 . j—~-HARPE i 5 
: joa vas 2 . I ER wt. BEAMOND (160: 
472. Arbitrator--Taking bribes. Moone or, Jac. 56; Yelv. 57; 70 E.R. 47, tna 
een (1805), Yelv. 62 5 Cro. Jac. 655 SO EL R, 487. Perversion of justice.’-—Bovcuron — v 
433. COVENTRY & LICHFIELD (BP.) (1584). 1 And. : 
473. Town clerk. Taking bribes.” -Lei & 123 E.R. 335, ee pene 

















Swan's Cast (1008), Godb. 1575 7S do RR. 953 sub 488. -—-1— Dr 1 "ARE v. PAWLE 595 
nom, NILE vt. SWANSON, Yelv. 142. Moore, K. B. 409 ; 3 TATE es at 

474. ~ os a}=-Powrn’s Case (1018), Poph. 489. -| — BLEVERHASSETY v. BASPOOLE 
1s; TOK. Re 1240. (1504), Cro, Eliz. 313; 78 E.R. 5638. 

75. -—-— A bribing knave.'--Powrn’s Case 490. To say of a justice of the peace, 
(1618), Poph. 189; 79 E.R. 1240. ‘that he is ‘‘a partial justice,’ is actionable.— 

7. pee Giving false certificates. | --SsiTu vr. KEMP v. LlOUSGOE (1605), Cro, Jac. 90 ; 79 E.R. 
CORNELIUS (1083), Hut. 1235 125 E.R. 16. ‘7. 

477. Bishop-- ‘* Covetous & malicious.’’, — 491. It is actionable to say of a justice 
Tomas (ARCHBP. OF YoukK) 0. MARKAM (1562), Dal. that he has given secret warning to a person 
BS: 1B EL 1. 255. against whom he has issued a warrant.— BURTON 

478. ---- Papist..--NSrarkey ov. Taytorn tt. TOKIN (1607), Cro, Jac. 1435 79 E.R. 125. 





(1620), as reported in Het. 130; 124 Bb. R. 406; 492. J—BEAMOND tv. Hasrines (1610), 
on appeal, sub nom. VAYLOn vt. STARKEY (1630), Cro, Jac. 240; 70 E.R. 2073; sub nom. Hastines 


Cro. Car. TU2. vt. BEAMOUNT, 1 Bulsts 380; sub nom, BEAUMONT’S 
Clerk (o public company -Immorality.;— See CASE, Jenk. 317. 
No. 457, ante. 493. —-—.\—-To say of a justice of peace, “I 
Superintendent of police -— Misconduct.) — Sve have been often with him for justice, but could 
No. 458, ante. never get any at his hand, but injustice,” is action- 
Trade union official —- Misconduct.!-— See No. able.—IsHam v. York (1625), Cro. Car. 15; 79 
41. ante. E.R. O18, 
(c) Office of flonour. Ce Ta en ats eae, 
i. Ln General. Mentd. Wakley r. Healey (1849), 7 C. B. 591. 
479. Words sufficient to sustain action-—- Impu- 494, -—---.)—'To say of a justice that he is but 


* half-eared,’” & “‘ will only hear on one side,”’ is 
actionable; & an allegation that he has been in 
the King’s commission longer than the King has 
reigned, is  surplusage.—MaswaM vu. BRIDGES 


tation sufficient to be ground for removal.}-— ‘lo 
siy of a deputy licutenant, justice of the peace, 
X& ay ara candidate for a seat in Parliament : 
* Do not vote for him, for he is a Jacobite, who . = hear ee : ee 
intends to bring in the Pretender & popery to | (1031), Cro. Car. 223 5 79 E.R. 199, 
destroy our nation,’’ is actionable-—How  r. alnnotation :- Folld. WKirle rv. Osgood (1669), 1 Mod. Rep. 22. 
(1702), Holt, K. B. 652; 2 Ld. Raym. 812; 495. --—-]--(1) To say of a justice of the 
7 Mod. Rep. 107; 2 Salk. 804; 90 K. R. 1260; peace, that ‘ He makes use of the King’s com- 
sib nom. Howe v. Penny, 2 Lut. 1203, Ex. Ch. ; ease _ worry men out of their estates,” is 
affd. sub nom. Prinn v. Lowe (1704), 1 Bro. actionable. ; 2 ” 
hae Cas. 64, H. L. ( h (2) Words must be precisely laid, & not ‘‘ to the 
Annotations :~ Refd. Onslow ¢. Horne (1770), 3 Wis. 177; tenor & effect folowing.” —NEWTON v. STUBBS 
Alexander oe. Jenkins, (1892) 1 Q. B. 797; Booth r. (1685), 3 Mod. Rep. TL; 2 Show. 435 ; 87 EK. R. 


Arnold (1805), 64 L. J. Q. B. ada. 45 
480, —-—- ——-- Office of profit distinguished.J— huss o-- fs to (2) Consd. Cook r. Cox (1814), 3 M. & 8. 
ALEXANDER v. JENKINS, No. 403, ane. 110, Refd. Bradlaugh r. R. (1878), 3 Q. B.D. 607. 
‘ “te vords imputing 2 ee 
PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. ee ee s a aLOG ot Re ee ~—COPART =iIV. SECT. a SUB SECT. 1. 
E. (0) i. honour & not of profit, vraag i ie sae Pine aha pe oat 
} ste stated, if true, would not Justily .Pervers J -j— . 
idee ; to be ine Seueal of pitf. from the oftice.— TON ®. a ae: (1896), 17 N. S. a. 


ground for remoral.}—An action of Livingston ¢. McCartin, [1907] V. L. R. 334.—AUS. 
slander for He tiboue proof of L. It. 48.—AUS. 
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Sect. 2.— Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 1, 
E. (c) tt. & tii. sub-sect. 2, A. (a).] 


496. Acceptance of bribes..—MARRINER _ v. 
CoTToN (1595), Moore, K. B. 695; 72 E. R. 846. 

497, J—LEeE & Swan’s CASE (1608), 
Godb. 157; 78 E. R. 953; sub nom. NILE v. 
SwANson, Yelv. 142. 

498. Procuring false witness.|—To charge a 
magistrate with having procured a person to take 
& false oath before him is actionable.—CHETWIND 
v., MEESTON (1612), Cro. Jac. 308; Yelv. 220; 79 
E. R,. 263. 

499. ——.]—-PARKER v. LARGE (1620), Palm. 
67; 81 E. R. 981. 

500. ‘‘ Blood-sucker.’’|—-‘‘ He is a blood- 
sucker, & sucketh blood,’’ are not actionable, 
though spoken of a justice of the peace.— HILLIARD 
v. CONSTABLE (1595), Cro. Eliz. 483 ; Moore, K. B. 
418; 78 E. R. 673. 

Annotation :—Refd. Compagnon r. Martin (1772), 2 Wm. BI. 





501, Forging evidence.|—-HaMoND v. KinGs- 
MILL (1649), Sty. 22, 210; 82 E. R. 499, 652. 
annotations :—Refd. Clarges r. Rowe (1681), Freem. K. B. 

280. Mentd. Bill r. Neal (1661), 1 Lev. 52. 

502. ‘‘A debauched man.’’]|—Hamond vt. 
KINGSMILL (1649), Sty. 22, 210; 82 E. R. 499, 
652. 


an tah gy 

Annotations :-—Consd. Bill v. Neal (1661), 1 Lev. 52. Refd. 
Clarges v. Rowe (1681), Freem. K. B. 280. 

503. ‘‘ Beetle-headed justice.’’]|— BILL v. NEAL 
(1661), 1 Lev. 52; 83 E. R. 292. 

Annotations :-—Consd. How v. Prinne (1702), 2 Ld. Raym. 
812. Expld. Alexander v. Jenkins (1892), 66 L. T. 391. 
Refd. Coxeter rt. Parsons (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 423. 

504. ‘‘ Forsworn.’’j—To say of a justice of the 
peace that ‘‘ he is forsworn, & not fit to be a justice, 
or to sit upon the Bench,”’ is actionable.—K1RLE 
v. Osaood (1669), 2 Keb. 548, 579; 1 Mod. Rep. 
22; 1 Sid. 432; 86 E. R. 701; sub nom. KERLE 
v. OsGoon, 1 Vent. 50; sub nom. CARN v. Oscoon, 
1 Lev. 280. 
al metic :—Refd. Walmsley r. lkussel (1704), 6 Mod. Rep. 


505. ‘‘ Plundering.’’|—To say of a@ justice of 
the peace, ‘‘ He is a knave, a busy ‘knave, for 
searching after me, & I will make him give me 
satisfaction for plundering me,” is actionable.— 
PROWSE v, WILCOX (1687), 3 Mod. Rep. 163; 87 
E. R. 105. 

506. Knave, rascal, villainJ—PEpPpreR vy, GAY 





(1693), 2 Lut. 1288; 125 FE. R. 713. 
507. -|—ASTON v. BLAGRAVE, No. 455, ante. 


Pocock 





508. Rogue.'—-KreNT iv. 1742 2 
Stra. 1168; 93 E. R. 1104. a 
-{nnotation :—Reld. Onslow cv. Horne (1771), 2 Wm. BI. 750, 

509. Papist.!—To say of one who is a justice 
of the peace, deputy lieutenant, & a candidate ata 
Parliamentary election, that he is a Papist & a 
pensioner, with an averment showing that pen- 
sioner means one who sells his vote, held action- 
oe ria (1680), 1 Freem. K. B. 530; 

Ss. R, ; 8ub nom. CUTLER v, ‘ 
Show. 140. eae 
_ 510. }—It is actionable to call a Privy 
Councillor or a deputy lieutenant of a county, or 
a justice of the peace, a Papist.—Hoe v. CLARGIS 
(1683), 3 Mod. Rep. 26; Skin. 88; 87 KB. R. 15; 
sub nom, Row v. CLanais, T. Raym. 482 ; 2 Show. 
: nom. CLARGEs v, RowE, 1 Free 
P80 3 ae » 1 Freem. K. B. 
nnotutions :-—Consd. H ome 4 5 
Refd. Walmsley r. Russel (1703), 6 dod Ren wok: Pai 


511. -|—How v. Prin, No, 479, ante. 
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iii. Other Offices. 

512. Sheriff—<‘‘Huddling & shuffiing.’’] — 
He v. STREET (1601), Cro. Eliz. 848; 78 E. R. 
1074. 

513. Churchwarden—Cheating the parish.|— 
To charge a constable & churchwarden with 
having ‘‘ beguiled & deceived the town of a certain 
sum in passing his accounts,” is not actionable.— 
oe v. BEECH (1614), Cro. Jac. 339; 79 BE. R. 

514. J—To charge a man who is 
steward of a leet, churchwarden, collector for the 
poor, trustee of parish land, with having “ de- 
ceived & cozened the parishioners,’’ is not action- 
able.—WILLIs v. SHEPHERD (1621), Cro. Jac. 619 ; 
79 E.R. 533 " 

515, ——- ———.]—-STRODE  v. (1652), 
Sty. 388; 82 E. R. 758. 


Annotations :—Distd. Williams v. Stott (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
675. Refd. Alexander v. Jenkins (1892), 40 W. Rh. 546. 


516. —— .}—TOWNSEND v. BARKER 
(1653), Sty. 388, 394; 82 E. R. 801, 806, 
517. ——.|— WOODRUFF _v. 
(1663), Cart. 1; 124 E. R. 788. , 

518. Privy councillor — Disloyalty.| — W AL- 

GRAVE & AGUR’sS CASE (1590), 1 Leon. 335; 74 

KE. R. 305; sub nom. WALDEGRAVE v. AGAs, Cro. 

Eliz. 191. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Smith r. Turner (1608), Cro. Jac. 
202. Refd. Lewes tv. Walter (1616), 3 Bulst. 226; 
Hitcham tv. Brooks (1625), Win. 123; Clarges tr. Rowe 
(1681), Freem. K. B. 280; How v. Prinne (1702), 2 Ld. 
Ray, 812. 








HomMES 





WEOLEY 








519, ‘*Cozening knave.’’|—To call a 
member of the Privy-Chamber ‘a cozening 
knave,”” held not actionable-—BRUNKARD  v. 


SEGAR (1617), Cro. Jac. 427; 79 E.R. 365. 
Annotation :—Refd. Willis v. Shepherd (1621), Cro. Jac. 
619. 


520. Papist.}-—It is actionable to say of a 
Privy Councillor: ‘ He arrested me because 1 
would not give my consent to him to bring in 
popery.”’—How v. PRINNE (1702), as reported in 
2 Ld. Raym. $12; 7 Mod. Rep. 107; 92 KB. KR. 
42; sub nom. HOWE v. PERRY, 2 Lut. 128, 
Ex. Ch.; affd. sub nom. PRiINN v. HOWE (1704), 
1 Bro. Parl. Cas. 64, Hl. L. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Onslow rv. 


Booth e. Arnold (1895), 64 L. J. 
Alexander v. Jenkins, (1892) 1 Q. B. 797. 


521. Deputy HMeutenant — Papist.} — CUTLER’s 
CASE, No. 509, ante. 

522. .]—-(1) To say of an officer, as a 
deputy lieutenant that he is a Papist, is action- 
able: 

(2) Words, not actionable formerly, may _ be- 
come so by acquiring a worse acceptation by 
usage.—CLARGES v. ROWE (1683), Freem. K. B. 
280; 3 Lev. 30; 89 E. R. 2013; sub nom. Row v, 
Ciarais, 3 Mod. Rep. 26; Skin. &8; sub nom. 
Row v. CLarais, T. Kayin, 482; 2 Show, 250. 
Annotations :-— An to (1) Consd. How v. Prin (1702), Holt, 





3 Wils. 1775 


Horne (1779), 
. B Mentd. 


. 445, 








K. B. 652. Refd. Walmsley rc. Russel (1704), 6 Mod. Rep. 
200. 


524. Chancellor of diocese—Subornation of 
perjury.|—Qu.: whether to say of the chancellor 
of a divcese, ‘‘ There goes your rare chancellor, to 
suborn witnesses to swear against the parson,"’ is 
actionable.—WaALMSLEY v. HUSSEL (1704), 6 Mod. 
Rep. 200; 2 Salk. 696; 87 E. R. 955. 

Annolation :-- Refd. Gallowuy v. Marshall (1853), 2 W. WR. 

525. Member of Parllament—Lack of sincerity.) 
~——Charging a Member of Parliament with want of 


4, BUKBEUT, 1.—BE, (0) lil. 


Atla. L. hg ri ee Of office.}—MINCHIN v, SaMIs (1913), 24 W. L. KR. 739; 4 W. W. R. 891; 
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sincerity, no ground for an action for words.— 

ONSLOW v. HORNE (1771), 2 Wm. BI. 750; 8 

Wils. 177; 96 EB. R. 439. 

Annotation :—Qonsd. Lumby v. Allday (1831), 1 Cr. & J. 
301. Refd. Holt v. Scholefield (1796), 6 Term Rep. 691 ; 
Miller v. David (1874), L. Rk. 9 C. P. 118; Alexander v. 
Jenkins, [1892] 1 Q. B. 797. 

528. Town councillor—Drunkenness—Unfitness 
et Office..— ALEXANDER v. JENKINS, No. 463, 
ante, 

527, Malversation in office.|—Boorn v. 
ARNOLD, No. 464, ante. 





SUB-SECT, 2.—STATEMENTS IMPUTING CRIME. 
A. Statement Must Impute Crime. 
(a) In General. 
__ 528. General rule.|—Words are not actionable, 
if they are so general that they would not subject 
the party to punishment, if true.—GEORGE’S CASE 
(1588), Cro. Eliz. 95; 78 EF. R. 354; sub nom. 
GorGkES CASE, Moore, K. B. 261. 

529. -|}—Words not importing a certain 
charge of some offence, are not actionable.— 
oe v. ASTON (1502), Cro. Eliz. 268 ; 78 E.R. 

530. -|—MALE v. Ker (1617), Hob. 184; 
Het. 172; 80 E. R. 3313 sub nom. May v. Ket, 
Poph. 129. 

531. |—PALMER vv. EDWARDS 
Cooke, Pr. Cas. 160; 125 E. R. 1021. 

532. .|—Action on the case for saying of a 
merchant, ‘ he has brought a false bill of lading 
for half the cargo, meaning the lading of a par- 
ticular ship, already,’’ whereby he was injured as 
such merchant, & lost the confidence of several 
persons, without naming them, was held not 
maintainable, & judgment accordingly arrested, 
because the words did not of themselves impute 
any crime.— FEISE v, LINDER (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 
372; 127 EE. R. 203. 

633. i—An action for slander will lie for 
spoken words imputing to pitf. that he has brought 
a blackmailing action although no special damage 
is alleged. 

‘It is just one of those cases in which spoken 
words are not actionable unless they are spoken 
words which impute or might impute a crime, 
that is to say, words which, in the opinion of the 
tribunal which ultimately deals with the matter, 
appear to have been not necessarily intended by 
the speaker to impute a crime, but capable of 
being understood by the hearers as imputing a 
crime’? (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—MARKS 2, 
SAMUEL, [1904] 2 K. B. 287; 73 L. J. K. B. 587; 
90 L. T. 590; 53 W. RR. 88; 20 T. L. R. 4503 48 
Sol. Jo. 415, C. A. 

534. Imputaticn must be certain—Ambiguity— 
Words referable to trespass.]—-Words importing a 
trespass only are not actionable. . 

It may be intended he took it as a trespasser, 
for he chargeth him not with a felony (per Cur.).— 
LYNE v. BackuHoussE (1504), Cro. Eliz, 352; 78 
E. R. 600. 











(1739), 








PART IV, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
A. (a). 


h. Femy committed in a foreign by 


country.J—It is actionable to charge a 
wan mois the comimiasion of ialeay in 
nh country.—SMITH ¢. COLLINS 

(1846), 8 U. ©. R. 1.—-CAN. 
k. Crime punishable by — Britiah 
Law.—Commisaion in other 
---. An action will He for words 
Spokon hero imputing the commission 


L Crime 


& adultery 


in a colony subject to the British 
erlminal law of a crime punishable 
that Jaw.-—~MaLLocu v. 
(1832), 2 O. 8. 375.--CAN, 


nist be recognisable by 
perlietdar court.}—In- an action for 
oral slander the words spoken imputed m. 
to pitf. that he had conimitted incest 
with his daughters, & 
allogod as grounds of special damage 
the luss of the society of friends & 
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535. ——.]|— Brown v. St. JOHN 
(1602), Cro. Eliz. 889; 78 EB. R. 1113. 

536. ——.]—ANON. (1639), March, 
59; 82 BK. R. 411. 


537. Or breach of contract.|— 
Words actionable in themselves as containing a 
charge of felony, if spoken in reference to a tres- 
pass or breach of contract, are not so.— CRISTIE v. 
COWELL (1790), Peake, 4, N. P. 

Annotation :-—Expld. & Distd. Williams v. Stott (1833), 3 

L. J. Ex. 110. 


538. ‘“‘Thou art a_ clipper.’’] — 
oe v. BEAVER (1684), 3 Lev. 166; 83 E. R. 


539. NABEN v. 
(1684), Skin. 1838; 90 BE. Rh. 84. 

540. - ——.|—SMITH v. WATKINS (1792), 1 
Hag. Con. 467; 161 E. R. 620. 

5 |\—If words prima facie im- 
puting felony, have been used in a different sense, 
they are not actionable—THOMPSON v. BERNARD 
(1807), 1 Camp. 48, N. P. 

542 Words referable to fraud.J]— 
In an action for words which may be understood 
to convey a charge cither of felony or fraud ; 
although they would be actionable in the latter 
sense as well as in the former, if the declaration 
contains an innuendo that deft. thereby meant to 
impute felony to pltf., this is material, & must be 
made out in evidence.—SMITH v. CAREY (1813), 3 
Camp. 461, N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Williams v. Stott (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
675; West v. Smith (1836), Tyr. & Gr, 825. 

543. - Words referable to tort.}|— 
Averment that A. before a magistrate maliciously 
charged B. with felony; the information con- 
tained a mere charge of tortious conversion upon 
which a warrant for felony was improperly 
founded; the variance is fatal. 

Words imputing felony, but spoken with refer- 
ence to such warrant, & not intended to convey a 
substantive charge, are not actionable.—TEMPEST 
vv. CHAMBERS (1815), 1 Stark. 67, N. P. 

Annotations :—Consd. Hankinson v. Bilby (1847), 16 M. & 
W. 442. Refd. Kennedy rv. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. TY. 78. 
544, —~—— Sense understood by bystanders.]| 

-—The use of words imputing an indictable offence 

is actionable or not according to the sense in which 

they may fairly be understood by bystanders not 
acquainted with the matter to which they relate, 
or which may render them a privileged communica- 
tion, & the sceret intent of the speaker in uttering 

them in the presence of such bystanders 1s im- 

material.—HANKINSON vt. BLLBY (1847), 16 M. & 

W. 442; 2 Car. & Kir. 440; 153 E.R. 1262. 

545. —— Plaintiff ‘‘ worse than ’’ specified 
kind of criminal.)—PaLMEeR v. Epwarps (1739), 
Cooke, Pr. Cas. 160; 125 E. R. 1021. 

546. j—' He is worse than a 
sodomite ’? :—Held: these words spoken were not 
actionable per se.—WETHERFIELD v. WINGFIELD 
(1848), 12 L. T. O.S. 216. 

547. ‘*He belonged to a den of thieves.’’) 
—POULTON v. WILSON (1858), 1 F. & F. 4038, N. P. 

§48. Offence made a felony by statute.| — 
Words imputing an offence made felony by statute 
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illness & expenses consequent thereon : 
—-ficeld > the words were not actionable 
GRAHAM without proof of special damage, 
incest not being a crime cognisable in 
our cts.—PALMKR vt. SOLMES (1880), 
30 C. P. 481; 45 U. C. R. 15.—CAN, 


Words  inputing indictable 
offenec.}—-In slander, if the words 
charged are capable of imputing an 
indictable offence, they are actionable 
without attaching any innuendo; 


48 LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect, 2, 
A, (a), (b), (c) & (d), & B. (a), (6) & (e).] 


are actionable.—SMITH v. FLYNT (1612), Cro. Jac. 
300: 1 Bulst. 181; 79 E. R. 256; cited sub nom. 
FLYNT v. SMITH, W. Jo. 68; cited sub nom. SPLINT 
v. SMITH, Lat. 2. 

549. Description of crime in technical terms 
unnecessary.| —Words imputing a crime are 
actionable, although they describe it in vulgar 
language, & not. in technical terms.—COLMAN v. 
Gopwin (1782), 3 Doug. K. B. 90; 99 E. R. 554, 

550. Crimes not confined to indictable offences.) 
—Words imputing that pltf. has been guilty of a 
criminal offence will support an action for slander, 
without special damage ;_ & it is not necessary to 
allege in the statement of claim that they impute 
an indictable offence.—WEBB tv. BEAVAN (1883), 
11Q. B.D. 609; 521. J.Q. B. 544; 49 L. T. 201; 
47 J. BP. 489. 

Annotations -—Consd. Hellwig vr. Mitchell, [1910] 1 K. B. 

609 > Witten vr. Bailey & Romford U.C., [1914] 2 K. BB. a. 

Refd. Michael r. Spiers & Pond (1909), 101 L. T. 382. 





(b) Crime Punishable by Imprisonment. 

551. General rule.j—Slander which, if true, 
would endanger corporal punishment, is action- 
able. —SPENCER v. SHORY (1599), Cro. Eliz. 700; 
78 Bb. R. OA. 

552. Imputation of crime punishable only by 
fine—-Special damage necessary./—.An imputation 
made against a person in a licensed house that he is 
drunk is not actionable without. proof of special 
damage, as it is an imputation, not of an indict- 
able offenec. or of an offence in respect of which 
the person could be made to suffer corporally by 
way of punishment, but of the offence of being 
drunk on licensed premises, which under Licensing 
Act, 1872 (c. 94), s. 12, is punishable by fine only ; 
& a mere threat that) unless he can clear his 
character against the charge he will be dismissed 
from his employment is not special damage which 
will support an action.—MICHAEL rv. SPIERS & 
Ponb, Lrp. (1909), 101 L. T. 352; 25 T. L. R. 
740. 

Annotations -—Folld. Ormiston v. G. W. Ry., {1917} 1K. B. 
598. Refd. Hellwig r. Mitchell, 11910] 1 K. B. 609; 
Wiffen r. Bailey & Romford U.C., (1914) 2 K. B. 5, 
553. -|—Words imputing that pltf. 

has been guilty of a criminal offence, punishable 

by fine only, but which involves a Hability to 
summary arrest, will not support an action for 

slander without special damage.— HELLWIG v. 

MITCHELL, [1910] 1 K. B. 609; 79 EL. J. K. B. 270; 

102 L. T. 1103; 26 7. L. R. 244. 

Annotations :—Folld. Ormiston vr. G. W. Ry., [1917] 1 K. B 




















598. Refd. Wiffen r. Bailey & Romford U. C., (1913} 1 
K. B. 600. 
554. -——— .|—PItf., the holder of a first- 


class season ticket between certain stations on 
defts.’ railway, travelled to & alighted at one of 
these stations, &, after showing his ticket to a 
collector, was proceeding to the station exit when 
one of defts’. porters took him by the arm, & in 
the presence of a number of other persons accused 
him of having travelled first class with a third 


class ticket. Pltf. then brought an action against 
defts. for assault, false imprisonment, & slander :— 
Held: as a first offence of travelling without the 
proper fare, with intent to avoid payment thereof, 
was not punishable by imprisonment, the action 
for slander would not lie in the absence of proof of 
special damage.—ORMISTON v. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co., [1917] 1 K. B. 598; 86L. J. K. B, 759 ; 
116 L. T.479; 33 T. L. R171. 


(c) Impossible Crimes. 


555. Murder of person still living.} —- Pitf. 
declared that. deft. had a wife who was still living, 
& that deft. said of him ‘* Thou hast killed my 
wife,” held not actionable. Secus, if she had been 
dead,—SNaG v. GEE (1597), 4 Co. Rep. 16 a; 76 
EK. RR. 896, 

Annotations :— Distd. Heming +. Power (1842), 10 M. & W. 
564. Refd. Crofts ¢. Brown (1616), 3 Bult. 167. 

556. —--—.]--Bi.uina iv. KNIGHT (1612), 2 
Bulst. 42; SO E.R. 9-44. 

557. ~}|-—-KEYNOR vt. HALLETT (1626), Poph. 
187; 709 KE. R. 1281. 

558. Stealing own property-— Theft of bell-ropes 
by churchwarden.!-—-The property of the bell- 
ropes of a parish church is in the churchwardens 
of the parish: it is not actionable therefore, to say 
of a churchwarden, that he stole the bell-ropes of 
his own parish.—-JACKSON tv. ADAMS (18385), 2 
Bing. N. C. 402; 1 Hodg. 330; 2 Scott, 509; 5 
L. J.C. P. 703 182 FE. RR. 158. 

Annotations :— Apld. Lemon or. Simmons (1888), 47 L. J, 
Y. B. 260. Refd. Heming r. Power (1842), 10 Mo & W. 
564; Alexander v. Jenkins (1892), 66 L. T. 391. Mentd. 
Moss rv. Thorniley (1856), 27 L. T. O. 8, 1013 Cooper r, 
Law (1859), 5 Jur. N.S. 1263. 





(d) Particular Instances, 
See Sub-sect. 2, E., post. 


B. Commission of Crime Must be Imputed. 
(a) In General. 

599. General rule.j-—Words are not actionable 
if they do not. import a certain charge.-—HAWKES 
ve AUGE (1619), Cro, Jac. 53135 79 Re. £55, 
Annotation :—Refd. George vr. Harvey (1633), Cro. Car, 324. 


560. —~—.)--GILBERT tv. 
post, 
561. —- —.}-—The declaration, after reciting 


that A. & B., pltfs., were lawful husband & wife, 
& that B. was the lawful sister of one C. alleged that 
deft. spoke of & concerning pitf. B. & her inter- 
marriage, & of & concerning C. the false, ete., 
words following : ‘' It has been ascertained beyond 
doubt that C. & B. are not only not brother & 
sister, but man & wife ’ :—Held: (1) pltfs. were 
not bound to prove the introductory averment 
that BB. was the lawful sister of C. ; (2) the declara- 
tion was not bad in arrest of judgment. 

(3) If at the time the words are uttered, there 
are circumstances which clearly show the words 
are not used in the sense of imputing a felony, 
then the charge falls to the ground & no action 
will lie (PARKE, L.).—HeEmine v. POWER (1842), 


& if an innuendo be attached, it ts faultof payme Pre 
x if a lend be : yment Imprisonment may re- PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT, 2.— 
sufficient to say: thereby meaning — sult, do not give Flug isa right of action B. (a). 


that pltf. had been guilty of an for slander without proof of special 6591. General rule.}—No action will 


indictable offence,’ without specifying damage.—- t 4 . Le 
What particular indictable offence (Alta), few ow ee 67 
is’ meant.—KINAHAN tv. M‘CULLAGH D). Ls. KR. 496.--CAN, ; 


(1877), I. R.11C. L. 1.—IR, 


lie for words spoken when they onl 
refer prospectively to some act which 
if committed would be a crime.— 


6524 se MCTONALD ®, CONKEY tf. THOMPSON (1857), 6 C. P. 
PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 7. 1922), SPO Le Ie ibn, 238. CAN, 
A. (b). CAN. te ff. tees Words which pu 
i : nothing more than a suspicion of euliine 
5621. Iinputation of crime punishable n. Imputation of crime a. do not give o cause uf action for 


one fine-— Special damage necessary.) by fine d: imprismmment-— Actionable.}— — slander jer ae-—PEKSEN v. LAINBOW, 


ords imputing merely an offence MYCHAJLUK 


punishable by a tine only, though in de- {1923} 4 D. L. Ii. 7 


KoOLIsNYK (Man.), [1922] 1 W. W. HR. 692; 660. LK. 
24.— CAN. 299; 17 Alta. L. HK. 470.—CAN. 
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10M. & W. 564; 11 L. J. Ex. 323; 6 Jur. 858 ; 

152 BE. BR. 595. 

Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. Barnett +. Allen (1858), 27 
L. J. Ex. a1 don, Ceneridl ys Mentd. Atkinson v. Raleigh 


562. ‘‘I have served thee with the Queen’s 
writ ’’—For stealing goods.j|—Slander must be 
expressly alleged. 

Action for words: ‘‘ I have served you with the 
Queen’s letter, for stealing of goods out of my 
mother’s house.” It was adjudged that the action 
did not lie; for deft. does not say expressly, that 
he had stolen the goods, but that he had served 
him, etc., which may be, though he did not steal 
them, so it is only a charge by implication.— 
ATKINSON v. ATKINSON (1591), Cro. Eliz. 235; 78 
K. R. 490. 

563. Complicity in crime.|— MorpDAnt (LORD) 
v. BripGEs (1587), Cro. Eliz. 67; Moore, K. B. 
686; 78 EK. R. 328. 


Annotation :-—~Refd. Townsend v. Hughes (1676), Freem. 
K. BB. 222. 


564. ‘‘Thou wast § arraigned.’’}|—Action for 
these words: ‘‘ Thou art a false knave: thou wast 
arraigned for two bullocks.’? Adjudged that the 
words were not actionable; for he said not he 
was arraigned for stealing two bullocks: & if the 
words had been so, yet the words had not been 
actionable; for a man may be arraigned for 
felony, & yet be no felon.—BAYLY v. CHURINGTON 
(1592), Cro. liz. 279; 78 BE. RR. 534. 

ALOR :~—Distd. Halley v. Stanton (1632), Cro. Car. 





565. To charge plaintiff with felony—‘‘ I arrest 
you upon felony.’’|—-SERLE v. MANDER (1620), 
Poph. 150; 79 B. R. 1249; sub nom. SEARLE v. 
MAUNDER, 2 Roll. Rep. 141. 

566. ‘““I charge him with felony.’’|— 
POLAND v. MASON (1620), Hob. 305 ; 80 I. RR. 448. 
Annotation :—Folld. Harrison v. King (1817), 4 Price, 46. 











567. —-—.|—MASON v. THOMPSON (1620), 
Hut. 388; 123 HK. ik. 1084, ; 
568. ‘“*T lay flat felony to him.’’|— 


PAINE v. PRESTNY (1650), Sty. 255 ; 
673. 

569. ——-.|—Woopb v. MERRICK (1627), 1 Roll. 
Abr. 73, pl. 21. 

Annotation :~ Refd. UWarrison v. King (1817), 7 Taunt. 431. 

570. .|—SAUNDERS v. EDWARDS (1662), 1 
Sid. 95; 82 KE. R. 991. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Aldridge v. Drake (1686), 2 Show. 493. 

571. ‘‘ I have matter enough against thee.’’|— 
PowWELL v. WARD (1620), Hut. 41; 123 E. R. 
1086. 

572. ‘* I will take him to Bow Street on a charge 
of forgery.’’}—-These words, ‘‘ I will take him to 
Bow Street, on a charge of forgery”’ are not 
actionable, because they do not amount to charge 
the person of whom they are spoken with felony. 
—HARRISON v. KING (1817), 4 Price, 46; 7 Taunt. 
431; 146 BK. R. 389, Ex. Ch. 


82 KH. R. 





(6) Words merely of Suspicion. 

573. Whether actionable.|—‘‘I think he is a 
horse-stealer’”’ are actionable words.—STicH v. 
WISEDOME (1504), Cro. Hliz. 348; 78 E. R. 596; 
sub nom. WISDOME’sS CASE, Owen, 18; sub nom. 
STITCH v. WisDOM, Gouldsb. 186. 

574. .|—BRINSBY v. BaLay (1607), Yelv. 
113; 80 BE. R. 77. 

575. .]— Words that denote the suspicion 
only of him who speaks them, are not actionable.-— 
a v. ALSOP (1608), Cro. Jac. 215; 79 E. R. 

7. 

576. ———.] — BLAND’s Case (1618), Llut. 18; 
123 E.R, 1070. 


“CAT. Wywyr. 
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577. .|—Words merely conveying suspicion 
will not sustain an action for slander. here 
such words admit fairly, & in their natural sense, 
of two meanings, the one being an imputation of 
suspicion only, the other of guilt, the sense in 
which they were uttered should be left to the jury. 
The innuendoes not declaring that the words were 
spoken with the intention of imputing to pltf. a 
felony, & not importing to enlarge the meaning 
of those words :—Held: the prefatory averments 
which only professed to give the motives of deft. 
could not be substituted for those innuendoes 
whereby pltf. undertook to give the meaning of the 
words spoken.—SimmMone v. MITCHELL (1880), 6 
App. Cas. 156; 50 L. J. P. C. 11; 43 L. T. 710; 
45 J. P. 237; 29 W. R. 401, P. C. 

578. Intention to impute felony.] — A 
declaration in slander, after stating by way of 
inducement that deft. used the words—‘ I have 
a suspicion that you robbed my house,”’ for the 
purpose of expressing, & that the words were under- 
stood as expressing, that pltf. had feloniously 
stolen certain goods of deft.’s set out the slanderous 
words as follows :—‘‘ I, meaning deft., have a 
suspicion that you, meaning pitf., & B. have 
robbed my house, meaning thereby that pltf. 
had feloniously stolen & carried away certain 
goods & chattels of deft., & therefore I take you 
into custody ”’ :—Held: the pltf. was not entitled 
to a verdict unless the jury found the words 
spoken by deft. imputed to pltf. a direct charge 
of felony.—TozeR v. MASHFORD (1851), 6 Iixch. 
539; 20 L. J. Ex. 225; 17 L. T. O. S. 655; 155 
EK. RR. 657. 








(c) Intent to Commit. 


579. Whether actionable.!——It is slander to 
charge a man with an intent to do an unlawful 
act.—EDWARDS’ CASE (1582), Cro. Eliz. G6; 78 
K. R. 272. 

580. .}|—I1t is slander to charge another 
with an intent to do an unlawful act.—TIBBorrT v. 
HAYNES (1590), Cro. Eliz. 191; 738 HK. R. 446, 

581. .}-— Action for these words: ‘' You 
have sought to murder me, & I can prove it.’’— 
Adjudged that it lay.—PRESTON v. PINDER (1593), 
Cro. Eliz. 308 ; 78 BK. R. 559. 

582. .|—Action for these words: ‘‘ Weeks 
assaulted me & others, to have robbed us; but 
we were too strong for them, & escaped.’’ Ad- 
judged actionable, for if one said that S. lay in 
wait to do a robbery or murder, an action lies, 
though no felony was done.-—WEEKS’ CASE 
(1594), Cro. Eliz. 349; 78 E. R. 5973 sub nom. 
WEEKS v. TAYLOR, Moore, K. B. 409. 
en :—Refd. Lewknor v. Cruchicy (1628), Cro. Car. 











583. ———.|——‘‘ He is a brabler, & a quarreller, 
for he gave his champion counsel to make a deed 
of gift of nis goods, to kill me, & then to fly out 
of the country, but God preserved me,” is not 
actionable, for the mere intent without an act 
is not punishable by the law. 

But it is actionable to say ‘* My Lady C. offered 
to give poison to one to kill the child within her 
body ;”’ ‘ T. & another did agree to hire one to 
kill S.;’’ ‘‘ If I had consented to C., T. had not 
been alive ;”’ or “‘ My Lord L. had gone about to 
take away my life against all Christian dealing.” 
—KEATON v. ALLEN (1598), € Co. Rep. 16b; Cro, 
Eliz. 684; 76 E.R. 896. 
annotation :--Apld. Mayne +. Digle (1672), Freem. K. B. 

ds 


584. ——.] — Words which import an intent 
only to do the act imputed, are actionable.— 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect 2, 
B. (c) & (d), C. (a). (6) & (c), D. & EB. (a) & (8). ] 


LEVERSAGE v. SMITH (1599), Cro. Eliz. 710; 78 
E.R. 044. 

585. .}— These words “ Thou | wouldest 
have taken my purse from me on the high way ” 
are not actionable; but ‘‘ Thou hast taken my 
money, & I will carry thee before a justice, lay 
felony to thy charge ’’ are actionable (COKE, C.J.). 
—ANON. (1612), Godb. 202; 78 E. R. 123, 

586. ——.]-—-DEANE v. ETON (1612), 1 Bulst. 
201; 80 E. It. 8&8. 

87 -]—MURREY v. (1614), 2 Bulst. 
R. 1071. 











587. 
208; 80 E. 

588. ——.]——-GILPIN v. SHINE (1614), 2 Bulst. 
227: 80 E.R. 1081. 

589. ——-.]-LANGLY v. CLARK (1658), 2 Sid. 
76; 82 E. R. 1266. 

590. .|—Words, charging a criminal intent 
without any indictable act done in pursuance of 
it, are not actionable.-—MAYNE v. DIGLE (1672), 
Freem. K. B. 46; 89 E. R. 37. 

591. .|—In an action for slanderous 
words, imputing dishonesty to pltf., the declara- 
tion is not supported by Poe words which may 
import such a meaning, but are equivocal, & may 
have a different import. 

The words imputed rather an inclination to the 
pitf. to do that which was wrong than the actual 
doing of it; & that imputing evil inclinations 
to a man which were never brought into action, 
was not actionable (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.). 
aa v. STRATTON (1802), 4 Esp. 218, | 








(d) Statement that Plaintiff has Undergone 
Punishment. 


592. “Thou hast sitten upon the puillory.’’|— 
ANON, (1587), Cro. Eliz. 62; 78 EB. R. 322. 

593. Statement that plaintifY has been in gaol— 
For specific crime.)— ANON. (1616), Moore, K. B. 
868; 72 E.R. 959. 

594. .|—An action upon the case for 
words ‘‘ Thou wert in the gaol for robbing such a 
one the highway.” 

If one says of another, thou art as very a thief 
as any is in Warwick Gaol, none being then there 
in prison, these words are not actionable, but. 
otherwise it had been, if a felon had been there 
in prison at the time (FENNER, J.).—ANON. 
(1610), 1 Bulst. 40; 80 E. R. 744. 

585. —— -|\—STEWARD v. BISHOP (1616), 
Hob. 177; Hut. 2; 1 Brownl. 16; Noy, 24; 80 
E. ri oad 
Annotations :—Distd. Brown rv. Audicy (1619), Palm. 68. 

e Blanc ‘ase : 

oes pane Cee (1618), Hut. 18; Beavor ec. Hides 

596. Statement that plaintiff is a returned 
convict.|—An action will lie for saying of pltf. 
“He is a returned convict,” though the words 
import that the punishment has been suffered.— 
St a v. DOWDNEY (1838), 2 Mood. & R. 119, 











C. Whether Allegation Must be Direct. 
(a) In General. 
See, generally, Part IV., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2 B. 
(eo), ante j 
97. Words used interrogatively.) — Titer: 
oes CASE (1595), Moore, K. ae : 72 EB. R. 
598. ——— Coupled with affirmative words. ]— 


a a a a a ee tO 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. (4). 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


aa! v. Fasset (1609), Yelv. 154; 80 E. R. 
103. 

599. ——.]—- Words imputing felony, though 
spoken interrogatively, & not affirmatively, are 
actionable.—May v. GyBBons (1620), Cro. Jac. 
568; 79 E. R. 486. 

0.———- ——~—.]—Gisnon v. MaacoT (1620), 


600. 
Palm. 66; 81 E. R. 981. 








601. .]— APPLETONS CASE (1639), March, 
7; 82 BE. R. 887. 

602. J — ANON. (1639), March, 68; 82 
E. R. 410. 


608. Words used adjectively.]-—-To say of a 
churchwarden that he perjuredly presented a 
person to the official, does not import a certain 
charge of perjury.—STYLe v. HEATH (1606), Cro. 
Jac. 80, 120; 79 E. R. 68, 103; sub nom. STILE 
v. HEAPE, Yelv. 72. 

604. ———.]—STEENEMAN v. RICHARDSON, No. 
194, ante. 

605. -}—To call another ‘‘a long-shag- 
haired-murdering rogue,’ is actionable.—GREEN 
v. LINCOLN (1033), Cro. Car. 318; W. Jo. 326 ; 
79 E. R. 878. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Chappel v. Goodhouse (1648), Aleyn, 61. 

606. —.] — CHAPPEL v. GoopHOUSE (1648), 
Aleyn, 61; 82 EB. R. 016. 

607. Words used potentially —Importing act 
done.|—I know what I am, I know what Snell is, 
I never buggered a mare; actionable by implica- 
tion.—SNELL v. WEBLING (1675), 2 Lev. 150; 3 
Keb. 516; 1 Vent. 276; 83 E. R. 493. 

Annotation :—Apld. Beavor r. Hides (1766), 2 

608. Repetition of alleged complaint.| -— Slan- 
derous words must be understood by the ct. in 
the same sense as the rest of mankind would 
ordinarily understand them. Therefore where 
one said of another that his character was in- 
famous, that he would be disgraceful to any society, 
that those who proposed him as a member of any 
society must have intended an insult to it, that 
he would publish his shame & infamy, that delicacy 
forbad him from bringing a direct charge, but it 
was a male child who complained to him; such 
words were understood to mean a charge of un- 
natural practices, & sufficiently certain in them- 
selves to be actionable, without the aid of an 
innuendo to that purpose, which it was admitted 
could not enlarge the sense :—Held: such words 
could not be justified by any plea naming, for the 
first time, the person from whom deft. heard the 
complaint.—WooLNoTH v. MEADOWS (1804), 5 
East, 463; 2 Smith, K. B. 28; 102 E. RH. 1148. 
Annotations :—~Distd. Alexander tr. Angle (1830), 1 Cr, & 

J. 143. Consd. Williama vr. Stott (1833), | Cr. & M. 674. 


Apld. Southese rv. Denny (1847), 1 Exch. 196. Oonsd. 
oy ae & Counties Bank v. Henty (1882), 7 App. Cas. 











(b) Allegation that Plaintiff Deserves Punishment 
for Crime. 

609. Whether actionable.|;—LucaAs v. 
(1566), Moore, K. B. 79; 72 E. R. 453. 

610. -|—BROWNE v. DAUKES (1582), Cro. 
Eliz. 11; 78 BE. R. 277. 

611. ———.]—DonNE’s Case (1587), Cro. Eliz. 
62; 78 E. R. 322. 


CoTron 








Annotations :— Distd. Hancock +r. Winter (1816), 7 Taunt. 
205. Consd. Curtis v. Curtis (1834), 10 Bing. 477. 
612. ———.} — Action for these words: ‘ Pitf. 


deserved to have his ears nailed to the pillory.” 
—Adjudged that the action lies.—JENKINSON Vv. 
MAYNE (1595), Cro. Hliz. 384; 78 E. K. 630; 
sub nom. JENKINSON v. WRayY, Moore, K. B. 401. 





| Lu: penttentiary vird.”|\—Davie v. Srewant (1869), 29 U. U. It. 441.—CAN. 


Part IV.—TuE STATEMENT. 


613. ——.]— HALLAND v. Masps (1596), Cro. 
ar 471; 78 E. R. 723. 


614. ———.]— REDFERN v. Topp (1597), Cro. 
Eliz. 589; 78 E. R. 832. 
615. ———.]—- WILLYMOTE v. WeETTON (1602), 


Cro. Eliz. 904; 78 E. R. 1127. 





16. -] — BROWN v. AUDLEY (1620), Palm. 
68: 81 HE. BR. 982. 
617. ——.] — GoDsSEL’s CASE (1624), Win. 90; 
124 KE. R. 76. 


618. ——.]—Fioyp v. Jones (1731), 2 Barn. 
K. B. 101; 94 E. R. 382. 

619. -]— The words “ C. was in W. gaol 
& tried for his life, & would have been hanged had 
it not been for L., for breaking open the granary 
of farmer A. & stealing his bacon ’’ :—Held: 
actionable. Averments of the falsity of the charge 
not necessary, the gist of the action being, whether 
the words were spoken falsely & maliciously.— 
CARPENTER v. TARRANT (1736), Lee temp. Hard. 
339; 95 HK. R. 219. 

Annotation :—Refd. Koberts v. Camden (1807), 9 East, 93. 

620. -.}—‘‘ You have committed an act 
for which I can transport you ” :—Held: action- 
able.—CuRTIs v. CURTIS (1834), 10 Bing. 477; 4 
Moo. & 8S. 3387; 3 L. J.C. P. 158; 131 KB. R. 980. 

621. -|—Declaration in slander stated that 
pltf. had been & was clerk to a certain mining co. ; 
that deft., intending to cause it to be believed 
that he had been guilty, in the course of his em- 
ployment, of grave crimes & felonies, heretofore, 
to wit, on July 1, 1836, in a discourse of & con- 
cerning pltf., & of & concerning his having acted 
as such clerk, spoke of & concerning pltf., etc. 
these words: ‘‘ You have done things with the 
co. for which you ought to be hanged, & I will 
have you hanged before Aug. 1”’ (thereby mean- 
ing that pltf. had been guilty of felonies punish- 
able by law with death by hanging :—Held: good, 
on motion in arrest of judgment.—FRANCIS v. 
ROosE (1838), 3 M. & W. 191; 1 Horn & H. 36; 
7L. J. Ex. 66; 150 E.R. 1111. 











(c) Statement of ser to Prove Plaintiff's 
uilt. 

622. Whether actionable.] — NorMan’s 
(1586), Gouldsb. 56; 75 KE. RR. 992. 

623. -|—Words: ‘I will prove him to be 
a@& perjured knave,”’ are actionable.-—FERMOR v. 
DORRINGTON (1591), Cro. Eliz. 222 ; 78 EK. R. 478 ; 
sub nom. FARMER & DORINGTON’S CASE, 3 Leon. 
151. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Wray v. Thorn (1741), Wiles, 488 ; 
R. v. Tremearne (1826), 5 B. & C. 254; LR. v. Mellor 
(1858), 7 Cox, C. C. 454. 

624. -]—To say, ‘“‘I will prove him for- 
sworn,’’ importsthat he was forsworn; & to add, 
‘* before such a judge,’”’ is tantamount to saying 
he was perjured.—IRELAND v. GOODALE (1599), 
Cro. Eliz. 730; 78 BE. R. 963. 

625. .} — WEBLIN v. MAYER (1609), Yelv. 
153; 80 E. R. 103. 

626. .} —STAVERTON ¥v. . RELSE 
Yelv. 160; 80 E. R. 107. 

27, ——.]— Hircuam v. Brook (1625), Hut. 

75; Win. 123; 123 E.R. 1111. 

628, ——.]—Daviges’ CAsp (1636), Hut. 127; 
123 EK. R. 1149. 

629. ———.] —- ANON. (1639), March, 19; 82 
E. R. 893. 


CASE 














(1609), 


D. Imputation on Pardoned Criminal or Criminal 
having Served Sentence. 

680. Action lies.) — CUDDINGTON v. WILKINS 

(1615), Hob. 81; Moore, K. B. 863, 872; Owen, 
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150; 80 E. R. 2313 sub nom. CODDINGTON v. 


WILKIN, 1 Brownl. 10. 

Annotations :—Folld. Leyman v. Latimer (1878), 3 Ex. D. 
352. Refd. Searle v. Williams (1618), Hob. 288; Alexander 
v. N. BE. Ry. (1865), 34 L. J. Q. B. 152; Monson v. Tus- 
sauds, Monson v. Tussaud (Louis), [1894] 1 9. B, 671. 
Mentd. Kt. v. Reilly (1787), 1 Leach, 454; He Barber 
(1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 500; Hay v. Tower Division of 
London JJ. (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 561. 

631. .|—SEARLE v. WILLIAMS (1618), Hob. 

288; 80 BE. R. 433. 

Annotations :—Retd. Leyman v. Latimer (1878), 3 Ex. D. 
352. Mentd. i v. Bury (1694), Skin. 447; RR. v. 
Burridge (1735), 3 P. Wms. 439; Martin v. Mackonochie 
(1878), 3 Q. B. D. 730. 

632. .}] — WICKS ». SMALBROOKE (1661), as 

reported in 1 Sid. 51; 82 EH. R. 964. 


Annotations :—Mentd. It. v. Hinks (1845), 2 Car. & Kir. 
462; ht. v. Williams (1845), 1 Cox, C. C. 289. 











633. .} — FowLer v. Dowpney, No. 596, 
ante. 
634. .|— In an action by the editor of a 





newspaper for libel by printing & publishing of 
him in another newspaper that he was ‘‘a con- 
victed felon’? & also a ‘‘felon editor,’’ defts. 
justified, alleging that pltf. had been convicted of 
felony & sentenced to twelve months’ hard labour. 
Pltf. replied that the conviction had taken place 
many years previously, that he had endured the 
punishment & had thereby become in the same 
situation as if a pardon under the great seal had 
been granted to him. At the trial the judge held 
the alleged libels merely meant pltf. had been 
convicted of felony, & this being true pltf. could 
not recover :—Held: upon demurrers to the 
justification & to the reply pltf. was entitled to 
judgment. 

It was thought a matter of public policy a 
person leading a reputable life should not be re- 
proached with his former misfortune ; this doc- 
trine is distinctly laid down in Cuddington v. 
Wilkins, No. 630, ante, & no case has been cited 
to the contrary. It follows that in law pltf. can- 
not be stigmatised as a felon (CoTron, L.J.).— 
LEYMAN v. LATIMER (1878), 3 Ex. D. 352; 47 
L. J. Q. B. 470; 37 L. T. 819; 26 W. R. 305; 14 
Cox, C. C. 51, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Retd. Monson v. Tussauds, Monson v. Tus- 
saud (Louis), [1894] 1 Q. B. . Mentd, Hay v. Tower 

Division JJ. (1890), 59 L. J. M.C. 79; Yates v. Kyffin- 


Taylor & Wark, (1899] W.N. 141; In the Estate of Crippen, 
[1911] P. 108. 


E. Particular Crimes. 
(a) Embezzlement. 

635. Words spoken of chamberlain of common- 
able lands—Holding office for one year & without 
salary.|—WILLIAMS v. STOTT, No. 953, post. 

636. What words impute embezzlement— 
Welsher.}|—Declaration in slander for calling a 
man ‘‘ a welsher,’’ meaning thereby a person who 
dishonestly appropriates & embezzles money de- 
posited with him. The evidence was, that ‘a 
welsher ’”’ is a person who receives money which 
had been deposited to abide the event of a race, 
& who has a predetermined intention to keep the 
money, & not to part with it in any event :— 
Held: as the term does not necessarily impute 
the offence of embezzlement, it does not imply 
an indictable offence, & so is not actionable.— 
BLACKMAN v. BRYANT (1872), 27 L. T. 491. 


(b) Forgery. 
637. General charge of forgery.] — ANON. 


(1589), 3 Leon. 2381; 74 E. R. 652. 
Annotation :—Overd. Jones v. Herne (1759), 2 Wils. 87. 


638. .|— Words imputing forgery, must 
import that it was of a punishable kind, if true, 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 2, 
E, (b), (ec), (d) & (e) 4.) 

or they are not actionable-—VENAKD v. WOTTON 

(1590), Cro. Eliz. 166; 78 FE. R. 423. 

_innotations :—N.F. Baker vr. Pierce (1703), 2 Ld. Raym. 

959. Gonsd. R. vr. Ward (1727), 2 Ld. Rayin. 1461. 

639. .]}— Munpbay v. Corda (1593), Cro. 
Eliz. 296; 78 E. R. 548. 

640. .|— [The words] ‘‘ You are a rogue, 

1 will prove you a rogue, for you forged my 
name.’ are actionable. —JONES v. TTERNE (1759), 
2 Wils. 87; 95 E.R. 701. 

641. Charge of forging ‘‘ writings.’’] — To 
charge a man with being ‘‘ a forger of writings,” 
is actionable.—GoOODALE v. CASTLE (1597), Cro. 
Eliz. 554: 78 I. R. 799. 

642. -.|— PERKINSON v. BOWMAN (1601), 
Cro. Eliz. 853; 78 BE. R. 1079. 

643. —-—.] — If one saith to another, “ Thou 
hast stolen,” no action licth for these words ; but 
if he do add these words, ‘‘ For which thou shouldst 
be hanged,” an action upon the case then well 
lieth ; so here, ‘‘ Thou hast forged writings,’ no 
action lieth for these words ; but add these other 
words, ‘* For which thou shouldst lose thy cars,” 
these words then will bear an action; as in the 
other case, “ For which thou shouldst be hanged ”’ 
(CROOK, J.).—F Rost v. Eyre (1616), 3 Bulst. 265 ; 














—Refd. Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 78. 

644, ———.) — THORNE’S CASE (1624), Win. 76 ; 
124 E. R. 64. 

645. ——.] — CASSABILLY v. Brit (1660), 1 
Sid. 16; 82 E.R. 943. 

646. Certificate.) — ToPLIFFE v. WILSON (1087), 
Cro. Eliz. 72; 78 FE. R. 332. 

647, —--—.| — Monpay v. MILs (1663), 1 Sid. 
195: 82 E.R. 1029. 

648. Writ.) — TTUNGERFoRD & Watts ¢ 
(158-4), 4 Leon. 1813; 74 E. R. 807. 

649. To aecuse another of having 
forged a writ’ of quare impedil is actionable.— 
SALE tv. Marsy (1590), Cro. Eliz. 178; 78 E. R. 
435. 

650. —-—~.; — WILSHIRE vr. —— (1608), Yelv. 
116; 80 E.R. 98. 

651. Bond.}-—— To say “Thou hast made a 
forged bond,” is actionable.—-AUSTIE 1. MASON 
(1597), Cro. Eliz. 5545 78 EK. R. 800. 

652. |—Held: for saying, * Thou hast 
made a false bond,’ an action lieth not; for that 
may be upon. false instructions.—WaADE v. Bus- 
SARD (1598), Cro. Eliz. 607; 78 EB. R. 849. 

653, ———.}] — THORNE'sS CASE (1624), Win. 76; 
124 Kb. R. 64. 

654. Warrant.} — LINCOLN (KARL) v. MICHEL- 
BORN (1508), Gouldsb. 115; 75 IK. R. 1033. 

655. ~|-—-If a man, on being arrested, 
charge pltf. in the action with having counter- 
feited the warrant, it is actionable.~-STONE v. 
SMALCOMBE (1622), Cro. Jac. 618; 79 K. R. 560. 

56. ———.|] — CASSABILLY vr. Brir (1660), 1 
Sid. 16; 82 FE. R. 943. 

657. Recognisance.] — CHICHELY  v. 

(1602), Cro. Eliz. 883; 78 E.R. 1107. 











BARKER 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


658. Deed.] — REYNILL v. SACKFIELD, No. 181, 


ante. 

659. ——-.] ——- REYNOLDs v. Burton (1660), 
T. Raym. 4; 83 E. R. 2. 

660. ——-.] —- CasSABILLY v. Brit (1660), 1 


Sid. 16; 82 E. R. 943. 

661. ——— Procuring forgery.|]-— ANDREWS v. 
Birv (1628), Het. 31; 124 KE. BR. 319. 

662. Licence.] — Gregory vr. WILKS (1613), 2 
Bulst. 187; 80 E. R. 1014. 

663. Will.] — CARDINAL’S CASE (1619), Hut. 
29; 123 BE. R. 1077. 

664. Commission under Privy Seal.}]-— To say 
‘Thou hast forged a Privy Seal, & a commission,” 
shall be intended to mean ‘the King’s Privy 
Seal,” & ‘‘ the King’s commission under his Privy 
Sea]l.’-—-BaaAL v. BAGGERLEY (1633), Cro. Car. 
326; W. Jo. 325; 79 E.R. 885. 

665. Letter.})— Monpay v. Minis (1663), 1 
Sid. 155; 82 KE. R. 1029. 

666. Acquittance.}] — ANON. (1070), 1 Sid. 451 ; 
82 E. R. 1212. 

667. Power of attorney.} —- Words importing « 
charge ot forgery held actionable.—TWAITES v. 
Suaw (1714), Gilb. 246; 98 1. R. 3s. 

668. Intention to charge with forgery.!——- I anii- 
son v. Kina, No. 572, ante. 





(c) Keeping Brothel. 

See Slander of Women Act, 1801 (c. 51). 

669. Actionable—Reference to present time.) —- 
Simpson vt. Brook (1611), 1 Bulst. 188; 80 E.R. 
832. 

670. —— ——-.|—HonERTs v. BROWNE (1628), 
Palm. 521; 81 BE. R. 1201. 

}—GARLAND v. YARROW (1652), 








er J WALLIS 0. -—— (1661), | Sid. 
OL; 82 E.R. 970. 

673. -—— -}-— A wife may join with her 
husband, in an action for snying she keeps a 
bawdy house.— Grove v. HART (1752), Say. 33 5 
06 E.R. 793. 

674. ———-.j; — Pitf. brought an action for 
speaking these words,—-~*' Your house is a bawdy 
house, & no respectable people will Jive in it.” 
The words proved were addressed to pitf.’s wife, 
& were as follows,—-' You are a nuisance to live 
beside of. You are a bawd: & your house is no 
better than a bawdy house ” :—Held: the words 
were actionable without special damage, & 
substantially supported the declaration.— HUCKLE 
v REYNOLDS (1859), 7. B. N.S. T1435 14r EK. 1. 
758. 

APL oy Refd. Roberts rc. Roberts (1864), 10° Jur. 
8S. 1027. 


a 








675. -——- Reference to past time.}-—‘To say 
of pitf., that “ she kept a bawdy house "’ (in the 
past tense), is actionable..—ANON. (1678), 1 Freem. 
K. B. 278; 80 EK. RK. 1003 sub nom. NEWTON tv. 
MASTERs, 2 Lav. 233. 


(d) Murder. 
676. General rule—Words actionable.) —-ANON. 
(1565), Owen, 3833 74 E. RR. 879. 
677. —— —J—SLADE v. ALLEN (1oU0), Cro. 
Eliz. 672; 78 36. R. 911. 





PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
E. (b). 


641i Charge of forging “ writings.” |-— 
Declaration for slander averred that 
deft. used & published the words, 
* Old G. made false writings,’ meaning 
that plitf. forged writings, & was guilty 
of forgery :—Held: good, as showing 
a good cause of action for accusing 
pltf. of forgery.—Unorr cv. Bricker 


(1855), 4 C. P. 154 —-CAN. 


663 i. Will.j—-Deft. in an action for 
slander accused pltf. of writing the will 
of an illiterate person contrary to his 
instructions, & reading -ft to him in- 
accurately, for the purpose of getting 
the testator’s property into  pitf.'s 
hands for his own benefit, whereby the 

tor was induced to execute the 
will :—cld: this was a charge of 


forgery rm cnet pitf.— HALL vw. CARTY 
(1855), 2. N.S. It. (James) 379,—CAN, 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
E. (d). 


p. Child murder —-* Done — away 
with it."-A declaration Jn dander 
charged deft. with having spoken of 
tf., an unmarried woman, the follow- 
ng words; ‘'J. had a bastard child 


Part [V.—THE STATEMENT. 





678, ——.|]-— To say that ‘“‘ A. killed B.”’ 
is actionable.—ToosE v. ST. (1612), Cro. Jac. 306 ; 
79 i. R. 261. 

Annotation :—Refd. Dacy v. Clinch (1661), 1 Sid. 52. 

679. -|—CooPper v. SmitH (1617), 
Cro. Jac. 423; Poph. 128; J. Bridge. 60; 79 
K. R. 362. 

A dSiea '—Refd. Banficld v. Lincoln (1679), Freem. K. B. 


680. —— -|—‘‘ He is a great rogue, & 
killed a man, & if he had not given money to have 
taken himself off, he had suffered for it ’ :—Held: 
actionable words.— BANFIELD v. LINCOLN (1679), 
1 Kreem. K. B. 278; 89 BE. BR. 199. 

-|-Jo say of a certain person 
“that is the man who killed my husband ’’ is 
actionable.—-Burron v. Heywarp (1722), 8 Mod. 
Rep. 24; [1 Mod. Rep. 359; 88 I. RK. 18, 
slnnotations :~-Refd. Curiis ¢. Curtis (1834), 30 L. 

158; Miller v. David (1874), Le Ro OL PL LIS, 

682. —— -—-—-.)—RHivers v. Lire (1740), 2 
Stra. 1130; 93 KH. R. 1081. 

683. Necessity for averment that 
party is dead.|—‘“‘ Thou hast killed my wife.” are 
actionable, though it is not stated qgwo animo 
he killed her, nor averred that she was dead.— 
eae v. CASE (1001), Cro. Eliz. 823; 78 E.R. 

0! . 

684, -|—In slander, saying that 
A. murdered B.’s child modo defunct, it must be 
averred that the child was dead at the time of 
speaking.—PRICHARD v. HAWKINS (1608), Cro. 
Jac. 215; 13 Co. Rep. 713 79 E.R. 1873 sub nom. 
PRITCHARD & HAWKINS Case, Jenk. 330. 
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685, --— ——— -—~,]-—— Biniina v. KNIGHT 
(1612), 2 Bulst. 42; 80 Ki. R. 944. 
686, —-— —-— —---.]——In an action for slander 


imputing murder, it must be precisely alleged that 
the person was dead at the time the words were 
spoken.—JACOB v. MILLS (1614), Cro. Jac. 343; 
79 KE. R. 293 3 sub nom. MILES v. JACOB, Hob. 6. 
Annotations :—Consd. Button v. Heyward (1722), 8 Mod. 
Rep. 24. Refd. Fieetwood v. Curley (1619), Hob. 267; 
Anon. (1641), March, 109; Oates r. Aylett (1618), Aleyn, 
Mayne «. Diglhe (1672), Freem. K. B. 46: RR. ev. 

Griepe (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 256. Mentd. Cutting v. 

Wilkins (1702), 11 Mod. Rep. 24. 

687. -|—(L) Rogue & rascal are 
words of heat, but not of scandal. 

(2) An action lies for publishing words importing 
a charge of murder; & it shall be intended, with- 
out averment, that the party was dead.—WILNER 
v. Honp (1637), Cro. Car. 1489; 79 H.R. 1023. 

688. ‘* Infected of murder & doth smell of It.’’] 
—" H. isinfected of the murder & doth smell of it”’ 
are actionable words.—HAULEY 7. SIDKENHAM 
(1571), 3 Dyer, 317 bs; 73 1. R. T1903 sub nom. 
L{ALLEY v. SIDENHAM, Dal. 103. 

689. Charge of ‘‘conspiring the death.’’|]— 
CHRISTIAN & ADAMS CASE (1585), 4 Leon. 543 
74 HK. WR. 726. 

690. ‘‘Seeks my life.’’|—‘‘ For my ground H. 
seeks my life; & if I could find S. I do not doubt 
but within two days to arrest him for suspicion 
of felony’ :—Held: the first words were not 
actionable ; but for the last words the action lay, 
because for suspicion of felony he may be 











at the factory, & done away with it; 
& 1 can prove it.”’. The factory was 
in the state of Maine : and the innuendo 
in the declaration stated the meaning 
of the words ‘‘ done away with it” 
to be, that pltf. had destroyed the 
child’s life :—Held: the words “ done 
away with it’? imputed a criminal 
offence, & were actionable per se with- 


in alleging that 


justices of the 
ou any  innuendo.—PoRTER vv. 
oN (1885), 25 N, B. R. 211.— 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
E,. (e) i. 


q. Charge of perjury—Reforc magis- 
trates — Magistrates without jurisdic- 
tion.J—In an action for defamation, 
Itf. was guilty of per- 
jury on the trial of a case before two 


peace: pie. cannot re- 
cover if the justices had no jurisdiction 
in the case although the words were 
spoken in reference to the trial where 
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imprisoned, & his life drawn in question.—HERXrv v. 

YEOMANS (1585), 4 Co. Rep. 15 b; 76 K. en 

Z Ona 2— . Sy » May (1616), 3 Bulst. 260 ; 

Meine Be feats Chat "16235, ledte 340; King eo. 
Merrick (1627), Poph. 210. 

691. Charge of poisoning.]—BiILLina v. KNIGHT 
(1612), 2 Bulst. 42; 80 EH. R. 944. 

692, J—To charge a wife with having 
poisoned her husband is actionable. GARDINER 
v. SPURDANT (1617), Cro. Jac. 438 ; 79 KE. R. 374. 

693. J—Davis v. OcKHAM (1650), Sty. 
245; 82 BE R. 681. 

694. Charge of having ‘‘ caused death.’’}/— 
ANON. (1573), Dal. 89; 123 E. R. 297. 

695. J—Gastrenn v. TOWNSEND (1591), 
Cro. Eliz. 239; 78 E. R. 495. 

698. .|—In this case here, the words [that 
pltf. was the cause of death of a child] are too 
general, there being no unjust cause showed of the 
death of the child; & so these words no ways 
scandalous unto the plitf., & so, by consequence 
not actionable (WILLIAMS, J.).— MILLER v. BUCK- 
DON (1612), 2 Bulst. 10; 80 EK. R. 917. 

Annotation :—Refd. Peake r. Oldham (1775), 1 Cowp. 275. 
697, .J—Reynor v. HALLETT (1626), Poph. 

187; 79 E. R. 1281, 

698. J|—Warp v. REYNOLDS (1714), Gilb. 
243; 93 BK. R. 317. 

Annotation :—Consd. Peake v. Oldham (1775), 1 Cowp. 275. 
699. .|}—OLpDHAM v. PEAKE, No. 201, ante. 
700. Improperly administering medicine.| 

—The words, ‘‘ I think the present business ought 

to have the most rigid inquiry, for he (pltf.) 

murdered his wife; that is, he administered, 
improperly, medicines to her for a certain com- 
plaint, which was the cause of her death,’’ are 
actionable, & if doubtful, the doubt is cured by the 



































verdict.—Forp v. PRimMRosE (1824), 5 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 287; 31. J. 0.8. K. B. 40. 
(e) Perjury. 
i. In General. 
701. Charge of perjury.| — ScoRIE v. -—— 
(1615), 1 Roll. Rep. 227; 81 E.R. 450. 
702. .|—BoxE & MOUNSLOWE’S) CASE 


(1586), Godb. 107; 78 E. R. 66. 
703. -|—CorBET v. HILL (1 

609; 78 BK. RR. 852. 

Annotations :—Refd. Harvey ». French (1832), 2 Tyr. 585 ; 
Williams vr. Stott (18338). 3 Tyr. 688 5; Hooper v. Truseott 
(1836), 2 Scott, 672; Barrett 7. Long (1851), 3 H. L. Cas. 
395. Mentd. R. v. Greepe (1697), 2 Salk. 513. 
704. J—Action for these words: ‘ Thou 

art thrice perjured in thy answer in Chancery to 

my bill’ (innuendo a bill exhibited there by deft. 
against pltf., & an answer to that bill). Deft. 
demurred, because he alleged not any perjury in 
any particular—& without argument it was 
adjudged for pltf.—PouLTNEY v. WILKINSON 
(1602), Cro. Eliz. 907; 78 KE. R. 1129. 





598), Cro. Whiz. 











705. .|—Anon. (1610), 1 Bulst. 695; 80 
EK. R. 770. 
706. .|\—MEFLYNE ?. FARNEDEN (1617), 


3 Bulst. 283; 81 E. R. 239. 
707. .|}—'' Thou wast perjured ” is action- 
able ; & if alleged to have been spoken in prarsentid, 





pitt. had given his testimony before 
the justices.—M‘SADAM vv. WEAVER 
ea 4 N. B. R. (2) Kerr) 176.— 
A 











Yr. In an action 
for slander for stating that pltf. had 
sworn falsely, it appeared that the pro- 
ceedings in which the alleged false 
swearing was done were before two 
justices, on an information for unlaw- 
fully killing cattle :—Held: this being 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 2, 
E. (e) 4., 74. & vir., (f) & (g).] 

it shall be intended, after verdict, in auditu com- 

plurimorum.—SMaut v. EASDALE (1630), Cro. Car. 


199; 79 E. R. 775 
VAUGHAN (1646), Sty. 


(fo. 
708. J—Hoaa v. 


6; 82 E. R. 487. 








709. —.J—ORTON v. FULLER (1662), 1 Lev. 
653 1 Keb. 203, 302; T. Raym. 51; 83 E. R. 


299. 

710. ‘‘ Disproved in his oath.’*|—BROWNE v. 
BRINKLEY (1595), Owen, 58; 74 E. R. 898. 

711. ‘*Swore a false oath.’’]|—To say that A. 
‘swore a false oath,’’ is actionable with a collo- 
quium concerning the proof of a will before the 
bishop.—HARTWELL v. COLE (1672), 1 Freem. K. B. 
55; 89 KE. R. 43. 

712. ** Under a prosecution for perjury.’’|— 
RORERTS v. CAMDEN, No. 958, post. 


ii. Charge of being Forsworn. 


713. Must have reference to judicial proceed- 
ings.|\—To say of another, “‘ he is torsworn”’ is 
not actionable, unless it be added in a judicial 
proceeding. Secus, if it be said ‘‘ he is perjured.” 
STANHOPE tv. Brity (1585), 4 Co. Rep. 15a; 70 
I. R. Sg. 

Annotation :—Refd. Brook's Case (1613), Godb, 241. 

714. -|—To say of another that ‘‘ he was 
forsworn in the Ct. of Requests,”’ imports perjury. 
—BRookE v. DOUGHTY (1589), Cro. Eliz. 135; 78 
i. R. Bat. 

Annotations :—Refd. Venard v. Wotton (1590), Cro. Eliz. 

166; Myan vr. Okey (1671), 1 Freem. K. B. 17. 

715. .|—Words actionable.—‘' Thou hast 
taken a false oath in a consistory ct.,”” import 











perjury.—PLAHE «tv. Howe (1590), Cro. Eliz. 
185; 78 E.R. 441. 
716. ——.'.— LEE rv. SEcOMBE (1593), Cro. 


Eliz. 207; 78 E.R. 549. 

717. -i_-Action for these words: ‘‘ Thou 
art falsely forsworn in Bell-ct..’’ innuendo, a ct. 
baron held at Bell: & with this innuendo the 
action did lie. otherwise not (per CUR.).—-GREEN 
vt. Dancy (1593), Cro. Eliz. 207; 78 E. R. 549. 








718. -}--CARTER’S Case (1593), Owen, 13 ; 
T4 E.R. S64. 
719. ~—WoOODROFF v. VAUGHAN (1595), 





Cro. Eliz. 420; 78 E.R. 6693 sub nom. WooDLirE 
v. VAUGHAN, Moore, K. B. 365. 

720. —'' Thou art forsworn’”’ is slan- 
derous, although the oath is not alleged.—BANKS 
v STACY (1594), Cro. Eliz. 348; 78 E.R. 506. 








721. .|——There is a great difference betwixt 
the words ‘‘forsworn”” & ‘ perjured.”” For 
forsworn ”’ is where he swears against the truth 


in ordinary discourse ; but perjurium est quando 
jus alterius pervertibus. ... To say ‘ he was for- 
sworn in such a ct.,’’ or betwixt such parties an 
action Jics (ANDERSON, J.).—ANON. (1595), Cro. 
Ihliz. 395 ; 78 E. R. 640. 
722, ——.}—WILp v. CopEMAN (1596), M 

= s e P . wr a eas oore, 
K. B. 404; 72 E. R. 65753 sub nom. WyLp v-. 
COOKMAN, Cro. Eliz. 492. 

Annotation :—-Folld. Marshal r. Dean (1599), Cro. Eliz. 720. 


723. -——.]—[The words] “Thou art a for- 
sworn fellow” are not actionable, except by 
subsequent words it appears that the forswearing 


a Ivere trespass, the partics had no 
Jurisdiction to administer an oath, & 
es should be nonsuited.—GANONG vv, 
a Et essere war ar 64 we “ee (2 = 


—~Held 


7114. “ Swore a false oath.” }-—WI 
@ declaration in slander aheneed that 


ay 


deft. had accused pltf. of having taken 
@ false oath, meaning thereby that he 
was guilty of wilful & corrupt perjury : 
: sufficient, & uo all 

the oath having been mado in a judicial 
proceeding was necessary. 
case It is a question for the jury whother 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


would be perjury.—BaTE v. Rookwoop (1597), 
Cro. Eliz. 572; 78 E. R. 817. 

724. .|—Action for these words: ‘‘ Thou 
hast forsworn thyself at London, & there it 
appeareth upon record’’:—Upon demurrer it 
was ruled, that it well lay.—HARRISON’s OASE 
(1597), Cro. Eliz. 583 ; 78 H. R. 826. 








725. J—SHAW v. Tompson (1598), Cro. 
Eliz. 609; 78 E. R. 851. ; 
726. .|}—To accuse a man of having for- 





sworn himself in a ct. leet is actionable.—MARSHAL 
v. DEAN (1599), Cro. Eliz. 720; 78 BE. R. 954. 

727. J—Wyson v. FENTON (1600), Cro. 
Eliz. 788; 78 BE. R. 7” 

728, ——.]—Charging a man with being for- 
sworn in an inferior ct. is not actionable.--GORE 
vy. Moorton (1602), Cro. Eliz. 905 ; 78 E. R. 1128; 
sub nom. CORE v. MORTON, Yelv. 28. : 

729. .|—To say another is forsworn is not 
actionable, unless it appear to have been in a ct. 
of record.—SKINNER v. TROBE (1607), Cro. Jac. 
190; 79 E. Rt. 166. 


Annotations :—Distd. Walmsley v. Russel (1704), 6 Mod. 
Nep. 200. Refd. Robodham +. Venieck (1634), Cro. Car. 
378. 














730. .|—To accuse another of being for- 
sworn, & having taken a false oath judicially, is 
actionable.—CoLOME's CASE (1608), Cro. Jac. 
204; 79 E.R. 178. 

731. -|—This rule is to be observed, as 
touching words which are actionable, that is to 
say, where the words spoken do tend to the 
infamy, discredit, or disgrace of the party, there 
the words shall be actionable (WILLIAMS, J.).— 
SMALE v. HAMMON (1610), 1 Bulst. 40; 80 E. R. 
743. 
seaaeae :~Dbtd. Holt vr. Scholefield (1706), 6 Term Rep 








782. ——.]—If the words were, that he was 
forsworn dando evidentiam ad exitum this is good, 
& so if in a judicial ct. forsworn (COKE, C.J.).— 
CROFORD t. BLISSE (1613), 2 Bulst. 150; 80 EB. R. 
1024. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Wt. ¢. Griepe (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 256. 

733. .}—If one man say of another he was 
forsworn before the bishop of S., this is not 
actionable, but if one say of another, that he was 
foresworn before the bishop of 8S. upon examination 
by him by virtue of a commission issuing out of 
the Chancery, this is actionable (Hurron, J.).— 
KING v. BOWEN (1621), Win. 2; Hlut. 44; 124 
E. R. 2. 

Annotation :-- Refd. R. vr. Greepe (1697), 2 Salk. 513. 


734. ~.J—KILVERT +. Rok (1625), Benl. 
155; 73 BE. R. 1022. 

735. -]}—(1) If one saith of another that 
he is forsworn, these words are not actionable, 
but if the words go further & saith in such a ct., 
then these words are actionable (JONES, J.). 

(2) If one saith of another, that he is indicted, 
no action lieth for these words, but if he saith, 
that he was indicted & convicted, for these words 
an action well lieth (JoNgs, J.).—GILBERT v. 
Roppe (1625), 3 Bulst. 304; 81 E. R. 252. 

736. flee i an action upon the case 
brought by K., for saying, ‘’ He is falsely forsworn 
before the justices of assize between A. & B.” 
Adjudged that it lies.—KHENE v. Cox (1628), Het. 
119; 124 E. R. 380. 














such meaning existed, or was intended 
to be conveyed; & it is not necessary 
eo ahow the ayia apart arth ar 
suit or n whic © 08 

was alleged to fave been taken.— 
McDONALD v. Moone (1876), 36 ©. P. 


egation of 
In such a 


Part IV.—THE STATEMENT. 


737, ——.]—Jonzes & BALLARD’s CasE (1632), 
Godb. 444; 78 E. R. 261. 

738. }—In an action for these words, 
‘You are forsworn,’’ the omission of stating in 
what ct. the oath was taken is aided by a justifica- 
tion that the false oath was taken at sessions.— 
DRAKE v. CORDEROY (1632), Cro. Car. 288; W. Jo. 
807; 79 E. R. 853. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Hyde v. Watts (1843), 12 M. & W. 254. 

739. -—To accuse another of having 
“‘forsworn himself in his answer to a bill in 
Chancery ”’ is’ actionable, without alleging the 
materiality of the perjury; or that there were 
not other bills than the one stated.—SNOWDE v. 
(1633), Cro. Car. 321; 79 E. R. 881. 

740. -|—[The words} ‘‘ Thou art forsworn 
in a ct. of record” are actionable, without stating 
in what ct.; &, after reversal, the Ct. of Error 
will give judgment.—CEELyY v. HOSKINS (1638), 
Cro. Car. 509; 79 E. R. 1039. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Greene v. Cole (1670), 2 Saund. 252. 




















741. -|—OSBORNE v. BROOKE (1646), 
Aleyn, 7; 82 E. R. 885. 
742. .J}—Brumriag v. HANGER (165d), 


Hard. 151; 145 EK. R. 426. 
743, -]—MARSHALL  v. 

1 Sid. 50; 8&2 EF. R. 968. 
744. .|—STABLE v. SAYLE (1699), 2 Lut. 

1292 ; 125 E. R. 715. . 
745, -]—To say that pltf. ‘‘ forswore him- 

self,’’ etc., is actionable, if the words appear to 

be spoken concerning a trial in a ct. of record. 

—MYAN v. OKRY (1671), Freem. K. B. 17; 89 

E.R. 15; sub nom. MAYN v. OKEY, T. Jo. 5. 

746. .]|—Saying of pltf. that he has for- 
sworn himself, & that deft. had three evidences 
that would prove it, is not actionable without 
showing that the words were spoken with reference 
to some judicial proceeding in which pltf. had 
been sworn.—HoLrTr v. SCHOLEFIELD (1796), 6 
Term Hep. 691; 101 EB. R. 775. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Goldstein v. Foss (1827), 5 L. J. 0. 8. 
K. B. 84; Tomlinson v. Brittlebank (1833), 2 L. J. K. B. 
105. Mentd. Leach +. Thomas (1837), 5 Dowl. 612. 

747, ——.]—H.’s oath ought not to be taken, 
for he has been a forsworn man, & I can bring 
people to prove it; & them that know him will 
not sit on a jury with him ” :—Held: to be not 
actionable, unless it appears that the words were 
spoken with reference to some previous conduct 
of pltf. as a juryman, or to some oath taken by 
him in a judicial proceeding; &, for want of an 
averment that they were so spoken, judgment 
arrested.—HALL v. WEEDON (1826), 8 Dow. & Ry. 
K. B. 140; 4L. 3.0.8. K. B. 204. 








CuICcKALL (1661), 











iii. Subornation of Perjury. 
748. Statement actionable.|—Words charging 
another with subornation of perjury are action- 
able.—PRoOWSE v. CARY (1588), Cro. Eliz. 93; 78 


E.R. 351. 
Annotation :-—Expld. Walmsley v. Russel (1704), 6 Mod. 
Rep. 200, 


749. .]}—GUERDON v. WINTERFLUD (1593), 
Cro. Eliz. 308 ; 78 E. R. 559. 

750. .|—CLERK v. PENKEVEN (1602), Cro. 
Eliz. 899; 78 H. R. 1122, Ex. Ch. 

751. |—The words ‘drawn a man to 
perjury,’ shall, after verdict, be intended 
‘“suborned him to perjury.’—DaaG v. PENKEVEN 
(1602), Cro. Eliz. 906; 78 E. R. 1129, Ex. Ch. 


PART IV. aa elect ac 2—- %& 


760 i. Statement that goods in plain- 
A asession.)—- The declaration 
cha as a libel the following words 
‘* You have stolen goods in your house, 











you know it.” 
deft. knew the goods were in his house, 
& were stolen :—Held: not actionable, : 
though spoken of & to an innkeeper. 
—-PATERSON 1. COLLINS (1853), 11 
U. C. R. 63.—CAN. 
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752, ——-.]—It is actionable to accuse a man 
of having paid money to another as hire to for- 
swear himself in Chancery; & it is not necessary 
to state that he did forswear himself.—ANON. 
(1633), Cro. Car. 337; 79 E. R. 895. 

753. .|—A declaration in slander, ‘ A. 
got a witness to forswear himself in such a cause ; 
you or he (innuendo pltf.) hired one B. to for- 
swear himself’’—& ‘‘ Two dyers are gone off 
(innuendo become bkpt.), & for aught I know A. 
will be so too,’’ is good. ; 

The rule therefore that has now prevailed is, 
that words are to be taken in that sense that is 
most natural & obvious, & in which those to 
whom they are spoken will be sure to understand 
them (per CuR.).—HARRISON v. THORNBOROUGH 
(1713), Gilb. 114; 10 Mod. Rep. 196; 93 EH. R. 
277. 





(f) Receiving Stolen Goods. 

754. Allegation of plaintiff’s knowledge of 
theft.|—Dawss v. Bo.ton (1602), Cro. Eliz. 888 ; 
78 E.R. 1112; sub nom. Dawson’s CASE, Yelv. 5. 

755. .|—Action for the case for words, 
you have bought a roan stolen horse, knowing 
him to be stolen. It was adjudged, that the 
words were actionable.—BRIGG’s CASE (1608), 
Godb. 157; 78 E. R. 95. 

756. -|}—TABBE v. (1612), 1 
Bulst. 109; 80 EK. R. 806. 

757. -|—HINACRE v. LEMON (1646), Aleyn, 
5; 82 BE. R. 885. 

758 .|—GAMBLE v. DANA (1669), 1 Sid. 
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413; 82 2B. R. 1188. 
759. ——.]—-ALFRED v. FarnLow, No. 185, 
ante. 


760. Statement that goods in plaintiff’s pos- 





session.|—-BACON  v. (1562), Dal. 42; 123 
E. R. 258. 
761. .|—Kina v. Baca (1613), Cro. Jac. 





331; Jenk. 339; 79 E. R. 283, Ex. Ch.; revsg. 
S. C. sub nom. KING & LONG v. LORKING (1612), 
1 Bulst. 147. 

Annotation :—Refd. Somers r. Howe (1693), Comb. 232. 

762. .|—At the trial of an action by A. 
against B. for slander, A. proved the words used 
to be, ‘‘ You’re a thief, & robbed C. of his money,”’ 
while B. proved the words to be, ‘‘ You’ve got 
C.’s brass.” The fact was, C. had lost money, & 
it was thought A. had found it:—Held: the 
judge rightly told the jury they were to consider 
whether A.’s version or B.’s version was correct, 
&, if they believed A., they were to find a verdict 
for him; & he was not bound to tell them that 
the finding of C.’s money was no felony in itself, 
&, if they were of opinion that B. intended not 
to impute a felony, but merely the circumstances 
of C.’s money being found, then they were to 
find for deft. 

It is not the sense of the person using the words 
that is the guide, but the sense which the by- 
standers put upon it (PARKE, B.).—ATKINSON v. 
NEWTON (1854), 24 L. T. O. S. 82; 3 W. R. 14. 


(g) Robbery. 
763. Charge of taking purse in highway.]— 
BALL v. ROANE (1594), Cro. Eliz. 342; 78 BK. R. 


591, 
764. ——.|—Gop vv. (1608), Yelv. 


145; 80 BK. R. 98. 
that 
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Innuendo, PART IV. SECT. re ieaaigen 2.— 


4 . 
t. Allegation i dismissal for 
robbery.J—HkrA v. M'BraTH (1843), 4 
N. B, R. (2 Kerr) 301.—CAN. 


r~7A oe ess l 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 2, 
E. (9), (h) & (1).] 

765. -———.|—-SrowE v. HoLnaAnp (1612), 1 
Bulst. 112; 80 I. R. 808; sub nom. HOLLAND v. 
STONER, Cro. Jac. 315, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :—Distd. Lawrance vr. Woodward (1632), Cro. 

Car. 277. 

766. ——.]—To say that another ‘ violently 
& by threats took a purse on the highway,” 
imports a charge that he took it “ feloniously & 
by robbery.”’—LAWRANCE ?. WOODWARD (1632), 
Cro. Car. 277; 79 IE. R. 842. 

767. ——.|—NScandalum magnatum for saying 
I met my lord’s servant, who I know not, but 
my lord sent to take my purse.—PETERBOROUGH 
(EARL) v. MORDANT (1669), 1 Lev. 277 ; 2 Keb. 537, 
559; 1 Sid. 434; 1 Vent. 59; 83 E. R. 405. 

768. Charge of being ‘‘ privy to robbery.’’/— 
REDFREIN tv. I. S. (1601), Gouldsb. 187; 75 E.R. 
1049. 

769. ‘‘ You are infected & smell of robbery.’’]— 
REDFREIN v. I. S. (1601), Gouldsb. 1387; 75 E.R. 
1049. 

770. Assault with intent to rob.|—To charge 
another with an assault with intent to rob is 
actionable, although the words import. that no 
felony was in fact’ committed.—LEWKNOR  ¥. 
CRUCHLEY (1628), Cro. Car. 140; W. Jo. 195; 
79 E.R. 723. 

Aumolation :~ Refd. Mayne r. Digle (1672), Frecem. K. B. 


771. Promising robbery.;--He would have A. 
rob the house of B., & he (innuendo A.) did rob 
him; actionable.——FROUDE v. FROUDE (1677), 
2 Lev. 205; 83 E.R. 520; sub nom. Frowve v. 
FROwpDE, T. Jo. 84. 

772. ‘* You robbed me, for I found the thing you 
did it with.”’]—A declaration for the following 
words, alleged to have been spoken by deft.’s 
wife, of pitf. :-—‘‘ You robbed me, for I found the 
thing you have done it with’ :— Held: the 
words were actionable per se, without any collo- 
guium or innuendo to explain the sense in which 
they were used.—-ROWCLIFFE v. EDMONDS (1840), 
7M. & W. 12; 9 L. J. Ex. 278; 4 Jur. 684; 
151 I. RR. 658. 

Annotation :—Refd. Brown vr. Thurlow (1846), 16 M. & W. 


(h) Theft. 
773. General charge of theft.!- —RUsSELIL’8 CASE 
1 Dyer, 26 bs 73 E.R. 59. 
~~~ ~.l--An action will lie for saying a man 
was a thief, & stole gold.—Boston vr. TATAM, 
(1621), Cro. Jac. 623; 79 E.R. 536. 


(1537), 
174, - 





775, —— .—~ATKINSON 1. NEWTON, No. 762, 
ante, 
776. Petty larceny only.j---It has been 


recently adjudged that an action lies, though the 
charge be of yetty larceny, for the discredit is not 
in the value, but in the taking of that with a 
felonious intent (Hobart, C.J.).—WEIHERLY tv. 
WELLS (1621), Win. 6; 124 E.R. 5. 


777, —— ——.}— CROMPTON v* PHILPOT (162: 
Win. 102; 124 E.R. 86, ake 
778. —— * OF everything.’’] —- MORGAN  v. 


WILLIAMS (1710), 1 Stra. 142. 93 E. KR. 436 
Ann aan :—Refd. Burnett rc. Allen (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 


779. Against husband of stealing wife’ 
goods—-Husband & wife living together. ae a 
action for slander the words complained of were 





G42; 41 
Ss. L. T. 35.—SCOT 
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1783. General mas 


charge ft. \—- 
Dek ov. Hurcnik ri rT Ae 


(1904), 6 F, (Ct. of 


Be. L. R. 509; 12 


Three years afler offence .| 
an action for glan ; , trial 
In support of one of meee the evidence 


SLANDER. 


to the effect that pltf. robbed his wife of 275 
before her removal to a lunatic asylum, & was 
anxious to get rid of her in order that he might 
take the remainder of her money :—Held: as such 
words did not impute to pltf. that he stole his 
wife’s money while living apart or when he was 
about to leave or desert her, they were not action- 
able, inasmuch as they did not, even under 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), 
impute an indictable offence.—LEMON v. SIMMONS 
(1888), 57 L. J. Q. B. 260; 36 W. R. 351; 4 
T. L. R. 306. 

Annotations :—Mentd. lt. +. James, [1902] 1 K. B. 540; 

Rt. v. Creamer, {1919) 1 K. 3B, 564. 

780. Theft of thing which may be part of free- 
hold—Wood, trees, etc.}|—‘‘ Thou hast feloniously 
taken wood,” held actionable.—ANOoN. (1506), 
Cro. Eliz. 471; 78 E. R. 723. 

781. —-~ -|—Wood is intended to be of 
that which is cut down, according to the ancient 
rule, arbor dum crescit, lignum dum cresure nescit 
(per CuR.).—Lo v. SANDERS (1607), Cro. Jac. 166 5 


79 E.R. 145. . 
Annotations :--—N.F. Baker rv. Pierce (1703), 2 Ld. Raym, 
959. Refd. Alsop v. Taylor (1666), 2 Keb. 261. 


782. ———~ —JjJ—An action upon the case 
brought for these words, ‘‘ He is a thief, & stole 
a tree’’: adjudged that the action would lie ; 
for the later words do not extenuate the former : 
but, ‘‘ Thou art a thief, for thou has robbed my 
orchard,”’ are not actionable.—CoLtT & GILBERT'S 
CaSE (1613), Godb. 241; 78 E.R. 140; sub nom. 
CooTE v, GILBERT, Hob. 77. 

Annotation :—- Refd. Cleark rv. Gilbert (1620), Hob. 331. 

783. —-— o—- WHITACRE ov. TITLLIDELL 
(1647), Aleyn, 11; Sty. 27; 82 EB. R. 888, 

784. ——,!-—— Epwarps ve. FALLOWES 
(1649), Sty. 213 5; 82 BH. R. 655. 

785. ——- -—-~-.]--Semble:—to say of one 
“He is a thieving rogue, for he carried away 
boards & timber,” etc., is actionable.-—DORRELL 
v. GROVE (1681), Freem. K. B. 279; 89 Is. R. 200. 

786. .j-~To charge aioman_ with 
stealing wood is actionable.—BAKER v. PIERCE 
(1703), 2 Ld. Raym. 959; 6 Mod. Rep. 23; 
Holt, K. B. 654; 2 Salk. 695; 92 E.R. 13Y. 

787. ——-- Corn.}—An action lies for saying, 

Thou art a thief, & hast stolen my corn’; & 
may be alleged to be spoken of pltf., ta prarsentia, 
ete., without saying in auditu, etc.--KELLAN v. 
MANESBY (1604), Cro. Jac. 30; 70 E.R. 32. 
————.]-- ANON. (1616), Moore, K. 3B. 
R. 973. 

789. ———.}—SmirH ve. WarRD (1623), Cro. 
Jac. 674; Benl. 137; 79 E. R. 583. 

Annotation :-— Mentd. Gregory v. 2. (1848), 15 Q. B. 957, 

790. ——.j—In an action upon the case 
for these words: ‘1 dealt not so unkindly with 
you when you stole a stack of my corn" :—Held: 
the action lies.—CoorER v. HAWKESWELL (1675), 
2 Mod. Rep. 58; 86 I. R. 038, 

791. —-— Lead from church.]——-‘‘ Thou hast 
robbed the church, & stolen lead from it,’’ are 
actionable words.—BENSON v. MORLEY (1607), 
Cro. Jac. 153; 79 EB. R. 134. 

Annotations :—Reld. Sy bthorp’s Case (1635), Cro. Car, 417; 

Beavor vr. Hides (1766), 2 Wilk. 300. 























788. 
883; 72 E. 











792. Orchard.|—CoLr & GILBERT'S CASE, 
No. 782, ante. 
793, -— Apples.|—Smiru v. Warp (1623), 


Cro. Jac. 674; Benl. 137; 79 HK. R. 583. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Ciregory v. BR. (1848), 16 Q. B. 957. 


fication of a charge of theft was very 
strong, sufficient to have warranted a 
conviction {if pltt. had been on his 
The charge, however, was made 


Pleas of justi. three years after the allegud offence, 
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794, Turnips & grass.|—ByYNION v, Trot- 
TER (1650), Sty. 231; 82 KE. ht. 670. 

795. Bricks.|—-The words “he is a thief, 
& has robbed me of my bricks ”’ :—Held: slan- 
derous. Larceny Act, 1827 (c. 20), s. 6, having 
given a legal definition to (& thereby having 
removed all ambiguity of meaning from) the word 
“rob”; & ‘bricks’’ being, in the ordinary 
sense, considered as chattels, & severed from the 
freehold.—SLowMAN v. DutTon (1834), 10 Bing. 
402; 4 Moo. & 8.174; 131 EK. R. 9603; sub nom. 
SLOMAN v. Durton, 3 L. J. C. P. 109. 





Annotations :—Retd. Curtis v. Curtis (1834), 4 Moo. & S, 
‘ 4. 


337; Day v. Kobinson (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 55 

See, now, Larceny Act, 1916 (c. 50), ss. 1, 8. 

796. Charge with words of abuse—Rogue & 
thief.|—-For the word ‘ thief’ it [action] is main- 
tainable, unless it be coupled with other words, 
which prove it to be no felony intendeé.-—RoBINs 
v. FRANKS (1601), Cro. Eliz. $573; 74 I. BR. 1083. 

797. --— Thievish knave or pirate.}---ADAMs’s 
CASE (1625), Lat. 47; 82 E. R. 208. 

798. ——.}—If one call another “ thief,” 
together with many other names of general abuse 
not imputing crime, & no other evidence being 
given to explain the sense in which the word 
* thief’ was used, the jury find for pltf., the ct. 
will not set the verdict aside, for the action may 
be maintained for the word * thief.” 

The manner in which the words were pro- 
nounced & various other circumstances might 
explain the meaning of the word (MANSFIELD, C.J.). 
—-PENFOLD v. WESTCOTE (1806), 2 Bos. & P.N. RR. 
335 ; 127 K. R. 656. 

799. Pocket picking.]-—DkOMANT v. WESTOFER 
(1608), Yelv. 136; 80 H.R. 92. 

800. —..|—“‘ Pickpocket’”’ not actionable.— 
WatTrs v. RYMES (1671), 2 Lev. 51; 1 Vent. 213; 
83 EK. OR. 445; sub nom. Warts v. GRIMES, 3 
Keb. 34. 

801. Charge of “maintaining thieves.’’|—The 
fact which constitutes the gist of the action must 
be directly averred.—BALL v. BripGEs (1600), 
Cro, liz. 746; 78 KE. R. 978, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :— Mentd. Paine vr. Partrich (1691), Carth. 191. 

802. .|--To say ‘Thou art a maintainer 
of thieves to steal my master’s goods,” is action- 
able.—BENNET tv. TABRAM (1622), Cro. Jac. 629; 
79 OK, RR. 5415 sub nom. BenNeEt’s Cask, Palm. 
278, 

803. Charge of having been ‘‘ arraigned ’’ for 
theft.|—-“‘ Ife was arraigned for stealing hogs” 
are actionable words.—-HALLEY v. STANTON (1632), 
Cro, Car, 208; 79 E.R. 8333; sub nom. HALEY v. 
STANTON, W. Jo. 299. 

«tnnotation :—Apld. Carpenter rv. Tarrant (1736), Lee temp. 

Hard. 339. 

804. Charge of having been imprisoned for 
theft.|—-Words, ‘** He was put in the roundhouse 
for stealing ducks at ©.” are actionable.-—BEAVOR 
v. Hips (1766), 2 Wils. 800; 95 Kb. R. 822. 





(i) Treason. 

805. Harbouring & maintaining traitors.)— 
ANON. (1586), Gouldsb. 48; 75 E. R. 986. 

806. Traitorous knave.|—For the words “ rebel- 
lious knave,”’ action lieth not; but ‘ traitorous ”’ 
being joined with it, action lieth (ver Cur.).— 
a v. THORNE (1590), Cro. Eliz. 171; 78 E.R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Glanvill vr. Guily (1663), 1 Sid. 132. 

807. Enemy to the State.]—[(The words] 
“Thou art an enemy to the State,’ are action- 


for which there had been no prosecu- 
tion, & deft. had no special interest in 
the matter. The jury having found 


for pitf., & $150 damages, the ct. re- 
fused to interfere.—EKDGAR t. NEWELL 
(1865), 24 OU. CG. R. 215.—CAN, 
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able.—CHARTER v. PETER (1598), Cro. Eliz. 602 ; 

ert eieas it Stevens (1741), Willes 

‘ , o— 1, te ’ , 

TT Glos ake (i832), 9 Bing. 128; Hughes v. 
Rees (1838), 8 L. J. Ex. 46. 

808. “A rebel.”’|—To say “Thou art a 
rebel,”’ is not actionable.—WELLS v. H&MMERSON 
(1598), Cro. Eliz. 621; 78 EH. R. $62. 

Annotation -—Refd. Glanvill v. Gully (1663), 1 Sid. 132. 
809. .|—‘* Thou art a rebel, & all that 

keep thce company,” are actionable words.— 

REpDSTON v. ELioT (1598), Cro. Eliz. 638 ; 78 EB. R. 

87K, 

810. —-—.]—[The words] ‘‘ Thou art a rebel,” 
are not actionable.—FOUNTAIN v. RoGERS (1602), 
Cro. Eliz. 878; 78 KE. WK. 1103. 

811. .|—GLANVILL  v. (1663), 1 
Sid. 132; 82 E. R. 1014. 

812. ‘‘ Nota true subject.’?|-WALDEGRAVE v. 
AGAS (1590), Cro. Eliz. 191; 78 H.R. 4475 sub 
nom. WALGRAVE & AGUR’S CASB, 1 Leon. 335. 
Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Smith v. Turnor (1608), Cro. 

Jac. 202. Consd. Lewes v. Waiter (1616), 3 Bulst. 225. 

Refd. Hitcham v. Brooks (1625), Win. 123; Clarges v. 

Rowe (1681), Freem. K. B. 280; How v. Prinne (1702), 

2 Ld. Rayim, 812. 

813. .|—To say that a man is not a true 
subject, does not import a charge sufficiently 
certain to support an action.—SMmirH v. TURNOR 
(1608), Cro. Jac. 202; Yelv. 104; 79 EK. R. 176. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Townsend vt, Hughes (1676), Freem. 

Kk. B. 222; Clarges v. Rowe (1681), Freem. K. B. 280; 

How te. Prinne (1702), 2 Ld. Raym. 812. 

814. Accusation of speaking words of treason. | 
—An action upon the case was brought for these 
words, viz. ‘‘ Thou hast spoken words that are 
treason, & I will hang thee for them ”’ :—Held: 
the words were actionable-—BLANCHFLOWER v. 
ATwoop (1607), Yelv. 107; 80 E. R. 73; sub nom. 
ANON., Godb. 153. 

Annotations :--Consd. Berisford v. Press (1611), Cro, Jac. 
275. Refd. Hitcham rv. Brooks (1625), Win. 123. 
815. -|—To accuse a person of having 

spoken treason is slanderous & actionable.— 

BERISFORD v. PRESS (1611), Cro. Jac. 275; Yelv. 

197; 79 KE. R. 2363; sub nom. BEREFOORD v. 

PRESSE, 1 Bulst. 147. 
816. .|—Slander, in saying “that L. did 

say that there is no prince in England ” :—Held : 

actionable, it being averred that I.. never did say 

so.—-LEWIs v. WALTER (1617), Cro. Jac. 413; 79 

kK. R. 3852; sub nom. Lewes v. WALTER, 8 Bulst. 

225; 1 Roll. Rep. 444. 

817. .|—FRyY v. CARNE (1724), 8 Mod. Rep. 
283; 88 EF. ht. 201. 

818. ‘* Traitor.’’)—- Smit v. WHITBROOK (1616), 
J. Bridg. 59; 123 E.R. 1199. 

819. .|—It is actionable to call another 
traitor (DODDERIDGE, J.).—SMITH v. CRASHAW 
(1625), Benl. 152; 2 Bulst. 271; Cro. Car. 15; 
Lat. 79; Palm. 315; 2 Roll. Rep. 258 ; W. Jo. 93; 
73 i. RR. 1019. 

Annotations :—Refd. Savill v. Roberts (1698), 12 Mod. Rep. 
208; Ashby v. White (1703), 2 Ld. Rayin, 938. Mentd. 
Barnardiston v. Soame (1674). 6 State Tr. 10635 RR. r, 
Sudbury (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 484; Jones v. Gwynn (1712), 
ieee Rep. 214; Parker ¢. Langly (1712), 10 Mod. Rep. 


820. “Committed treason beyond the seas.’’|- 
‘“ Thou hast committed treason beyond the seas ”’ 
are actionable words.—LEWIs v. COKE (1617), Cro. 
Jac. 424; 79 E. R. 362. 

821. Brought the King to death.|——-LEWEs v. 
Roperts (1661), Hard. 203; 145 BE. R. 453. 

822. ‘*Seen in rebellion.’?|—DALTON v. SADD 
(1668), 1 Sid. 381; 82 E. R. 1169. 


b. Charge with words of 
added.}—HUNTER v. HUNTER (1865), 
25 U. C. Ri. 145.—CAN, 
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Sect. 2.—Statements actionable per se: Sub-sect. 2, 
E. (i) & (j); sub-sects.3 & 4. Sects. 3 & 4: 
Sub-sect. 1.] 


823. A disaffected person.|—He is a Pres- 
byterian, & designs & practises against the King 
& his interest :—Held: not actionable.—PAINE 
v. VERDAIN (1672), 1 Freem. K. B. 31; 89 BE. R. 
25; sub nom. Payn v. VERDON, T. Jo. 23. 

824. J—DvUVALL v. PRICE (1894), Show. 
Parl. Cas. 12; 1 E.R. 8, HW. L. 


Annotations :—Reld. Onslow_v. Horne (1771), 2_Wm. BI. 
750. Mentd. Norfolk Earldom (1906), 23 T. L. R. 114. 





(j) Aliscellaneous Crimes. 

825. Attempt to procure abortion.]|—-READ- 
ING’sS CASE (circa 1629), Het. 18; 124 E. R. 306. 

826. Action endangering life.}—- Words im- 

puting an action which endangers life are action- 

Ee v. MONDFORD (1600), Cro. Eliz. 747 ; 

78 E. R. 979. 


827. Piracy.|}—-ADAMS'’s CASE (1625), 
47; 82 E.R. 268. 
828 ..—ANON. (1586), Godb. 89; 78 





E.R. 55. 

829. Extortion——Plaintiff not public official.}|— 
LYNSEIS’ CASE (1584), Moore, K. B. 182; 72 
K. R. 518. 

830. Coining.|— BLAKE v. 
Cro. Eliz. 629; 78 E. R. 869. 

831. -—To say that pltf. was in gaol for 
coining is malicious, & actionable.—-GAINFORD vt. 
TUKE (1619), Cro. Jac. 536; 79 E. R. 400. 

832. Rape.|—BripGes & MILL’s CASE (1623), 
Godb. 287; 78 E. R. 168. 

833. —-—.|—LENTALL’sS CASE (1630), Litt. 337 ; 
124 KB. R. 274. 

834. Unnatural offence.|—PoTuRITE v. BARREL 
(1664), 1 Sid. 220; 82 kK. R. 1068. 

835. Between man & woman.} — Qu.: 
whether words imputing an unnatural offence 
between a man & woman supports an innuendo 
of felony.—C v. LINDSELL (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 
203 dW. P3852, 

836. Sacrilege..\— Words charging pltf. with 
sacrilege :—Held: not actionable.—STUKELY’S 
(LADY) CASE (1672), Freem. K. B. 67; 89 E. R. 51. 

837. Heresy./—Words, charging heresy, not 
actionable, without special damage.—DuDLEY v. 
SPENCER (1678), 1 Freem. K. B. 277; 89 E. R. 198. 

838. Bribery at election.;—If, during the 
election of a member of Parliament, a voter, in the 
presence of the candidate, hold up money in his 
hand, & say, ‘‘ These guineas are A.’s (the 
candidate) ; they were given to me to vote for him ; 
he has bought my vote; & he shall have it”’; 
the words are actionable.—BENDISH v. LINDSEY 
(1708), 11 Mod. Rep. 198; 88 E. R. 983. 


PART Iv. set ay SUB-SECT. 2.— charge 
« Aj). 


STANLEY (1598), 











onus if on 


839 5. 4reon.}—Words spoken im- true 


pute the crime of arson, where the 
burning of the building of which pitt. 
was accused would not have consti- 
ue ou ae arc not actionable. 
—~MCNAB t. MAGRATH (1837), § ; 
516.—-CAN, ere ee 


c. Abortion.|}— The words 


8.—CAN. 


alleged defamatory cha 


in the declaration were, “it’s my doing under R. 
soul’s opinion that nothing else kept Telat 
that girl in the house last winter but 


taking medicine to banish the your da 


I 
Lat. 


; for the pu 
it is presumed in his favour, & the 
deft. to prove it to be 
if justification be pleaded.— 
MACDONALD t. MAIL PRINTING Co. 
ae 21 C. L. T. 495; 


e. Malicious injury to property.}— 
In an action of slander :— Held 
e referable to wrong- 
c a rai iy Da eed . 
malicious property 
is actionable, without nioot of Ae ial 
mage.— ROUTLEY v. HaRRIs (1889), 
18 O. R. 405.—CAN 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


839. Arson.]—Declaration stated, that deft. 
intending to cause it to be believed that pltf. had 
been guilty of wilfully setting his house & premises 
on fire, said of pitf., that he had set fire to his own 
premises, meaning that he had been guilty of 
wilfully setting fire to the premises, which, while 
in his occupation, had been destroyed by fire: 
After verdict for pltf., the judgment was arrested, 
on the ground that wilfully setting his own pre- 
mises on fire was not, except under special cir- 
cumstances. a crime punishable by law; & the 
ct. would presume only such circumstances as it 
was essentially necessary for pltf. to have proved in 
support of his declaration.—SWEETAPPLE v. JESSE 
(1833), 5 B. & Ad. 27; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 36; 2 
L. J. K.B. 181; 110 EB. R. 702. 

Annotations :—Reid, Rigby r+. Heron (1837), 1 Jur. 558; 

Evans vr. Gwyn (1844), 5 Q. B. 844; Barnett v. Allen 

(1858), 3 H. & N, 376. ' 


840. Bigamy.|—-HEMING v. 
nte 


a ° 
841. Bringing blackmailing action.]|— Marks 
v. SAMUEL, No. 533, ante. 


Pow_ER, No. 561, 


SUB-SECT. 3.—IMPUTATION OF DISEASE. 


842. Charge of having’ disease.|—Lymw v. 
Hockley (1667), 1 Sid. 324; 82 E. R. 1134. 


843. ——.]—-VILLERS v. MONSLEY, No. 9, ante. 

844. —-— Venereal disease.}] — BOXE'’s CASE 
(1582), Cro. Eliz. 2; 78 E. R. 268. 

845. —— .I—(1) In actions for slander 





two thi are requisite: that the person 
scandaliged be certain & that the scandal be 
apparent from the words themselves. The office 
of an innuendo is to designate a person who has 
been named in certain before, & in effect it stands 
in place of predictus ; but it cannot make a person 
certain who was before uncertain. Nor can it 
alter or extend the meaning of the words themselves. 

(2) ‘‘ Hang him, hang him, he is full of the pox ; 
I marvel you will eat or drink with him. will 
hl that he is full of the pox,’’ innuendo the 

2nch pox :—Held: this innuendo did not do 
its proper office ; for it endeavoured to extend the 
general words ‘‘ the pox” to the French pox, & 
by imagining an intent which was not apparent 
by any precedent words to which the innuendo 
should refer; & the words themselves should bo 
taken in milvori sensu.— JAMES v. RUTLECH (1599), 
4 Co. Rep. 17a; Moore, K. B. 573; 76 E. R. 900. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Rt. rv. eRe (1697), 1 Ld. 
Raym. 256; Holt v. Scholefield (1796), yal Kep. 691; 
Gregory v. R. (1850), 15 Q. B. 957. Generally, Retd. 
Blackham v. Pugh (1846), 15 L. J. Cc. P. 200. Mentd. 
Attree cv. Scutt (1805), 2 Smith, K. B. 449. 


-]}—Action for these words: 
art rotted with the pox” :—Held: the 


gs. Incest.)}—Held: words imputing 
the crime of incest to a d preacher 
or lay exhorter of the Methodist 
oe . are pe p ehihorett rebate 
without special damage, on the groun 
that the tendency of the slander 
is to occasion the loss of pltf.’s 
employment or office, even though 
it was not spoken with reference 
the office.-—STARR v. GARDNER (1842), 
6 O. 8, 512.—CAN. 








846. 
* Thou 
ses of the trial 
20. L. R. 
- any 
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8441. Charge of having disease— 


baker.”” Innuendo, that pitt. too 

:dic i" ca : : Venereal disease.}—In slander, for that 
fhe oe. iN gel he eee = Held : {. Offence against Fishery <Acta.}— deft. uscd language importing that pltf. 
of action.—MILLER v OUGHTON 2 8#¥ of & person that be drew a river was suffering from venereal disease, 


(1853), 10 U. C. R. 348,--CAN. at night, thereb 


imputing an offence 
against the Fishery Acts, ia not an 


varlourly described by deft. to various 
persons by the use of E hb 


d. Blackmailing.}—The word “ black- im utation of su ; 
” ch an offence as is words :—Held: the imputation was 
faag ae ee oe Me aon suf ment ar quake the moras nae actionable without special damage.-— 
pitf. to prove the falsity of the tie-in, ener rs Sore as Oe ohn Dane 
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words were actionable.—DAVIES v. TAYLOR (1599), 
Cro. Eliz. 648; 78 E. R. 887. 
Annotation :—Folld. Miller’s Case (1617), Cro. Jac. 430. 











847. 1 v. REEVES (1617), 1 
Roll. Abr. 43, pl. 
848, ~——.] —CRITTALL v. HORNER (1618), 


Hob. 219; 80 E. R. 366. 

849. .|—SHREWSBURY’S (COUNTESS) 
CasE (1625), Benl. 155; 73 i. R. 1021. 

850. .|—Smitn v. Hopson (1648), 
Sty. 112; 82 E. R. 571. 

851, ——- ———.]—-ELyYoTT v. BLAGUE (1651), 
Sty. 283; 82 E. R. 713. 

852. -— MARSHALL wv, 
(1661), 1 Sid. 50; 82 E. R. 963. 

853. — ‘.|— Prohibition granted to the 
Spiritual Ct. to stay a suit there for calling a 
woman “ a pocky whore.”’—WHITFIELD v. POWEL 
(1698), 12 Mod. Rep. 248; 88 KW. R. 1297. 

854. .|~-Saying a person has the 
French pox is actionable.—GRIMES v. LOVEL 
(1699), 1 Ld. Raym. 446; 12 Mod. Rep. 242; 
Holt, K. B. 593; 91 E. R. 1197. 
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Annotation ; 8 Jur. 643. 
855. —CLIFTON v. WELLS (1702), 
1 Ld. Raym. 710; 12 Mod. Rep. 634; 91 E. R. 
1373. 
856. -—To say of a person that he 


has the venereal disease, is actionable per se.— 
BLOODWORTH v. GRAY (1844), 7 Man. & G. 334; 
$ Scott, N.R.9; 3L.T.0.8.56; 1385 E.R. 140. 
857. Leprosy.|—‘‘ Thou art a leprous 
knave,”’ are actionable words.—TAYLOR v. PERKINS 
(1607), Cro. Jac. 144; 79 E.R. 126. 
Annotation :-—F¥olld. Miller’s Case (1617), Cro. Jac. 430. 
858. Charge of having had disease.] -—These 
words spoken of a woman, ‘I have kept her 
common these seven years; she hath given me 
the bad disorder, & three or four other gentle- 
men,’’ are not actionable, because they may 
refer to a time past; & no prohibition will be 
granted to a spiritual ct., in which a sentence has 
been pronounced on a libel for this charge. Charg- 
ing a person with having had a contagious disorder 
is not actionable, because it is no reason why the 
company of a person so charged should be avoided. 
—-CARSLAKE v. MAPLEDORAM (1788), 2 Term Rep. 
473; 100 BE. R. 255. 
Annotation :—Refd. Ec p. Evans (1843), 7 





Jur. 420. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4. 


h. General rule.j—In an action damages 


deft. concerning pitf., but no special 
was proved :—. eld: al- 
though one of the vulgar words used 
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859. ——— Venereal disease.|—Action for these 
words: ‘‘ Thou wert laid of the French pox ”’ :— 
Held: actionable.—AvsTIN v. WHITE (1591), 


Cro. Eliz. 214; 78 E. R. 470. 
Annotations : — Dita. Catslake ». Mapledoram (1788), 2 








Term Hep. Mentd. Gwynne v. Burnell (1835), 4 
L. J. Ex B10. 
860. .|—If one should say of another 


that he was laid of the pox, these words are action- 
able, & it shall be intended to be the French pox 
(FENNER, J.).—STOWE v. HOLLAND (1612), as 
reported in 1 Bulst. 112; 80 E. R. 808, Ex. Ch. 


Ae :—Mentd. Daweande v. Woodward (1632), Cro. 
ar 


861. J—To charge a woman with 
having had the pox is actionable-—MILLER’s CASE 
(1617), Cro. Jac. 480; 79 E. R. 368. 

862. J—Dvurron v. EATON (1647), 
Aleyn, 30; 82 E. R. 899. 

863. .|}—Hosson v. Hupson (1650), 
Sty. 219; 82 E. R. 660. 

864. = 
(1661), 1 Sid. 50; 82 KH. R. 9638. 

86 .J|—Not actionable to say es 

Hau. (1742), 2 
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has had the pox.—TAYLOR v. 

Stra. 1189; 93 BE. R. 1118. 
866. 

No. 858, ante. 








SUB-8ECT. 4.—IMPUTATION OF UNCHASTITY 
IN FEMALE. 
See, now, Slander of Women Act, 1891 (c. 51). 


Secr. 3.—STATEMENTS ered tac ON PROOF 


OF SPECIAL DAMA 
See Part VIII., Sect. 4, post. 


Sect. 4.—MEANING OF THE STATEMENT. 
Sub-sEecr. 1.—IN GENERAT. 
867. Sense reasonably understood by hearers.]|— 
FLEETWOOD v. CURLE, No. 451, ante. 


@ woman a whore, it is sufficient to 
aver in the declaration that deft. in- 
tended to impute unchastity.—MaR- 


for damages for words spoken imputing 
unchastity to a woman :—Held: the 
words in question were such as to con- 
stitute actionable slander, &, ered 
there was no actual proof of dam 
it is a case where substantial punitiv 
damages should be allowe ME 
OHELL v. comes (Alta.), (1919) 1 
W. W. KR. 183.—CA 

k. Charge iis judicial ypro- 
ceedings.|—In an action for using words 
of pltf. opus unchastity, it ap- 
peared that the words iu suese on were 
used while deft. was conducting a 
prosecution before a magistrate against 
pltf. for an assault :—Held: the occa- 
sion was privileged.—HENDERSON tv. 
Scotr (1892), 24 N. 8S. R. (12 R. & G.) 
232.—CAN. 





Woman not party.)—In 
judicial proceedings, a rash & unneces- 
sary charge of adultery against a 
woman not a party to the process: 
eld:  defamation.—M‘VANE _ v. 
Meatrun (1805), Hume, 625.—SCOT. 


Imputation by — slang.J —~ In 
wander, for imputing unchastity to 
pitt., a married woman, it was proved 
at the trial that the language sct ou 
in the statoment of claim was used by 


by deft. was not to be found in Eng- 
lish dictionaries, & the other not in 
the sense of sexual intercourse, yet the 
words were commonly used with a 
defamatory meaning & were so under- 
stood by those to whom they were 
spoken. Pltf. was entitled to succeed 
without proof of special damage.— 
FRENCH v. SMITH, f 923) 3 D. Fi R, 
904; (1922) 53 O. Li h. 31.—CAN. 


hn. Advertisement in newspaper — 
** Wet nurse wanted immediately ’’— 
Within five months of marriage.|— 
Woop v. EDINBURGH EVENING NrEws, 
Lrp., (1910j S. C. 895; 47 Sea L. RK. 
786; 28.1. T. 93.—SCOT. 


o. Allegation that unmarried woman 
married —é& mother of son.)}— Deft. 
knowing that pltf. passed as an un- 
married wuman, stated to several 
persons who also believed her to be 
unmarried, that K., who lived in the 
same house as pltf., was her son by 
one M. & that she was married to 


him :—Held: the statement, if false, 
was defamatory.—K. v. T. (1903), 21 
S.C. 177.—S. AF. 


p. Meaning of expression used.)-— 
In an action of defamation for calling 


TINDALE v. MURPHY (1835), 2 N. B. R, 
(Ber.) 161.—-CAN. 
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887 i. Sense reasonably understood by 
hearers.J)—The we of words im uting 
an indictable offence is actionable or 
not according to the sense in which 
they may be fairly understood by by- 
standers not acquainted with the 
matter to which they relate.-—Youne 
v. SLOAN (1852), 2 C. P. 284.—CAN., 

867 ii. ——.)— In an action for 
slander, if the words used by deft. are 
capable of being reasonably under- 
stood in a slanderous sense, it should 
be left to the jury to find whether or 
not they wore so used.—CAMERON vr. 
yr (1905), 15 Man. L. R. 408. 


867 fii. ——.}-C. v. D., [1925 1 
D.L. RR. 734; 43 Can. Crim, Car, 235 


56 0. L. R. 209, 506.—CAN. 
aa ——.}-—-InGLIs v. INGLIS 
Be, “4 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 491; 
Jur. 227.—SCOT. 


867 -}—HUNTER v, FERGUSON 
oor (4906), 8 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 574.— 


* 
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Sect. 4.—Meaning of the statement: Sub-sects. 1, 
2 & 3.) 


868. —— Words used ironically.| -— hk. v- 
Browne (1706), Holt, K. B. 425; 11 Mod. Rep. 


86; 90 E. R. 11384. 
Annotation :—Refd. Boydell rv. Jones (1839). 7 Dowl. 210. 





869. .J}—Harrison vv. THORNBOROUGH, 
No. 753, ante. ; 
870. J—Pitf. & deft. being present in a 





public-house where there had been a raffle, deft. 
said ‘‘I am surprised at R. allowing a blackleg 
in this room.” <A witness being asked what he 
understood by ** blackleg ”* said, ** a person in the 
habit of cheating at cards.” The question was 
objected to, but allowed. The judge told the jury 
that if pltf. meant to charge deft. with being a 
gambler simply the action would not lie, but if he 
meant to impute that he was a cheating gambler 
they would find for pltf.:—Held: (1) it is not 
actionable without special damage to eall a man 
a blackleg, because it does not necessarily mean a 
cheating gambler. (2) the evidence as to the 
meaning of the word “ blackleg’’ was not 
admissible. 

In considering questions of this kind we have to 
ascertain not exactly the sense in which words 
are understood by the hearers but in what sense 
they would be reasonably understood (BRAMWELI, 
B.).— BARNETT v. ALLEN (1858), 3 LH. & N. 876 5 27 
L. J. Ex. 412; 315. 7. O. S. 88. 2173 6 WLR. 
618 3; 157 BF. R. 516s sub nom. BURNETT re ALLEN, 
4 Jur. N.S. 488. 


Annotation :-—Generally, Mentd. Wills or. London | Gas 
Light Co. (1860), 5 HL & No Sb, 
871. —~.-—-CAPITAL & COUNTIES BANK ¢. 
HEnty, No. 121, ante. 
872. ——~-..--(1) In an action for damage to a 


business caused by malicious falsehoods where 
the words are not defamatory nor actionable per 
se, pltf. must prove actual loss of customers to 
whom the words were spoken, & cannot as a rule 
give evidence of a general decline of business. 
Q@u.: whether on proof of actual Joss the jury 
might award damages in excess of such actual 


(2) Treating the action as one of slander he 
did not think it would be enough to prove that the 
words rendered the pltf. obnoxious to a limited 
class like the bakers of B., it should be proved that 
the words produced a bad impression on the minds 
of average reasonable men (FARWELL. J.J i 
LEETHAM v. RANK (1912), 57 Sol. Jo. 111, €. A. 


Annotation :—~.1a to (2) Consd. Myroft r. Sle : 
LJ. K. B. sss, iS a 


873. ——.|-~MYROFT v. SLEIGHT, No. 346, ante. 
874. —_-- Regard had to known opinions. |-—~ 
On the issue whether a document is libellous, 
regard must be had to the known opinions of those 
to whom it is addressed.—-lk. v. MALATESTA (1912) 
7 Cr. App. Rep. 273, C. C. A. 
875. Words must be capable of defamatory 
meaning.|/— BEAMIsSH +. DAIRY SuppLy Co., rp. 
a 13 T. L. R. 484, CLA. 
2 .|--NEVILL v. Fine Anr & Geng 
J u KT LP ore OF r) 
gas Co., No. 1010, post. ‘ ee 
> Not decided on interlocuto ap- 
plication.|— On an application to strike out 2 plate: 
ment of claim in a libel action on the ground that 
it discloses no reasonable cause of action, the ct. 


875i. Words ar, be 











capable of defu- 


& Co, Hay vr. Rircmig & Co., 11907] 


SLANDER. 


will not strike it out on the ground that the words 
are incapable of a defamatory meaning, but will 
leave the question whether they are capable of 
such a meaning to be dealt) with by the judge at 
the trial—Moore v. Lawson (1915), 31 T. L. R. 
418, C. A. 


SuB-SECT. 2.—-WoRDS CONSTRUED IN 
ORDINARY SENSE, 

878. General rule.}——In slander, words shall be 
construed according to their common acceptation. 
—JEFFRYES v. PAYHEM (1638), Cro. Car. 510; 
79 E.R. 1040. 

879. —-—.]— ASTON v. BLAGRAVE (1724), Fortes, 
Rep. 206; 2 Ld. Raym. 1369; 1 Stra. 6175 92 
i. R. 8203) sub nom. ASHTON v. LAGRAVE, 8 
Mod. Rep. 270. 

: Refd. Kent «. Pocock (1741), 2 Stra. 1168; 

Onslow rv. Horne (1771), 2 Win. BL 750. 

880. j—Words are to be construed by 
the ct. as they are generally understood. GAkK- 





DINER t. ATWATER (1756), Say. 265; 90 E.R. 
S70. 

881. -—-—.}—-WooLNoTH tr. MEADOWS, No. 608, 
ante 

882. ——--.)— ROBERTS tv. CAMDEN, No. 958, 
post, 


883. Unless special circumstances proved.) -—. 
(1) In an action for words spoken or written, the 
ordinary sense of those words is to be taken as 
the meaning of the speaker or writer, untess 
something be shown to have taken place which 
may give a peculiar character to the expressions 
used, (2) In the absence of any such evidence, 
a witness cannot. be asked the question, ‘* What 
did you understand by the words 2?’ The proper 
course to be adopted is first to lay the foundation 
by giving such evidence, & then the question 
becomes admissible. DAINES & BRADDOCK 1. 
LIARTLEY (1848), 3 Exch. 200; 18 dL. J. Ex. 81; 
12 Jur. 1093; 154 E.R. S155 sub nom. DANES v. 


tor. Allen (P8538). 3 





H.& N. 376. Consd. Simmons co Mitchell (1880), 6 App. 
Cas. 156. 
884, —--—.,—CAPITAL & CoUNTIFES BANK tv. 


Henty, No. 121, ante. 

885. -~-——.)-— Pitfs. were dealers in motor cars. 
Deft. assocn. was a trade union certified as such 
under Trade Union Act, 1918 (c¢. 30), 8. 2 (3), & 
other defts. were respectively the chairman & 
members of the council of the assucn. ‘The assoen. 
consisted of manufacturers of motor vehicles & 
motor goods, & the manufacturers fixed certain 
prices for their goods, above or below which they 
deemed it undesirable that their goods should be 
sold. In order to enforce this object, the bye- 
laws of the assocn. provided that on proof to the 
satisfaction of the council that any person has 
offered or advertised or sold any proprictary price- 
maintained article at a price above or below the 
price fixed in the protected list, the council might 
place the name of that person on a list called the 
‘stop list,’ & give notice thereof to all members 
of the assocn., with an exception in the case of 
contracts existing at the date of admission of the 
proprietor to membership; & the council might 


to a declaration tn libel, the ct. will not. 


matory meaning.) —MCDOUALL YT. GUIN- S.C 
5! if re aT mC. 10907; 44 Bo. LL. RR. 766; 15 t th rords lained of 
Rie (1853 For. a KR. ; 15 construe e words complained o 
(1853), 1 W. Ht. 535.—8COT, 8. L. T. 165—-8COT, mitiorit sen, but will see if there bo 
iitisea 875 iv. —---.J— BALLANTYNE & Son  ahything which by reasonable intend- 


(1883), 10 R. (Ct. of Sexs.) 867: 
Se. L.'R. 580-—scoT, 887: 


875 fii, ———-. -—-CAMPRELL?Y. RITCHIF 


20 


v. YOUNG, [1913] K.D. L. 538.--8. AF. 
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878 i. General rute.}—On demurrer 


ment conveys an imputation. —MAWE 
aoe (1869), 1. KH. 4 Cc. OL. S40 


Parr IV.—Tue Statement. 


also place on the stop list the name of any person 
who should supply proprictary price-maintained 
articles to, or have any trade relations in regard 
to those articles with, any person whose name 
was on the stop list. The bye-laws further pro- 
vided that no member of the assocn. should supply 
any proprietary pricce-maintained article to, or 
have any trade relations in regard thereto with, 
uny person whose name was on the stop list. 
Pitfs., who were not members of the assocn., on 
behalf of a customer advertised for sale a new 
motor-car, Which was being manufactured by a 
member of the assocn. & was to be delivered 
shortly, at a price excecding the price fixed by 
the manufacturer. The council of the assocn., 
after hearing pltfs., decided to place their name 
on the stop list, & published the stop list: with 
pltfs.. name, among others, on it in the trade 
journals, Pfs. thereupon brought an action for 
an injunction to restrain defts. from publishing 
pitfs.’ name in the stop list, or from publishing 
any libel of pltfs. injuriously affecting them in 
their business. The libel complained of was the 
publication of the stop list, which stated that 
‘‘In pursuance of its policy of conserving the 
fixed retain prices scheduled in its protected lists, 
the Motor Trade Assocn. issues the subjoined stop 
list under power of its bye-laws. .. . Until further 
notice the following parties are not to be supplied 
directly or indirectly with any of the articles on 
the protected lists of this assocn.’? Then followed 
the names & addresses :—Held: as to the alleged 
libel, in the absence of evidence that the words 
would be understood in a meaning other than their 
ordinary meaning, they were not capable of a 
defamatory meaning.—WaARE & DE FREVILLE, 
Lrp. v. MoTror TRADE Assocn., [1921] 3 K. B. 
40; 901. J. K.B. 949; 125 L. Tb. 265 35 37 T. LR. 
213; sub nom. WAKE & Dt FREVILLE, Lp. v. 
Moror TRADE Assocn., 65 Sol. Jo. 2389, C. A. 
Annotation -—Mentd. Sorrell v. Smith, [1985] A. C. 700. 


SuB-sECT. 3.—STATEMENT CONSIDERED WITH 
CONTEXT. 

886. General rule.|—-In scandalum maynatum 
for saying ‘* You like not of me since you like those 
that maintain sedition against the Queen's pro- 
ceedings,’”’ deft. justified by showing the occasion 
of speaking the words, & that pltf. encouraging 
men to preach against the Common Prayer, he 
only meant that he liked of those who maintained 
sedition innuendo seditiosam istam doctrinam 
against the Queen’s proceedings :—Held: this 
was a sufficient cxtenuation of the words.— 
CROMWELL’S (LORD) CASE (1578), 4 Co. Rep. 12 b; 
76 i. RR. 877. 

Annotations :—Refd. Birchicy's Case (1585), $ Co. Rep. 
16a; Davis v. Gardiner (1593), 4 Co. Rep. 16 b; Britt- 
ridge'’s Case eet 4Co, Rep. 18 bi Frost e. Eyre (1616), 
3. Bulst. 265; Wright vt. Gerrard (1618), Hob. 306; 
Wheeler & Appleton’s Case (1623), Godb. 339; Say & 
Seal vo. Stephens (1628), Cro. Car. 135; Barnardiston rt. 
Svame (1674), G State Tr. 1063; Townsend v. Hughes 
(1676), Freem. K. 13. 222; How rv. Prin (1702),7 Mod. Rep. 
107; Kdsall v. Russell (1842), 4 Man. & G. 1090; Brem- 
ridge v. Latimer (1864), 4 New Rep. 285. _Mentd. Traverse 

. wv Daws (1673), Freem. K. B. 3243 Shaftsbury vc. Digby 
(1676), Freom. K. B. 429 ; 
7L.3.C. 7. 57. 

887. -|— SHREWSBURY (IARL) v. STANHOP 
(1594), Poph. 66; 70 EB. R. 1181. 


Oldroyd ¢, Crampton (1837), 
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886 i. General rule.)}—Deft. sald of a 
married woman to her husband that 
C. speaks very lightly of her :—Held : 
thesy words were defamatory, baving 


whieh they 


regard to the whole conversation in 
were spoken.— LAMB t. 
Wratr (1804), 15 N.S. WoL. 
10 N.S. W. W. N. 209.—AUS. 

886 ii. ———.]—KIMPTON vv. 
DESIAN NEWSVTAPERS, LTp., [1924] App. 


6] 


888. -]—In slander, the meaning of equi- 
vocal words may be ascertained by the import 
of their context.—Brookx v. WIsE (1602), Cro. 
Eliz. 878; 78 BE. R. 1103. 

889. .|—Slanderous words shall be ex- 
pounded by their context.— ROBINS v. HILDREDON 
(1605), Cro. Jac. 65; 79 BH. R. 55. 


Annotations :—Refd, Califord rr. Knight (1618), Cro. Jac. 
514. Mentd. Gainsford v. Griffith (1667), 2 Keb. 201. 


890. ——-.]— Equivocal words shall be ex- 
plained from the context according to the common 
sense, & not taken in mitiori sensu.—TURNER v, 
CHAMPION (1617), Cro. Jac. 442; 79 H.R. 378. 

891. Statement must be considered as a whole.] 
—(1) It is not libellous for a writer who allows 
the Sovereign to be solicitous for the welfare of 
his subjects, & who has no intention of calum- 
niating him or of bringing his personal govt. into 
public odium, to express regret that he has taken 
an erroneous view of any question of foreign or 
domestic policy. (2) On the trial of an informa- 
tion for a libel in a newspaper deft. has a right to 
have read in evidence any extracts from the same 
paper connected with the subject of the passage 
charged as libellous although disjoined from it 
by extraneous matter & printed in a different 
character.—lRh. v. LAMBERT & PERRY (1810), 2 
Camp. 398; 31 State. Tr. 335. 

Annotations :— As to (2) Folld. Thornton v. Stephen (1837), 

2 Mood. & KR. 45. Refd. kt. v, O’Connell (1844), 5 State 


Tr. N.S. 1.0 Generally, Mentd. R. vr. Grant, Ranken & 
Hamilton (1848), 7 State Tr. N.S. 507. 


892. .|—In an action for a libel, deft. has 
a right to have the whole of the publication read, 
from which the passages charged are extracts.— 
CoOKE v, LIUGHES (1824), Ry. & M. 112, N. P. 

893. .|—A count for a libel stated that 
deft. published a false libel of & concerning plté., 
containing amongst other things, the false, etc., 
matter of & concerning pltf., that is to say 
‘“ Threatening letters. The Middlesex Grand Jury 
have returned a true bill against a gentleman of 
some property, named French’ meaning plté. 
‘‘ with this, that pltf. will verify that deft. thereby 
then & there meant to insinuate & have it under- 
stood, that pltf. had been suspected to have been 
& had been guilty of the offence of sending a letter 
without any name or signature thereto subscribed, 
directed to T., threatening to kill & murder T., 
a subject of the realin, with a view & intent to 
extort’? :—Held: (1) the innuendo at the con- 
clusion of the count was bad, (2) the matter was 
libeNous without such innuendo, which might be 
rejected as surplusage.—HARVEY v. FRENCH (1832), 
1Cr. & M. 11; 2 Moo. & 8S. 591; 2 Tyr. 585; 
1L. J. Ex. 231, 149 T7 &. 793, Hx. Ch. 
Annotations :-- 4s to (1) Refd. Williams v. Stott (1833), 1 

Cr. & M. 675; Barrett v. Long (1851), 3 H. L. Cas. 395. 

-(s to (2) Apld. Williams +. Gardiner (1836), 1 M. & W. 

245. Refd. Wakiey v. Healey (1849), 7 C. B. 591, 

894. -|—In an action for a libel, on not 
guilty pleaded, it appeared that the libel, which 
was contained in a newspaper, purported to be 
the account of a trial of a former action, brought 
by pltf. for a libel against third parties, & after 
stating the libel in the original action, & the facts 
proved by defts., & the summing up of the judge, 
stated that the jury found a verdict for pltf£. with 
£30 damages. No evidence was given as to any 
such trial having, in fact, taken place, or whether 
the report was fair or not. The judge left it to 
the jury to say, whether the report, although it 

















D. 755.-—-S. AF. 

qa. Defamatory —meauning—Interpret- 
ing alleged libel by other publication. } 
—-Although one publication in a news- 
paper has been found by the jury not 
to bo libollous of plff., it may properly 
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contained some allegations injurious to pltf. was, 
if taken altogether with the statement of the 
verdict being in his favour, injurious to pltf. on 
the face of it; & the jury having found for deft., 
the ct. refused to grant a rule for a new trial.— 
CHALMERS v. PAYNE (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 156; 
1 Gale. 69; 5 Tyr. 766; 4 L. J. Ex. 151; 150 


E. R. 67. 


Annotation :-—Reld. Parmiter v. Coupland (1810), 6 M. & 
W. 105. 
895. ——.]—Dicas v. LAWSON (1835), 1 Gale 


69, n. 

Annotations :—Refd. Chalmers r. Payne (1835), 2 Cr. M. & 
Rt. 156. Mentd. Dicas v. Brougham (1835), 1 Gale, 14. 
896. ——-.]—(1) A man has a right to commu- 

nicate to any other any information he is possessed 

of in a matter in which ee have a mutual 
interest; & it is a perfectly legal & justifiable 
object: for one to induce another to become a part 

to a suit as to a subject-matter on which bot 

have an interest; & it is not because strong or 
angry language is used in such a communication 
that it will be a libel, but the jury must go further, 

& see, not merely whether expressions are angry, 

but whether they are malicious. 

(2) In an action of slander for words, some of 
which, if spoken, & understood in their ordinary 
sense, would certainly be actionable, the jury 
may consider whether, taking the whole of the 
conversation together, the particular words are 
so qualified by the other parts of the conversation 
as to show that they were not intended to convey 
the idea which their primary & ordinary meaning 
would give. _ 

(3) If a letter containing a libel have the post- 
mark on it, that is primd facie evidence of its 
having been published. 

(4) [In an action for libel & slander] the damages 
should be separated if you tind for pltf. on both 
(TINDAL, C.J.).—SHIPLEY v. TODHUNTER (1836), 
7C. & P. 680, N. P. 

Annotations :—.As8 to (1) Reid. Blackham t. Pugh (1846), 2 
C. B. 611. Generally, Mentd. 2. r. Tolson (1889), 58 
L. J. M.C. 97. 

897. .j—In an action for a libel contained 
in a newspaper, deft. has a right to have read, as 
part of pltf.’s case, another part of the same news- 
paper referred to in the libel complained of.— 
THORNTON v. STEPHEN (1837), 2 Mood. & R. 45, 


N.P. 
Annotation :—Refd. Darby r. Ouseley (1856), 1 H. & N. 1. 


398. ——.|—_R. _v. O'BRIEN (1840), 4 State 
Tr. N.S. App. 1341. 

899. -|—The right of free discussion on a 
subject of public interest excuses the publication 
of defamatory matter, provided it appears to have 
been published not in that unfair or improper 
spirit, that is, in the spirit of intemperate & in- 
considerate imputation, which implies malice, in 
a legal sense, but in the spirit of fair discussion. 
The right of free discussion extends to comments 
in a journal upon sworn evidence, given on a sub- 
ject of public interest, even to the extent of im- 
puting that such evidence is unfounded, or even 
incautious or careless; but if it is imputed, ap- 
parently without any fair foundation, that it is 
wilfully, ‘‘ maliciously,’ or ‘ recklessly ’’ false, 
then there is an excess, which is evidence of what 
the Jaw deems malice, & which takes away the 








bo read in connection with subse- 
quent publications in the same 
newspaper upon the same matter, 


pltf., for the 


found by the jury to - ipelons of 
‘ urpose of ascertains 
whether the latter are capable of the 
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protection or excuse arising from the exercise of 
the right of free discussion. 

The subject was one fit for public discussion ; 
for it was one, no doubt, of public interest. It 
related to the supply of gas, a matter of public 
importance & utility; & pltf. had given evidence 
of importance before a Parliamentary committce 
on the subject; &, though I do not read the 
evidence quite as the learned counsel for deft. 
has done, as conveying a charge of fraud or dis- 
honesty against the gas cos., yet pltf. abposts to 
have been under the impression that there was 
an attempt to elude the tests; & he having cer- 
tainly given somewhat strong evidence on the 
subject, it was quite fit that it should be discussed 
in a journal which dealt with such questions ; 
more especially dealing with it, as it seems, in 
the interest of the gas cos. Parties who give 
such evidence, in which they express such opinions 
upon the conduct of others, no doubt must expect 
to have it criticised & discussed, & perhaps to be 
now & then dealt with a little roughly. Public 
men in every position must be prepared to go 
through this ordeal; &, if they meet with com- 
ments which are merely unpleasant, they must 
endure it manfully, without rushing always into 
actions. The right of public discussion on matters 
of public interest is important; & it requires for 
its beneficial exercise that it showd be exercised 
fully & freely, without being subject to too harsh 
or strict a limitation, & so long as it is exercised 
fairly & honestly, it is protected or excused, even 
although it may incidentally involve the publica- 
tion of defamatory matter. But at the same time 
the comments must be fair, that is, conceived in a 
fair spirit—in the spirit of fair discussion —& not 
to a spirit of reckless or inconsiderate imputation. 
That which is recklessly defamatory can hardly 
be deemed fair, & the article, which conveys a 
charge of recklessness with regard to truth, &, 
therefore, recklessness of truth, certainly is not 
consistent, in any reasonable sense, with fairness. 

Malice does not necessarily mean personal ill- 
will, though such ill-will may exist without per- 
sonal ground or enmity. Strong feelings may 
often arise in the course of the discussion of a 
public question ; &, though there must be allowed 
the fullest freedom in such discugsions, yet it is a 
freedom which must not be abused for the puree. 
of reckless imputation, & must be confined to fair 
comments—that is, coniments which the jury con- 
sider ‘‘ fair’’ in spirit & intention, judging from 
the language used (COCKBURN, C.J.).—-HEDLEY v. 
BARLOW (1865), 4 F. & F. 224. 

900. —-—.]—-Defts. published an article re- 
ferring to pltf.’3 newspaper as the ‘ Evening 
Ananias.”’ The innuendo alleged was that pitf. 
was in the habit of publishing false news. The 
jury found a verdict for defts. :—Held: it was for 
the jury to determine in what sense the words 
were used, having regard to the context & cir- 
cumstances of the case, & their verdict ought not 
to be set aside. 

It is not disputed that, whilst it is for the ct. 
to determine whether the words used are capable 
of the meaning alleged in the innuendo, it is for 
the jury to determine whether that meaning was 
property attached to them (LORD HERSCHELL, C.). 

he language used must be looked at as a whole 
in considering whether the jury could reasonably 
come to the conclusion that the use of the word 
was not intended to convey, & that those reading 


libellous tnean attributed to them. 
—DPILCHEK ¢. NOWLES (1900), 19 
N. Z. li. HR. 368.—N.Z. 
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the newspaper would not understand it as con- 
veying, the serious imputation suggested (Lorp 
HERSCHELL, C,).— AUSTRALIAN NEWSPAPER Co. v. 
BENNETT, (1804] A. C. 284; 63 L. J. P. C. 105; 
70 L. T. 597; 58 J. P. 604; 6 R. 484, P. C. 


SuB-sEecT. 4.—INTENTION OF DEFENDANT 
NOT MATERIAL. 

901. Words in fact injurious to plaintif?.]— 
Where the necessary effect of a publication com- 
plained of as a libel is to injure pltf., the action 
is maintainable in point of law, although deft. 
did not intend by the publication to injure pltf. 

In an action for a libel, the judge left it to the 
jury to say, whether deft. intended to injure pltf :— 
Held: the direction was wrong, inasmuch as if 
the tendency of the libel was injurious to pltf. 
deft. must be taken to have intended the con- 
sequences of his own act.—HAIRE v. WILSON 
(1829), 9 B. & C. 643; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 605; 
109 E. R. 239; sub nom. HARRIs v. WILSON, 7 
L. J. O. S. K. B. 302. 

Annotations :—Refd. Baylis v. Lawrence (1840), 3 Per. & 

Dav. 626; Capital & Counties Bank +. Henty (1882), 7 


App. Cas. 741; It. v. Munslow, (1895] 1 Q. B. 758; Nevill 
v. Fine Arts & General Insce.,, [1898] 2 Q. B. 156. 


902. -/—In an action for a libel, where 
the language is ambiguous, & it is doubtful whether 
it imputes any injurious matter to pltf.; the 
proper question for the jury is not whether the 
intention of the publisher be to injure pltf., but 
whether the tendency of the matter published be 
injurious to him.—FIsHER v. CLEMENT (1830), 10 
B. & C. 472; 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 730; 8 L. J. 
O.8. K. B. 176; 109 BE. R. 526. 

Annotations :—Consd. Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 741. Refd. Baylis v. Lawrence (1840), 
ea & Dav. 526; O’Brien v. Salisbury (1889), 54 J. P. 
903. |—The question in an action for 

words is not what the party using them considered 

their meaning, by any secret reservation in his 
own mind, but what he meant to have understood 
as their meaning by the party to whom he uttered 

them.—READ v. AMBRIDGE (1834), 6 C. & P. 

308, N. P 
904. ——-.]—In an action of slander the ques- 

tion is, in what sense did deft. speak the words 
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901i. Words in fact injurious to 
plaintiff.j—On the facts :—Held : what 
should have been left to the Jury was 
whether or not the circumstances were 
such that all the bystanders would 


684.—CAN 


complained of, in which pltf. was not 
mentioned by name, 
apply to him.—CLARKR v. SrEWART 
(1916), 34 W. L. R. 571; 10 W. W. RR. 
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uttered ? If he intended to impute a felony, he 
is liable to an action, although the words used 
do not directly charge the commission of any 
such offence ; if he did not intend such an imputa- 
tion, he is not liable, although the words used in 
their natural meaning would convey such an im- 
putation. Where therefore deft. used these 
words: ‘‘I never set my premises on fire’’ or 
‘““T was never accused of setting my premises on 
fire’? :—Held: he was liable in slander, if he 
meant to imply that pltf. had feloniously set his 
premises on fire. 

But where the words were ‘‘I never stole any 
nails :—Held: he was not liable unless he meant 
to imply that pltf. had in the strict technical 
meaning of the term, been guilty of stealing nails. 
—CUTLER v. CUTLER (1846), 10 J. P. 169, N. P. 





905. .|—HANKINSON v. BruBy, No. 544, 
ante. 

906. —--.]—ATKINSON v. NEwTon, No. 762, 
ante. 

907. }—CaPITAL & COUNTIES BANK vv. 





lienty, No. 121, ante. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—EVIDENCE. 


908. Question to witnesses— What questions may 
be asked.|—-If a libel, purporting to be a circular, 
written by the secretary of a society for the pro- 
tection of trade against swindlers, impute certain 
specific facts to pltf.: a witness cannot be asked 
what he understands by finding a person’s name 
inserted in such a circular; but he may be asked 
whether there is any meaning in such a circular, 
beyond what appears on the face of it.—IfuMm- 
PHREYS v. MILLER (1829), 4 C. & P. 7, N. P. 

9 .|\—The words of an_ alleged 
libel were, ‘‘ we would suggest to him the pro- 
priety of withdrawing into his own natural 
sinister obscurity ’ :—Held: a witness could not 
be asked what he thought was the meaning to 
be given to the word ‘‘ natural” in that sentence. 

The main ground of the motion is the refusal 
to allow a witness to be asked what in his opinion 
was the meaning to be given to the word natural ; 
& as that was the very question which the jury 
were to determine, the learned judge was quite 
right in not allowing it to be put, although he was 





stood by them, unless there were 
some circumstances proved which 
would or might give a meaning to 
them different from what they 
ordinarily have.—MORAN v. O’REGAN 


to include or 


understand that deft. did not mean to 
charge plitf. with the commission of 
the crime according to what he actually 
said, the undisclosed intention of deft. 
in this respect having nothing to do 
with the question & being wholly 


immatorial—JOHNSTON vv. EWART 
(1893), 24 O. R. 116.—CAN. 

901 ii. ——-.}—-WYMAN vv. BANKS 
(1872), 10 B. L. R71; 18 W. R. 516.— 
IND. 

r. Evidence of motive.J—In an 
action by pltf. claiming damages for 


libel, evidence was tendered on behalf 
of deft. to show the motive with which 
the letter complained of was written : 
the evidence was improperly 
excluded,—MILLER v. GREEN (1899), 
323 N.S. R. 129.—CAN. 

t. Examination as to intention —~ 
Whether questions need be answered. }— 
Upon the examination of deft. for 
discovery in an action for defamation, 
deft. is entitled to refuse to answer 
the question as to whether or not he 
intended certain of the expressions 


ae, ° 
. 
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908 i. Question to 
questions may be asked.}—In an action 
of slander a witness cannot be asked 
what he understood to have been 
meant by the words used unless it is 
first shown that there was something 
to prevent the words from conveying 
the meaning they would ordinarily 
convey.— Woop ». MACKEY (1881), 21 
N. B. R. 109.—CAN. 

908 ii. ——-———.} —CURRIE v. STAIRS 
(1885), 25 N. B. BR. 4.—CAN. 

908 ili. ---It is proper to 
ask witnesses in a libel action who, 
in their opinion, is aimed at by the 
libel in question. It is not proper in 
such an action to ask a witness whether, 
in his opinion, the alleged libel is 
likely to cause injury to pitfs.’ business, 
—JOURNAL PRINTING Co. v. MACLEAN 
(1896), 23 A. R. 324.—CAN, 

908 iv. ——-.}-—As the defa- 
matory words imputed a crime & were 
actionable in thomselves, the clerk 
could not be asked what she under- 











(1908), 38 N. B. R. 399; 4B. L. R. 
573.—CAN. 
witness — What 908 v. -}~—It is incompetent 








to ask a witness what remark he made 
on hearing a defamatory expression.— 
oo v. MACK (1829), 5 Murr. 70.— 


one of a class, sucd for damages for 
defamation, alleged to have been 
published in a newspaper article by 
deft. in reference all persons of 
such class, & a witness, who had read 
the article, was asked to whom he 
thought it referred :—Held: apart 
from whether such question was 
admissible as the opinion of the wit- 
ness as to whom the article referred, 
it was admissible to prove that tho 
pitf. had_ suffered damages.—SHEP- 
PARD SUNDAY TIMES SYNDICATE, 
Ltb., {1911} WwW. L. Dd. 108.—S. AF. 


a. Evidence of rumours — Rumours 
establishing defamatory sense of state- 
ment—Rumours unknown to defendant.) 
—~The only evidence adduced by way 
of foundation for the question as to 
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Sect. 4.—Meaning of the statement: Sub-sect. 5. 
Sect. 5: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.] 

of course at liberty to assist the jury by the ex- 

pression of his own opinion, when he was summing 

up the case (COLERIDGE, J.).—_ BRUNSWICK (DUKE) 

v. Harmer (1850), 16 L. T. O. S. 1235 previous 

proceedings, 1 L. M. & P. 505. | 

910. .|—In an action of slander any 
question may be asked as to the conversation 
when the supposed slanderous words were spoken, 
or any thing that the witness had at any other 
time said about that conversation, but not as to 
the subsequent conversations between the witness 
& deft. unconnected with that communication.— 
SuTTON v. SHAW (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 163. 

911. -— .|—An expert witness cannot 
give evidence as to the meaning of a document 
until the existence of circumstance is proved 
showing special knowledge.— GALLAGHER v. MUR- 
TON (1&8ss), $ T. LR. 804, D.C. 














SECT. 5.—-THE INNUENDO. 
Sup-sEcT. 1.—FUNCTIONS OF. 

912. To explain statement.; -In slander, when 
the introductory matter is sufficiently shown, an 
innuendo may explain the doubtful words. 
ROBODHAM vt. VENLECK (1634), Cro. Car. 3783 
79 E.R. 929. 

913. -—_—.'—_If the words in an advertisement 
are not libellous, without the help of an innuendo, 
the advertisement is not a libel. 

It is the nature of an innuendo to explain 
doubtful words where there is matter sufficient 
in the declaration to maintain the action; but 
no words produced by the innuendo shall make 
the action maintainable (DENISON, .J.).—R. v. 
ALDERTON (1756), Say. 2805 96 EE. IR. &80. 
ufnnotations :---Consd. Rt. or. Horne (1777). 2 Cowp. 672; 

Jones r, Hulton, {1909} 2 K. B. 444. Refd. Holt r. Schole- 

fleld (1796), 6 Term Rep. 691; KR. cr. Marsden (1815), 4 

M.& 8. 164. 

914. ~—(1) The declaration in an action 
for libel or slander may set. out the words com- 
plained of, & put any construction upon them by 
innuendo. 

(2) Whether the words were spoken with such 
meaning, is for the Jury. 

(3) When the libel or slander is, primd facie, a 
privileged communication, it is open to pltf. to 
put in evidence statements made by deft. subse- 
quently to the libel, as tending to show malice 
in deft. at the time of publication ot such libel. 

(1) The judge ought, especially if there be a 
considerable interval between such statements & 
the publication, to direct the jury to consider 
whether such subsequent statements might not 
refer to something which happened subsequently 
to the libel, so as not to show malice in deft. at 
the time of the publication of the libel charged. 
—llEMMINGs v. GASSON (1858), E. B. & KE. 346; 
27 L. Jd. Q. B. 2525 31 L. T. O. 8.1763 4 Sur. 
N.8. 8384; 6 W. KR. 601; 120 3. R. 537. 
ee ee (3) Refd. Hughes v. Dinorben 








the sense in which the words used were 
understood, was that of rumours in 
the neighbourhood that pltf. had com- 
mitted the alleged crime, but {t was 
not shown that these rumours were 
known to deft. :——Held: the evidence 
had been improperly admitted.— 
GRANT vt, SIMPHON (1878), 12 N. 8. RR. 
(3 Ri. & C.) 141.—CAN. 


b. Circumstances in which words 


pal 
«peaking 


-~KEKUAN fr, 


tn 


— 


ultered.}— All the clreumstances imme- 
attending & preceding the 
of the words may 
in evidence under a plea of not mullty. 
Rowson 
U.C. R. 375.--CAN, 


PART IV. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 1. 
c. To erplain statement — Articles 
newspaper—Identification vf tnnu- 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


915. By reasonable or necessary infer- 
ence.]—Stunss, Lrp. v. Russert, No. 292, ante. 

916. Not to complete libel.|—R. v. ALDERTON, 
No. 913, ante. 

917. Not to alter or extend meaning—By ad- 
dition of new facts.|—An innuendo cannot alter 
the common intendment of the words spoken by 
the addition of a new fact.—CASTLEMAN v. HOBBS 
(1595), Cro. Eliz. 428; Owen. 57; Moore, K. B. 
596; 78 E.R. 669. 

918. .|—An innuendo in an action of 
slander, cannot superinduce a fact, which, if true, 
would alter the nature of the offence imputed to 
pltf.— Lover v. HAWruoRN (1601), Cro. Eliz. 834 ; 
78 K. R. 1060. 

919. J—JAMES v1. RUTLECH, No. 845, arte. 

920. .j—'' B. did burn my barn, innuendo 
a barn with corn, with his own hands, & none but 
he ’ :—Held: not. actionable, it not being felony 
to burn a barn which has no corn in it, unless it 
be parcel of a dwelling house; & the innuendo 
will not avail, when the words themselves are not 
actionable. —BaniwaM vt. NETHERSAL (1602), 4 Co. 




















Rep. 20 a; Yelv. 223; 76 E. BR. 9085 sub nom. 
BARCHAM tv. NETHERSALE, Noy, 155. 
-tnnotations :~-Consd. KR. r. Alderton (1756), Say. 280; 


kK. vr. Horne (1777), 2 Cowp. 672: Hawkes ¢. Hawkey 

(1807), 8 East, 427. Distd. Williams vr. Gardiner (1836), 

’L. J. Ex. 280. Refd. Gardiner er. Spurdant (1617), 

Cro. Jac. 438 > Gompertz ro Levy (2838), 9 Ad. & EI. 

282. Mentd. Holmes’s Case (1634), Cro. Cur. 376. 

921. ———.:-—- Harvey ev. Duckin (1615), Hob. 
15; SO E.R. 1955 sab nom. WARVEY vt. BUCKING, 
1 Brownl. 

Annotations :— Refd. Fleetwood rv. Curley (1619), Hob, 267 ; 
K. v. Greepe (1696), 2 Salk. 513. 
922. ——..— FLEETWoop rt. No. 451, 

ante, 

923. —---.,--Kina vr. BowrEn (1621), Hut. 44 5 
Win. 2; 128 BE. R. 1088. 





CURLE, 


wtnnotation :- Refd. R. cr. Greepe (1696), 2 Salk. O13. 

924. ..----.)-- ANON. (1693), 1) Freem. K. 3B. 
506; 89 E.R. 3sz. 

925. —-—-./-—An action for saying “She fired 


om) 


his house,’ innuendo voluntarily is bad; for an 
innuendo cannot enlarge the sense.— ANON. (1700), 
11 Mod. Rep. 220; 88 EF. R. 100). 
926. --—-.'—-In an action for a libel, the 
declaration—after reciting that divers persons 
had been associated together, under the name of 
‘The Society of Guardians for the Protection of 
Trade against Swindlers & Sharpers"’; & that 
deft... under colour of being the secretary of the 
society, had, from time to time, published, & was 
accustomed to publish, certain printed reporte, 
for the purpose of denoting to the members of the 
society the names of such persons as were deemed 
swindlers & sharpers, & improper persons to be 
proposed to be ballotted for as members of the 
said society ;—set out the following libel, of 
& concerning pltf.: ‘ Society of Guardians for 
the Protection of Trade against Swindlers & 
Sharpers ; I, meaning deft., am directed to inform 
you, that (., meaning pltf., & Co., are reported 
to this society, as improper to be proposed to be 
ballotted for as members thereof, meaning that 
pltf. was a swindler & sharper, & an improper 
person to be a member of the society.”” After 





endo with defamatory portiona—W hether 
necessary.|-—In an action for dam 

for defumation the declaration, aftor 
setting out. in their entirety two 
lengthy articles appearing in a nows- 
nape alleged that they wore libellous : 
-~Hfeld: it was not obligatory for the 
innuendo to be identified with any 
particular portiona of the Hbellious 
inatter, provided the matter rogarded 


be given 


(1850), 6 
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verdict for pltf., & writ of error brought :—Held : 
the innuendo was not warranted by the libel; & 
the words of the libel, unexplained by intro- 
ductory matter, were not actionable.—Go.p- 
STEIN v. Foss (1828), 4 Bing. 489; 1 Moo. & P. 
402; 2 Y.& J. 146; 1380 E. R. 856, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :-—-Consd. Tuam (Archbp.) v. Robson (1828), 5 
Bing. 17; Hearne v. Stowell (1841), 12 Ad. & El. 719; 
Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty (1882), 7 App. Cas. 741. 
Refd. Getting v. Foss (1827), 3 C. & P. 160; Humphreys 
v. Miller (1829), 4 C. & P. 7; Gompertz r. Levy (1838), 9 
Ad. & Kl. 282; Capel v. Jones (1847), 4 ©. B. 250; Frost 
*, London Joint Stock Bank (1906), 22 T.. L. It. 760. 
927. -'—Deft. stated in a letter, “ He 
(pltf.) has become so inflated with self-importance 
by the few hundred pounds made in my service 
(God only knows whether honestly or otberwise).”’ 
Upon action for libel, & verdict for pltf. :—Held: 
the innuendo, that deft. by such words meant to 
insinuate that pltf. conducted himself in a dis- 
honest manner in deft.’s service, was good; in- 
asmuch as such innuendo served only to explain, 
not to add to, the sense or meaning of the words 
imputed to deft.—CLEGG v. LAFFER (1833), 10 
Bing. 250 ; 3 Moo. & 8. 727; 31. J.C. P. 56; 131 
EB. R. 900. 
Annotation :—Refd. Griffiths r. Lewis (1846), 8 Q. B. 841. 
928. -.|—In libel, one of the counts set 
forth the following passage of a letter from deft. 
to P.—“T have reason to suppose that many of 
the flowers of which I have been robbed. are 
growing upon your premises,’”’ thereby meaning 
that pltf. had been guilty of larceny, & had stolen 
from deft. certain plants, roots, & flowers, of deft. 
& had unlawtully disposed of them to P., & un- 
lawfully placed them in P.’s garden. ‘The previous 
part of the letter stated, that pltf., whom P. had 
taken into his employ as a gardener, had been in 
deft.’s service in the same capacity, & had been 
discharged for dishonesty :--Held : the innuendo 
was not too large, & the count was good.— 
WILLIAMS v. GARDINER (1836), 1 M. & W. 245; 1 
Gale. 458; Tyr. & Gr. 578: 5 L. J. Ex. 280; 
150 EK RR. 425, Ex. Ch.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
GARDINER v. WILLIAMS (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 78. 
Annotation :—-Refd. Hoare v. Silverlock (1848), 12 Jur. 695- 
929. -|—Declaration for slander stated 
that, at the time of the speaking, ete., pltf. 
worked for & was employed by A. in his barn, in 
& about thrashing A.’s corn, & that deft., intend- 
ing to cause it to be believed that pltf. had been 
guilty of felony, falsely & maliciously spoke of & 
concerning pltf. the words, ‘‘I saw B. coming 
across A.’s barton with some barley, & my son 
said ‘ What art going to do with that ?’ B. said he 
was going to feed pheasants with it, & said, where 
he had that he could have more, & that he had it 
at farmer A.’s barn,’’ meaning the barn belonging 
to A., wherein plitf. was so at work & employed as 
aforesaid, & that the barley so alleged by deft. to 
have been in the possession of B. was the property 
of the said A., & that plitf. had stolen the same 
from the said A., & given the same to the said B. 
Averment of special damage :—Held: bad, the 
innuendo not being borne out by the other parts 
of the count; & a demurrer to such count did not 
imply any admission by which the defect could 
be aided.— WHEELER v. HAYNES (1838), 9 Ad. & 
El. 286; 1 Per. & Dav. 55; 1 Will. Woll. & II. 
645; 8L. J.Q. B.3; 112 BE. R. 1220. 
9380. ——-.]|—-(1) The declaration stated that 











as a whole was capable of supporting 

the innuendoes alleged.—SoLoMon »., 

ROBINSON & Co., LYp. (1925), 46 

N, L. R, 351.--8. AF, 
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9321. Words primd facie innocent— 
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Innuendo necessary.\-—In an action for 
damages for slander founded on words 
not in themselves Jibellous but = in- 
nuendved to be so, the ct. will not 
allow an issuc unless the words founded 
on will fairly bear the innucndo put 
on them.— FRASER v. MorRkRts (1888), 
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pltf. was a trader & employed by the Board of 
Ordinance to relay the entrance of their office 
with new asphalte, & that deft. falsely said of him 
in his trade & in reference to the work, ‘* The old 
materials have been relaid by you in the asphalte 
work executed in the front of the Ordnance 
Office, & I have seen the work done.’’ Innuendo, 
that pltf. had been guilty of dishonesty in the 
conduct of his trade by laying down again the old 
asphalte which had been before used at the 
entrance of the Ordnance Office, instead of new 
asphalte, according to his contract :—Held: the 
declaration was sufficient, & the innuendo not too 
large, as it put no new sense on the words, but 
only imputed intention to the speaker. 

(2) At the trial the judge asked the jury “‘ Do 
you find the words proved ?’”’ but did not ask 
them if they found that the words were used in 
the sense of the innuendo :—Held : he was right.— 
BABONNEAU v. FARRELL (1854), 15 C. B. 360; 24 
L.J.C.P.9; 241L.T. 0.8.76; 1 Jur. N.S. 114; 
3 W. R. 11; 139 FE. R. 463; sub nom. BABMEAN 
v. FARRELL, 3 C. L. R. 42. 

981. ———.]—-Declaration for a libel published 
in a Walsall newspaper: ‘‘ Walsall Science & Art 
Institute. The public are informed that Mr. 
M.’s,”’ pltf.’s, ‘‘ connection with the Institute has 
ceased, & that he is not authorised to receive 
subscriptions on its behalf.’’ Signed by defts. as 
officers of the Institute. Innuendo, that pltf. 
falsely pretended to be authorised to receive 
subscriptions on behalf of the Institute. At the 
trial it appeared that pltf. was a certificated art 
master, & had been master at the Institute. His 
engagement with defts. ceased in June, 1874, & 
he got up & became master of another school, 
which was called ‘The Walsall Government 
School of Art,’ & was opened in Aug., & in 
Sept. the advertisement complained of appeared. 

The learned judge directed a nonsuit on the 
ground that the advertisement was not capable 
of the defamatory meaning attributed by the 
innuendo :—Held: the nonsuit was right: for 
the advertisement was not capable of a defama- 
tory meaning. 

I cannot help thinking that to an ordinary 
person it would convey no more than the legiti- 
mate information, & that no such defamatory 
Meaning as that imputed by the innuendo, nor 
any other defamatory meaning, was intended to 
be expressed. It appears also to me that pltf. 
failed in giving any other meaning to the ad- 
vertisement than that which it naturally bears, 
which is perfectly innocent (MELLOR, J.).— 
MULIMIGAN v. COLE (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 549; 44 
L. J. Q. B. 153; 33.1. 7.12; 39 J. P. 


Annotations ;---Refd. Ruel +. Tatnell (1880), 29 W. R. 172; 
Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty (1882), 7 App. Cas. 
ale Mentd. R. v. Bradlaugh & Besant. (1878), 48 L. J. 
M. C. 5, 





Sun-sKctT. 2.—NECESSITY FOR. 
A. In General. 

932. Words prima facie innocent-——Innuendo 
necessary.|—In slander, where the words laid are 
not per se defamatory in their ordinary sense, or 
have no meaning at all in ordinary acceptation, 
there must be an innuendo in order to admit 





15 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 4543; 25 Se. L. R. 
331.—SCOT. 


932 ii. —— -}—Rak v. SCOTTISU 
SocirTy FOR PREVENTION OF CRUERLTY 
TO CHILDREN, [1924] S. C. 102.—SCOT. 


F 





LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect. 5.—The innuendo: Sub-sect. 2, A.. B. & C.; , or demur to part only.—EaTON v. Jouns (1842), 1 


sub-sects. 38 & 4, A. & B.} 


evidence that in a peculiar sense they are defa- 
matory.—RAWLINGS v. NoRBURY (1858), 1 F. & F. 


341, N.P. ; 
933. J—In an action of libel for 


words which have no tendency in themselves to 
disparage pltf.. the innuendocs must contain such 
avernments as, when read together with the words, 
will show a tendency to disparage pltf., & an 
innuendo which amounts merely to an averment 
of an intention on the part of deft. to disparage 
pltf. will not be sufficient. 

In an action for libel, since C. L. P. Act, 1851 
(c. 76), s. 61, it is not sufficient to aver that words 
used, which are not in themselves actionable, 
were uscd for the purpose of creating an im- 
pression unfavourable to pltf., or meant that 
ptf. ought to be regarded with suspicion of being 
guilty of something wrong or blamable, but the 
declaration must attach to the words used some 
specific meaning which is In itself actionable.— 
Cox v. COOPER (1863), 3 New Rep. 72: 9 L. T. 
329; 12 W. R. 75. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Capital & Counties Bank +r. Henty 
(i880), 4 C. PD. 514. Befd. Miller vr. David (1874), 
L.R.9C. PL TEs. 

934. —-—.|-—JACOBS vt. SCHMALTZ (1890), 
62 1. T. 121; 6 T. L. R. 155, N. P. 

935. Words defamatory—Innuendo unnecessary. | 
—RVEL v. TATNELL, No. 938, post. 

936. Words used _ ironically.}— BoYDELL v. 
JONES, No. 149, ante. 

937. Innuendo must allege specific meaning— 
Itself actionable.|.—Cox v. Cooper, No. 933, 
ante, 

938. —— --—-./—-Pltf. alleged in his state- 
ment of claim that deft. falsely & maliciously 
spoke & published of pltf. the words. ‘‘ His shop 
is in the market,’ meaning thereby that pltf. was 
going away, & was guilty of fraudulent conduct in 
his business, inasmuch as he had received sub- 
scriptions from members of a certain club, well 
knowing that they would be unable to obtain any 
benefit therefrom :—Held: the words, not being 
in themselves defamatory, & there being no evi- 
dence to wholly support the innuendo, deft. was 
entitled to judgment. 

In an action of slander, where pitf., in his state- 
ment of claim, annexes a meaning to the words 
complained of, & fails to sustain such meaning, 
he cannot discard that & adopt another. Where 
words which are not slanderous in their primary 
sense, are taken in a secondary sense distinct from 
their primary sense, there must be evidence of 
facts which would reasonably make them defama- 
tory in their secondary sense. 

_ It is very true that if the words were defamatory 

in themselves you might discard the innuendo ; 

but these words in themselves are harmless 

(LINDLEY, J.).—RUEL vu. TATNELL (1880), 43 L. T. 

507; 45 J. P.175; 29 W. R. 172, D.C. 











B. Words used in Peauiar Sense. 


939. Necessity for innuendo—‘* Man of straw.’’! 
—-A declaration in libel after alleging that pltf. 
had been in prison, & had applied for money, to 
pay his quarter’s rent, stated that he was a “ mere 
man of straw,” thereby meaning that he was 
insolvent, & in bad circumstances. On general 
demurrer to the allegation that pltf. was a ‘‘ mere 
man of straw’ :—Held: it was not necessary to 
explain the parte of that term by prefatory 
averment, & as the libellous matter contained but 
one charge, viz. insolvency, deft. could not plead 


Dowl. N. 8. 602; 11 L. J. Ex. 150. 

940, ‘‘ Black sheep.’’]— Declaration for 
libel averred, that before & at the time.of the 
committing of the grievance by deft., deft. used 
the word “‘ black sheep ’’ for the purpose of ex- 
pressing & meaning, & it was understood by the 
persons to whom the libel was addressed as ex- 
pressing & meaning, a person notorious by reason 
of bad character, & of stained & sullied reputa- 
tion; yet deft., intending to cause it to be be- 
lieved that pltf. had conducted himself dis- 
honestly & anon: published of & concerning 
pltf. the libellous matter following: ‘‘ Black 
sheep,’’ meaning thereby pltf. was a black sheep, 
in the sense & meaning in which the word was so 
used by deft. The declaration then set torth a 
statement of facta respecting pltf., no part of 
which was in itself libellous. Deft. pleaded, as 
to the publishing of the following part of the 
sup mt libel, that is to say, ‘' black sheep,’ 
that deft. did not use that word for the purpose 
of expressing or meaning, nor was it understood 
by the persons in the ‘cclaration mentioned as 
expressing or meaning, a person notorious by 
reason of bad character, or of stained & rullied 
reputation ; concluding to the country :—Held: 
the plea was well pleaded to that part only of the 
libel; & it was cad pleaded as to the publishing 
of that part of the libel, & not to the inducement 
in the declaration as to that part; & it was not 
bad as amounting to not guilty ; the averment in 
the declaration, as to the word ‘ black sheep,’’ 
being properly matter of inducement, which it 
was necessary to traverse specially. 

We consider it to be settled that there may be a 
plea to a part of a libel which is separable from the 
rest, as the part pleaded to in this case certainly is, 
for a plea of justification as to this part, & ‘‘ not 
guilty ’’ as to the remainder, would not have been 
inconsistent ; a part might be true, & the remainder 
excused by the occasion of the publication 
(PARKE, B.).—M‘GREGOR v. GREGORY (1843), 11 
M. & W. 287; 2 Dowl. N.S. 769; 12 L. J. Ex. 
204; 152 E.R. 811. 
innotations :—Refd. Gregory r. Brunswick (1843), 6 

N. R. 800; Fletuing r. Dollar (1889), 23 Q. B.D. 3 





Scott, 
88. 
No. 





941, - —--,'—QO’BRIEN v. CLEMENT, 
1241, poat. 
942 Blackleg.|—-O’BRIEN 1. CLEMENT, 





ALLEN, No. 





No. 1241, post. 

943. ——.}-—BARNETT v, 
870, ante. 

944. Truckmaster.|—In an action for a 
libel imputing to pltf. that he was a ‘ truck- 
master,’’ there being no innuendo to explain the 
meaning of the word :—Held: although the word 
was not to be found in any English dictionary, yet, 
as it was composed of two well-known English 
words, pltf. was not bound to give evidence of its 
meaning, nor the judge to explain it to the jury ; 
but that it was properly left to them to-say 
whether, under all the circumstances, it was used 
in a defamatory sense.—HomMER 17. TAUNTON 
(1860),5 H. & N. 66); 201. J. Ex. 318; 2 L. T. 
512; 8 W. R. 499; 157 EB. R. 1844. 





C. Words with Local Meaning. 
945. Necessity for innuendo—‘‘ To strain a 
mare.’’|—-Words, the meaning of which are 
culiar to the place where they are spoken, may 
Pe rendered actionable by the interpretation of an 
innuendo.—CoLEs v. HAVELAND (1591), Cro. Eliz. 


250; 78 E. R. 606. 
ae Cy nd :~-Expld. Goldstein v, Foss (1827), 6 B. & C. 


Part JV.—THE STATEMENT. 


946. ——- -]—PRIDHAM v. TuckérR (1609), 
as reported in Yelv. 153; 80 E. R. 103. 


Annotationa :—Refd. Action for Welsh Words (1616), Hob. 
126; McGregor v. Gregory (1843), 11 M. & W. 287. 


947. ‘*A healer of felons.’’]|—PRIDHAM 
v. TUCKER (1609), Yelv. 153; Noy, 133; 80 E. R. 
275; sub nom. ANON., 1 Roll. Abr. 86. 


Annotations :—Refd. Action for Welsh Words (1616), Hob. 
126; McGregor v. Gregory (1843), 11 M. & W. 287. 


948. ‘* An outputter.’’?|—STEENEMAN v. 
RICHARDSON, No. 194, ante. 














949. ‘* Mainsworn.’’|—SLATER v. FRANKS, 
No. 225, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.——-EFFECT OF. 


950. Innuendo that plaintiff is of bad cha- 
racter—Defence justifying innuendo—Particulars 
of acts other than those mentioned in Iibel.|— 
In an action for libel pltf. in his statement of claim 
interpreted the libel by an innuendo which was 
in substance that the words complained of re- 
ferred to acts dishonestly done by him & that he 
was a man of dishonest character & unfit to be a 
director. Upon this defts., the proprietors of the 
newspaper in which the article complained of was 
published, justified & gave particulars of other 
dishonest acts besides those referred to in connec- 
tion with pltf.’s arrest, by which they sought to 
establish that pltf. was a man of dishonest cha- 
racter & unfit to be a director by reason of various 
things he had done or that had occurred to him. 
Pltf. moved to have these particulars struck out: 
—Held: inasmuch as by the construction which 
pltf. himself had placed upon the libel, defts. were 
sued for charging generally that he, pltf., was a 
dishonest. person, they were entitled to give par- 
ticulars to show why they said that pltf. was a 
dishonest person, & the particulars objected to 
were admissible.-—MaisEL v. FINANCIAL TIMES, 
Lrp. (1915), 84 L. J. K. B. 2145; 112 L. T. 953 ; 
3L T. L. R. 1923; 59 Sol. Jo. 248, H. 1.3 subse- 
quent proceedings, (1915] 3 K. B. 336, C. A. 

A yaustion :—Folld. MacGrath v. Black (1926), 161 L. T. Jo. 


— —— -—.|— MACGRATH v. BLACK 
161 L. T. Jo. 444, C. A. 

.--— —— Particulars of acts committed 
after publication of libel.|—-MAISEL v. FINANCIAL 
Timms, Ltp., No. 1823, post. 


951. 
(1926), 
952 





SUB-SECT. 4.——FAILURE TO PROVE. 
A. In General. 


958. Another innuendo cannot be suggested at 
trial.|—-(1) Slander, for accusing pltf. of felonious 
embezzlement. It appeared that pltf. had been 
chosen & sworn in at a court leet held by a corpn., 
as chamberlain of certain commonable lands. 
The duties of the chamberlain, who received no 
remuneration, were to collect moneys from the 
commoners & other persons using the commonable 
lands, to employ the moneys so received in keeping 
the lands in order, to account at the end of the 
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year to two aldermen of the corpn., & to pay over 

any balance in his hands to his successors in office : 

—Held: pltf. was not “a servant, or person 

employed in the capacity of a servant ’’ within 

7 & 8 Geo, 4, c. 29, 8. 47, as to embezzlement. — 
(2) If a good innuendo in a declaration, ascribing 

a particular meaning to alleged slanderous words, 

be not supported in evidence, pltf. cannot reject 

it at the trial, & resort to another meaning. 

Semble: a verbal imputation of fraudulent em- 

bezzlement in an office of the above description 

would not be actionable.-—WILLIAMS v. STOTT 

(1833), 1 Cr. & M. 675; 2 Tyr. 688; 3L. J. Ex. 

110; 149 E. R. 570. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Heming v. Power (1842), 10 
M. & W. 564; Barrett v. Long (1851), 3 H. L. Cas. 395 ; 
Lemon v. Simmons (1887), 57 I. J. Q. B. 260. 

. 054. - -|—In an action for libel, where 

innuendoes are alleged in the declaration, &, from 

the nature of the libel, are necessary, they so far 
point & confine the declaration that, at all events, 
if the case is conducted in accordance with them, 

& if a verdict is, at the close of the case, claimed 

& obtained on another construction of the libel, 

it will be a surprise which may warrant a new 

trial. 

A public writer, in commenting upon matters 
of public interest, is protected & excused if, in 
writing honestly & with reasonable moderation 
& self-control, he makes, through mistaken 
inferences on the matters of fact involved, defama- 
tory statements, the truth of which he cannot. 
substantiate. Publications having been issued by 
a medical practitioner by way of advertisement, 
the effect of which was to represent that he was 
in possession of a specific remedy for a disease 
hitherto regarded as incurable :—Held: (1) to be 
a matter of public interest, & fair & proper subject 
for public comment. 

A public writer having, in commenting thereon, 
represented the author as a quack, impostor, & 
also, by reason of him describing himself as an 
M.D. on account of a diploma obtained abroad, 
as like scoundrels who pass bad coin; &, there 
being evidence that his publications teemed with 
statements extravagant, & exaggerated, & alarm- 
ing; (2) if they were consciously so, & if pltf. did 
not really believe them, these epithets were justi- 
fiable ; (3) even if they were not so in fact, if the 
jury were satisfied that the writer really believed 
that they were so, & that he was writing honestly, 
& with reasonable regard for moderation, he was 
excused & protected.—HUNTER v. SHARPE (1866), 
4. & F, 983; 15 L. T. 421, N. P.; previous pro- 
ceedings, 13 L. T. 592. 








955. -]|-——_RUEL v. TATNELL, No. 938, ante. 
rie ——.]-—Simmons v. MITCHELL, No. 577, 
ante. 


B. Where Statement of Claim otherwise Sufficient. 


957. Innuendo’ contradictory.] —Srrona  v. 
WHITE (1622), Palm. 358; 81 E. R. 1123. 

958. Innuendo rejected as superfluous.} — (1) 
The rule of construction as to slanderous words is 
to construe them in their plain & popular sense, 
such in which an ordinary hearer would have 


PART IV. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 4.—A. | S¢,t BR. 6855 13 8. 1. T. 228.— Peer eect: ee aece 4.—B. 
d. Innuendo not supported by evi- ° i, Innuendo rejected as super- 
dence.}—BLACK v. ALCOOK (186%), 12 g. ——.}-CAMPBELL vv. RITOHIK Senin’ commlnien at sree nee 
C. P. 19.—CAN. ee ae sig = mer aN 2 of the commission of an aii 
LR OR be dese yt aos 1s S0en., offence :—“Held : it was not necessary 


e. 
(1901), 4 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 171; 
Sc. L. R. 130; 9S. L. T. 270.—SCOT. 


N « Rei & Co 


{, ———.}—GREE ; 
(1905), 7 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 891; 42 


h. ———.]-—-ROONEY ¥. 
{1909] S. C. 90; 46 Se 
16S. L. T. 483.—8SCOT, 


to give evidence to prove the innuendo, 

. the meaning of the words being 

M‘NAIRNEY, | perfectly obvious & unmistakable.— 

. L. R. 81; | Gates v. LOHNES (1898), 31 N.S. RB. 
(19 R. & G.) 221.—-CAN. 
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Sect. 5.—The innuendo: Sub-sect. 4, B. 
rt. 6: Sub-sect. 1.] 


understood them at the time : Me 
& therefore deft. saying of pltf., that “he | 
under a charge of a prosecution for perjury; 
that W., an attorney of that name, hac the A.-G.'B 
directions to prosecute pltf. for perjury, 18 action- 
able. For after verdict, by which the jury who 
are to judge of the intent of the speaker, must be 
taken to have negatived that he meant to speak 
of a prosecution for a perjury which pltf. had not 
committed, the words, not having been justified, 
must be taken to be false ; & being unqualified by 
any context, & unexplained by any occasion to 
warrant them, the law infers malice from the false- 
hood of an accusation which, in the common 
acceptation of the words, impute perjury to pltf. 
(2) Where new matter introduced by an innuendo, 
without any antecedent colloquium to which it 
can refer to support it, is not necessary to sustain 
the action, it may be rejected as surplusage; & 
therefore an innuendo, that the A.-G. spoken of 
meant the A.-G. for the County Palatine of 
Chester, was rejected.—ROBERTS v. CAMDEN 
(1807). 9 East, 93; 103 E. R. 308. 

-4s to (1) Refd. Harris r. Thompson (18453), 

13.C. B. 333. .48 to (2) Refd. Angie r. Alexander (1830), 7 

Bing. 119: Wakley v. Healey (1849), 7 C. B. 59 | Barrett 

vr. Long (1851), 3 H. L. Cas. $95. 

959. ——.!/— HARVEY tv. FRENCH, No. 893, ante. 
960. ——./—WAKLEY v. HEALEY, No. 64, ante. 
961. ./—-In an action for a libel in a 
Dublin newspaper, the first count, after the usual 
prefatory averments, proceeded thus: *‘ What 
possessed Lord H.. meaning thereby the Lord 
Lieutenant of Ireland, if he knew anything about 
the country, or was not under the spell of vile & 
treacherous influence, to make his first: visit, & 
that carefully puffed, to Los, the coachmaker, 
meaning thereby pitf., the other day ? If mere 
trade was his, meaning the Lord Lieutenant's. 
object, he had several respectable houses open to 
him, meaning thereby that the house & place of 
business of pltf. was not respectable, & that the 
said visit was paid thereto for political objects ” : 
Held: (1) the innuendo did not enlarge the sense 
of these words, which were fully capable of the 

meaning given to them. 

The third count repeated the same words, & 
accompanied them with the following innuendo : 
“meaning thereby, that the house of business of 
pitf. was not a respectable house in the trade, & 
that pltf. himself was of such a character, that he 
would not be visited in the way of his trade & 
business except from some political, or party, or 
other improper motive ” :— Held: (2) the words 
were capable of the meaning thus attributed to 
them; but if the innuendo was more extensive 
than the words, it might be rejected as repugnant 
& void, & the words, being libellous, were 
actionable without its aid. 

In an action of Jibel, deft. pleaded the general 
issue, & also a plea under 6 & 7 Vict. c. 96, denying 
actual] malice, & stating an apology. On the trial, 
pitf., in order to prove malice, tendered in evidence 
other publications of deft., going back above six 
years before the publication complained of :-— 
Held: (3) these publications were admissible in 


s aub-sect. 5. 








PART IV. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 1. 


9644. Actual words must be set cul—~- 
In statement of cluim.}—1n an action 
of slander, the actual words complained 
of inust be set forth in the statement 
of claim, & not their effect: only.—- 
COLLING t, WHEATLEY (1901), 8 Nifd. 
L. , 350.—NFLD, 


k. Defamation as alleged not acticn- 
able— Amendment of statement of claim 
--To establish def im. }-- SONVER 
t. Breau (1912), 10 
ka BK. RR. 209; 3 7, LL. Ro 1k 


lL. Newapaper arlicle— Libellous parte 
must be vet ont. }--OBERNIER &. RORERT- 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


na (1851), 3 H. L. Cas, 
10 a R. 154, 1. L. 
se. Gasson (1858), 


—Banrrett v. Lo 
» 149 5 


BK. OB. & KB. anu. 
962. —-—.|-— RUEL v 
963. Innuendo may b 
Watkin v. Hari, No. 1 


TATNELL, No. 938, ante. 
e read as separate count.| 
272, poet. 


5.—-CONSTRUCTION OF—FUNCTIONS OF 
JUDGE AND JURY. 
See Sect. 6, post. 


SUB-SECT. 


SacT. 6.—PLEADING AND PROOF OF 
STATEMENT. 
SuB-SECT. 1,—PLEADING. 
See, now, R.S.C., Ord. 19, r. 21. 
964. Actual words must be set out-—In statement 
of claim.j|—The declaration in slander must 
expressly allege what words were spoken.—-HALE 


vt. CRANFIELD (1598), Cro. Eliz. 645; 78 KE. R. 
884. 

965. ——-- —-—.|---NEWTON tv. STUBBs, No. 405, 
ante. 

966. —-— —-— -}-~-In a declaration for slander 


of plitf. in his trade, a count: alleging that deft., 

in a certain discourse in the presence & hearing 

of divers subjects, falsely & maliciously charged 

& asserted & accused plitf. of being in insolvent 

circumstances, & stating special damage, but. with- 

out setting out the words, is ill, & if it) be joined 

with other counts, which set out the words, & a 

general verdict given, the ct. will arrest the 

judgment. 

This charge might certainly have been proved 
by evidence of words only, but if the words had 
not. been actionable in their ordinary import, but 
only by reference to some act or gesticulation, 
such as holding up an empty purse, or the like, it 
would have been open to pltf. to have maintained 
this allegation, made in such terms, by evidence 
of acts giving a slanderous meaning to words, 
which in themselves might import no slander 
(LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.) Cook ov. Cox 
(1814), 3 M. & S. 110; 105 I. R. 552. 

Annotations :-- Polld. Gutsele ro Mathers (1836), 1 M. & W. 
405. id. Bradlaugh r. KR. (E878), 3 Q. BR. OD. 607. 
Refd. Pippet cr. Hearn (1822), 1 Dow. & Ry. K. BB. 2665 
Solomon ¢. Lawson (1846), 8 Q. BL 823. 

967. —--— -——.}-—It is not sufficient to declare 
that deft. published a libel concerning pitf. in his 
trade, purporting that his beer was of bad quality 
& sold by deficient measure ; the libel itself ought 
to be set out —& it is bad on general demurrer. -~ 
Woop v. Brown (1815), 6 Taunt. 169; 1 Marsh. 
522; 128 E. R. 90x. 

Annotations :~-Refd. Solomon r. Lawson (1846), 8 Q. B. 
ne oda & Countics Bank v. Henty (1882), 7 App. 
968. ——- -—---.]~-- Declaration stated that deft. 

published a libel, containing false & scandalous 

matters concerning pitf., in substance as follows ; 

& then set out the libel with innuendoes :—Held : 

this was bad in arrest of judgment. 

In action for libel the law requires the very 


a 





BON (1802), 14 BP. R. 553.-~-CAN. 
m. coven J ma POHLMAN ©. 
HxeHsALD PRINTING Co. OF HAMILTON, 
Lr. (1919), 45 O. L. HN. 28); 4 
Db. L. R. 361; 16 0. W. N. 40.-—-CAN. 
n. Defanudory aenae of libellous 
worda—How aprcified,}—1t is aufficient 
t specify the defamatory sense of 


eee 
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Part IV.—THE STATEMENT. 


words of the libel to be set out in the declaration, 

in order that the ct. may judge whether they 

constitute a ground of action (ABBOTT, C.J.). 

For if the jury find the verdict that the libel 
roved was in substance the same as the charge 
in the declaration, contrary to the opinion of the 
judge, that would be binding upon the parties, & 
deft. could bring no writ of error, even although 
the whole might be a question of law (HoOLRoyYD, 
J.).—WRIGHT v. CLEMENTS (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 
503; 106 KE. R. 746. 

Annotations :—Consd. Solomon v. Lawson (1846), 8 4 B. 
823; Lradlaugh v. R. (1878), 3 Q. B. Bb. 607. efd. 
Klint. v. Pike (1825), 4 B. & C, 4733; R. vw. Duffy (1849), 
7 Stato Tr. N.S. 795; Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 741. 

969. -|—In all actions of slander it 
is necessary to set out the words in the declaration, 
whether they be actionable in themselves, or only 
so by reason of special damage. 

The declaration alleged that pltf. being about 
to sell some tulips deft. falsely represented that 
the said tulips were stolen property, & also that 
the said tulips were the property of deft.’s brother, 
& that whoever bought the said tulips would buy 
stolen property, by reason whereof pltf. was 
unable to sell the said tulips :—Hcld: the words 
should have been set out.—CUGuTSOLE v. MATHERS 
(1836), 1 M. & W. 495; 5 Dowl. 69; 2 Gale, 64; 
Tyr. & Gr. 604; 51.3. Ex. 274; 150 EF. R. 530. 
ainnotation :-—Refd. Solomon v. Lawson (1846), 8 Q. LB. 823. 

970. -|—(1) In an action for libel or 
slander, when the words, written or spoken, are 
not in themselves applicable to the individual 
pltf., no introductory averment or innuendo can 
give such an application. Therefore, where the 
declaration in the first count, after reciting that 
pitf. was employed in supplying fresh water to 
ships at H., & had, for that purpose, fitted up a 
schooner with wooden tanks, & that, the ship 
‘*M.” being at H., plitf. conveyed fresh water to 
the ‘‘M.”’ in the wooden tanks of his schooner, 
complained that deft. published, of & concerning 
pltf. in his said employment, & concerning the 
water so supplied to the “ M.” a statement, set 

forth in the count, that persons on board the 
‘“M.”’ had become ill soon after leaving H., where 
they had taken in fresh water; which illness was 
occasioned by the water; that the water was 
run into a copper tank whence the casks were 
filled alongside; that the poison was imbibed 
from the tank; & that it behoved the authorities 
to order its removal, & replace it with an iron 
one: thereby meaning that pltf. had been guilty 
of supplying bad & unwholesome water to the 
‘““M.”: judgment on that count was arrested. 

(2) Where a declaration for libel sets out a 
ublication which refers to a previous publication, 
ut, unless by reference to the language of the 

previous publication, contains no libel, such 

previous publication must be considered as 
incorporated in the publication complained of, & 
must appear, in the declaration, to be set out 
verbatim, & not merely in substance. Therefore 
judgment was arrested as to the second count of 
the above declaration, which, after reciting that 
deft. published a statement ‘“‘in substance as 
follows,”’ setting out the publication charged in 
the first count, charged that deft. afterwards 
published, of & concerning pltf., etc., & of & 
concerning the first publication, a statement that 














libellous words in the form of an action of slander 
innuendo without other averments.-— 
ROBERTS v. PATILLO (1855), 2 No. RR. 


(James) 367.—CAN. 
0. Particulars of publication — 
Necessity for clear statement.}—In an 


had been 


claim, after alleging that the slanders 
spoken 
certain named persons, added * & to 
othors at presont unknown to piuf.” :— 
Held: sufficient. It was also alleged 
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the copper tank was fitted up in a schooner be- 

ing to pltf.—SoLoMon v. Lawson (1846), 8 

Q. B. 823; 15 L. J. Q. B. 253; 7L. T. O. S. 135 ; 

10 Jur. 796; 115 E. R. 1084. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Le Fanu v. Malcomson 
(1818), 1 H. L. Cas. 637. Distd. Turner v. Meryweather 
(1849), 7 C. B. 251. 48 to (2) Refd. Bradlaugh v. R 
(1878), 3 Q. B. D. 607. 


971. -|—Notwithstanding R. 8. C., 
Ord. 19, rr. 4, 24, the precise words alleged to be 
libellous must be set out in a statement of claim 
for libel.—HarRRIS v. WARRE (1879), 4 C. P. D. 
125; 48L. J. Q. B. 310; 40 L. T. 429; 43 J.P. 
544; 27 W. R. 461. 

Annotations :—Refd. Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 741; Tournier v. National Provincial 
& Union Bank of England, [1924] 1 K. B. 461. 

972. -|}—CapiTaAL & COUNTIES BANK 
v. HENTY, No. 121, ante. 

973. .--There is no doubt that in 
the case of a document alleged to be a libel the 
latter part of the rule [R. 8S. C., Ord. 19, r. 21] 
would apply, because in that case it is clear that 
it would not suttice to state the effect of the 
document, but the precise words must be stated 
(LORD EsrerR, M.R.).—DARBYSHIRE v. LEIGH, 
[1896] 1Q. B. 554; 65 L. J. Q. B. 360; 74 L. 1. 
241; 44 W. R. 452, ©. A. 

974. Separate libellous passages set out—-Must 
be so described.j}—TaBaRT v. TIPPER, No. 114, 
ante. 

975, 
970, ante. 

976. Libellous entry in index—Passage referred 
to need not be set out.]|—In an action for a libel 
in a review, it is sufficient to set out the contents 
of an index, referring to an article in the body of 
the review, which is of itself a libel ; & no refcrence 
need be made to the article itself, if the index 
contain, per se, primd facie libellous matter.— 
BUCKINGHAM v. MurrAy (1825), 2 C. & P. 46, 
Ne. 

977. Whole document need not be set out—lIf 
omissions immaterial.|—In an action for a libel, 
the declaration alleged, ‘‘ that pltf. had been 
appointed the surveyor, etc., of a co. or society 
of persons called ‘‘ The New England Co.,” & in 
such capacity had been & was employed by the 
said co.’’ The name of incorporation of the Co. 
was, ‘‘ A Co. for establishing Christianity in New 
England & the parts adjacent, in America ’”’ :— 
Held: (1) this was no variance. 

(2) In declaring on a libel, it is not necessary to 
set out every part of it, provided the sense of the 
part set out is not varied or altered in its quality 
or effect, by that which is omitted.—RUTHERFORD 
v. EVANS (1830), 6 Bing. 451; 4 Moo. & P. 1633 
8L.J.0.8. C. P. 86: 130 E.R. 1354. 

978. -|—In an action of libel the 
defamatory words set out in the declaration must 
be proved as laid, & it is a fatal variance if the 
words as alleged are materially qualified by 
evidence of words not contained in the declaration 
although such words as qualified are still libellous. 
Deft., after the publication of a libel, & before 
the action was brought, destroyed the letter 
containing the libellous words:—Held: (1) as 
the defamatory writing was not in existence, 
secondary evidence of the contents of the letter 
by witnesses who heard it read was admissible, 
but the actual words used as laid in the declaration 


























.]—Sotomon v. Lawson, No. 











the statement of that during a period of five months 
deft. spoke & published various 
slanders to certain named persons & 
to other, not. known to pitf. :—Held: 
bad, for it did not show which of the 


persons mentioned were present when 


& published = to 
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. 6.— ing and proof of statement: Sub- 
a ran 4. & B Sect. 7: Sub-sect. 1, A.] 
must be proved, & not the substance or impres- 
sion the Pines received of the words, as other- 
made the judges of what was a libel. 
vBetore the eyeclaration was filed the pltf. gave 
notice of his intention to move for a rule for the 
production of the letter containing the words of 
the libel as set out in the declaration. An affidavit 
in answer by deft., stated that he, deft., had 
destroyed the letter, but made no objection to 
the terms of the alleged libel set out in pitf.’s 
affidavit :—Held: (2) pltf.’s affidavit being merely 
for the purpose of the production of the letter, 
was not admissible as evidence to prove the 
words of the libel. 

(3) Where there is a variance between the 
declaration & proof, the proper time to apply to 
amend the declaration is at the conclusion of 

Itf.’3 case—RAINY v. Bravo (1872), L. R. 4 


. C. 287; 9 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 35; 27 L. T. 
249; 36 J. P. 788; 20 W. R. 873; 17 E. BR. 
427, P. C. 


Necessity for innuendo.!—Sce Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, 
ante. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PROOF. 
A. In General. 


979. Words must be proved as alleged.; — In 
slander the words must be proved as they are 
laid.—-LEVERMORE v. MARTIN (1593), Cro. Eliz. 
297; 78 E. R. 550. 

980. -}—In an action for slander per 
quod, it is not sufficient to prove equivalent words 
of slander, though explained in the same sense by 
deft. himself.— ARMITAGE v. DUNSTER (1785), 4 
Doug. K. B. 291; 99 E. R. 887. 

981. .,-~Where in an action of slander the 
whole of the words laid in any one count consti- 
tute the slanderous charge, the whole must be 
proved. Aliter where there are distinct slanderous 
allegations in any count; proof of any of them is 
sufficient—FLOWER v. PEDLEY (1796), 2 Esp. 
489, N. P. 

982. -|~~Slanderous words, charged as 
addressed to pltf. in the second person, are not 
supported by evidence of words spoken of him in 
the third person, though so spoken in his presence. 

The rule is, that you must prove the precise 
words laid in the declaration ; not indeed all the 
words which are charged, but so much of them as 
will constitute a sufficient cause of action (PARKE, 
J.).—STANNARD v. HARPER (1829), 5 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 295. 

983. Not substance as understood.] — 
HARRISON v. BEVINGTON, No. 38, ante. : 


& filed, 














the different statements were made 


which the judge allowed, 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


984. eo ——.J—RaAIny v. IBRAVU;s sVNUe OF 


an85. On material & defamatory aa 
Modern practice is that it 1s enough to oe 
substance of the words alleged or 1 wou d ee 
a material & defamatory part of them (SCRUTTON, 
L.J.).—TOURNIER v. NATIONAL PROVINCIAL & 
UNION BANK OF ENGLAND, [1924] 1 K. B. 461; 
93 L. J. K. B. 449; 130 L. T. 682; 40 T. L. R. 
214; 68 Sol. Jo. 441; 29 Com. Cas, 129, C. A. 
Annotation :—Montd. Waterhouse v. Barker, (1024) 2 K. B. 
759. 





986. Two distinct allegations—Proof of one 
sufficient.]——Though all the actionable words laid 
in any one count are not proved, yet if some are, 
pltf. shall have a verdict.—COMPAGNON v. MARTIN 
(1772), 2 Wm. BI. 790; 96 E. RK. 465. 

987. ——.} — FLOWER v. PEDLEY, No. 
981, ante. 

988. Libel in foreign language — Original must 
be set out.)—In an action for a libel written in a 
foreign language, pltf. must set forth the libel in 
the original: & if he only set out a translation 
of it, the ct. will arrest the judgment.—ZENOBIO 
v. AXTELL (1795), 6 Term Rep. 162; 101 E. R. 
48. 

| dnnolationa :-—Consd. Cook t. Cox (181 


Refd. Bradlaugh t. Rt. (1873), 3 Q. B. 
vt. Thomas (1848), 2 Car. & Kir, 806. 


989. ——— —--- With translation.}—-It. v. PEL- 
TIER (1803), 28 State Tr. 529. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Austria (Emperor) r. Day & Kossnuth 

(1861), 2 Giff. 628. 

990. —— ——-.]—In an action for words 
the declaration stated, that deft. said of pltf., 
‘‘he is a thief, a swindler, & a forger,”’ etc., deft. 

leaded not guilty. The words were proved to 
ave been spoken in the Welsh language, but 
were of the same meaning as the English words 
stated in the declaration. 

The judge at the trial allowed the declaration 
to be amended by translating the English words 
in the declaration into Welsh words of the same 
meaning, & inserting those Welsh words in the 
declaration.—JENKINS vu. PHILLIPS (1841), U 
C.& P. 766; 5 Jur. 252, N. P. 
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B. Variation between Proof and Words Pleaded. 


991. Variance fmmaterial.| — It is sufficient if 
words of defamation be substantially proved.— 
RATCLIFF (LADY) v. SHUBLEY (1591), Cro. Eliz. 
224; 78 E. R. 480. 
ees :—Apld. Compagnon u. Martin (1772), 2 Wim. BI. 


992. ——.}—If a special verdict find slanderous 
words as laid in the declaration, but superadd that 
they were spoken conjecturally, as ‘‘ I think in 

_ my conscience, etc.,’’ yet plitf. shall have judgment. 
_—SyYDENHAM v. MAN (1618), Cro. Jac. 407; Hob. 
180; 79 E. R. 348; sub nom. SYDNAM v. May, 


10 U. C. R. 113.—CAN, 


nor at what times & places they were 
made.— TOWNSEND t. O'KEEFE (1898), 
18 P. R. 147.—CAN. 


PART IV. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


979i. Words must be roved as 
alleged. }-—M'CONNELL sv. mM 
(1860), 10 1. C. L. R. 511.—IR, 


p. Proof of publication in nets- 
pauper—Failure to read or file.}—-In an 
action of libel for publication in a 
newspaper, pile counsel proted the 
neper containing the publication, but 
did not file it or read the article con- 
tuining the alleged libel. Deft.'s 
counsel opened his case, & said he 
would ho witnesses. Pitf.’s coun- 
sel then moved to have the paper read 


reserving leave to deft. to move to 
enter a nonsuit, if according to strict 
practice pitf. was not entitled to read 
the aper :—Held : the evidence 
offered was not admissible, except in 
the discretion of the judge trying tho 
at a on ha gga was therefore 
“cd, 7ROKS ©. RICH 
13. CoP 433 CAN oO’ (1868), 


PART IV. SECT. 6, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 


9911. Fariance immaterial.|— Tho 
last sentence of the libel as set aa was 

We supposed that they had become 
aware of the fact,” ete, The sentence 
as Proved wax, “ We supposed that 
they had by this time become aware 
of the fact” :—Held: variance imma- 
terial.—Smitey ©. MCDOUGALL (1863), 


991 ii. ——-.+—It is not necessary 
in slander to prove all the words 
as Jaid in the declaration, if the words 
roved do not qualify those alleged. 

he words alleged were, “ You per- 
jured yourself in the suit betweon T. 
& me before L.”” The words proved 
were, ** You perjured yourself in the 
suit between your brother T. & mo,” 
ete. :—Held: No variance.—VYE  ¢%. 
Alar aaa 11 N, B. R. (6 All.) 
388.—CA e 


001 ili. ——. }—In an ac ~ion forslander, 
if the words proved convey practiont 
the same meaning as the words lal 
the variance will be held immaterial 
or elae the judge will amend.—HAHN 
v. GEITEL & GETTEL (1915), 33 W. L. 
Rk, gy ; 9 WwW. Ww. R. 686.-— AN. 


Part IV.—Tue Statement. 


3 Bulst. 260; sub nom. SIDNAM v. Mayo, 1 Roll. 
Rep. 427, Ex. Ch. 





993. eo v. Wits (1817), 2 
Stark. 194, N. P. 

994. ———.|—-ORPwoopD v. BARKEs, No. 290, 
ante. 

995. -]—(1) A declaration charged the 





speaking of the following words—‘‘ 1 will do my 
best to transport him, as he has been working for 
me some time, & has been robbing me all the 


while.’’” The words proved to have been spoken 
were—‘' He has worked for me some time; & 
has been continually robbing me” :—J/Ield: this 


was no variance. 

(2) Deft. obtained a warrant to search the 
house of pltf. for goods of deft. suspected to have 
been stolen by pltf. He accompanied the ofticer 
to execute the warrant: & in accompanying him 
told the officer that pltf. had robbed him :—Held : 
this was not a privileged communication; inas- 
much as the speaking of the words was no part 
of deft.’s business when he accompanied the 
officer.— DANCASTER v. HEWSON (1828), 2 Man. 
& Ry. K. B. 176; 6L. J. 0.8. K. B. 311. 

996. Addition to charge.] —SYDENHAM  v. 
MAN, No. 992, ante. 

997. -}-— BoURKE v. WARREN, No. 
75, ante. 

998. -|—In an action of slander declaration 
stated the colloquium to be of & concerning certain 
meat of one A. which he had before purchased of 
pltf. who had before then purchased the same of 
certain other persons & had paid for the same. 
The declaration then stated that the slanderous 
words complained of imputing that pltf. had 
stolen the money with which he paid for the 
meat was spoken of & concerning the said meat. 
The part of the inducement which stated that 
plitf. had purchased the meat & paid for it was 
not proved :—Held: the want of such proof was 
immaterial.—Cox v. THOMASON (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 
361; 2 Tyr. 411; 1-L. J. Ex. 128; 149 E.R. 
154. 

999. Variance material—- Words spoken inter- 
rogatively.|——A count for slanderous words spoken 
affirmatively is not supported by proof that they 
were spoken by way of interrogatory.—BARNEs 
v. HOLLowAy (1799), 8 Term Rep. 150; 101 
HK. R. 1316. 

1000. .|—The words, ‘‘She is a_ great 
thief; she ought to have been transported,”’ are 
not in substance proved by evidence of the words 
““she is a damned bad one; she ought to have 
been transported.’”’ The words “she ought to 
have been transported,’ expressing only the 
opinion of the speaker, are not of themselves 
actionable. At least, unless connected by innu- 
endo with a colloquium of felony.—HUancock v. 
WINTER (1816), 7 Taunt. 205; 2 Marsh. 502; 
129 B. R. 82. 

1001. -.|—In an action for slander it is 
alleged, that the words were spoken of & concerning 
certain soap, alleged by A. to have been stolen. 




















1000 i. Variance material.}—-Where 
the words charged were, ‘‘ You robbed 
the mail,’’ & those proved, ‘I am not 
like you, running about the country 
with forged deeds, & robbing the mail 
as you did ’’:—Held: the variance 
was fatal——McCBRKAN ov. WILLIAMS 
(1838), 5 oO. S. 689.—CAN. 


1002 1. Omission of qualifying 
words.}—Where the declaration only 
charged deft. with saying of pitf., ‘‘ he 
burnt K.’s barn,” & the proof was that 
deft. added, ‘* because one of the girls 
would not marry him’ :—Qu.: 
whether there wae not a fatal variance. 


380.-—-CAN 
1002 ii. 





wintor.”’ 


“he, pitf., 





304.—CAN. 
1004 i. 





—MANLY tv. CoRRY (1847), 3 U. CG. R. 





charged were, ‘‘ He stole wheat last 
The words 
stole, away tho wheat 
in the night, & I was well aware of it, 
& could have put him in gaol for 
doing it’? :—eld: 
MCNAUGHT t. ALLEN (1851), 8 U. GC. R. 


Power of court to allow 
amendment, |--TOBIN v. GANNON (1901), 
34 N.S. R. 9.—CAN 


q. Trial on words proved—Amend- 
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The declaration is not supported by evidence that 
the words were spoken concerning; certain soap 
alleged by A. to have been taken out of his yard. 
SHEPHERD v. BLIss (1819), 2 Stark. 510, N. P. 

tanoation :—Distd. Cox v. Thomason (1832), 2 Cr. & J. 


1002. Omission of qualifying words.]— 
Where a libellous paragraph, as proved, contained 
two references, by which it appeared to be in fact 
the language of a third person speaking of pltf.’s 
conduct, & the declaration in setting it out had 
omitted those references :—Held : these omissions 
altered the sense of the remainder, & that the 
variance was fatal.—CARTWRIGHT v. WRIGHT 
(1822), 5 B. & Ald. 615; 1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
230; 106 K. R. 1315. 








1003. ——— ——_.] — Rainy v. Bravo, No. 978, 
ante. 
1004. Power of court to allow amendment. 


—In an action of slander, the words laid in the 
declaration were ‘‘ S, has got himself into trouble ; 
he is out on bail for £100, & he is to be tried at 
the Old Bailey, for buying cocks which have been 
stolen from P. & Co. by their apprentice, who sold 
them to W., who sold them to S.’”’ The words 
proved were, ‘S. has got himself into trouble ; 
he is out on bail for £100, & I have heard he is to 
be tried, etc.” :—Held: a variance; but one 
which might be cured by an amendment at Nisi 
Prius, under 3 & 4 W. c. 42, s. 23, or by a special 
indorsement on the Nisi Prius record under s. 24. 
—SMITH v. KNOWELDEN (1841), 2 Man. & G. 561 ; 
9 Dowl. 402; Drinkwater, 112; 2 Scott, N. R. 
657; 10 L. J. C. P. 126; 5 Jur. 269; 1383 HE. R. 
870. 

1005. .]—In an action of slander, an 
amendment of the words laid, refused; the 
variance being, that what was laid as a charge 
appeared to have been only the statement of a 
report. 

There is a fatal variance (MARTIN, B.),—PEARSE 
v. ROGERS (1860), 2 F. & F. 137, N. P. 








SEcT. 7. 





FUNCTIONS OF JUDGE AND JURY. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—THE JUDGE. 
A. Where No Innuendo Alleged. 

See, now, Libel Act, 1792 (c. 60). 

1006. Former practice—Libel or no_ libel— 
Question for judge.]—On the trial] of an indictment 
for a libel, the only questions for the jury are the 
fact of publication, & the truth of the innuendos. 
The question of libel or no libel is, necessarily, a 
question of law, for the sole consideration of the 
ct. out of which the record comes, & on which the 
judge at the trial is not called upon to give his 
opinion to the jury. 

It is no answer to a charge of criminal publica- 
tion of a libel to show that deft. had been told it 
was libellous, & not fit to be disseminated generally 
in the neighbourhood, & that he printed it with 


ewe, Of pleading on appeal.j}-—Where 
on an appeal in an action for slander 
it appears that there is a variance 
between tho words alleged & those 
proved, but. that the trial practically 
proceeded on the latter, the ct. may 
permit the pleadings to be amended 
so that the words alleged will be the 
same as those proved.—PERSEN v. 
Rainbow, [1922] 1 W. W. R. 592; 
ee L. R. 299; 17 Alta. L. R. 470.— 


-1}— Tho words 


proved were, 


a fatal variance.— 


xr. Proof not supporting declara- 
: tion. }—VANKEUREN ». GRIFFIS (1846), 
2U.C. R. 423.—CAN, 
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Sect. 7.—Functions of judye and jury: Sub-sect. 1, 
A., B. & C.; sub-sect. 2, A.| 


a view to disprove the imputation of having 

intended to promulgate a libel. These facts, if 

the composition be a libel, are, so far from con- 
stituting a defence, in aggravation rather than in 
mitigation of his guilt. 

Circumstances which amount to a lawful excuse, 
or a justification, are proper upon the trial, & can 
only be used there. Upon every such defence 
set up of a lawful excuse or justification, there 
necessarily arise two questions, one of law, the 
other of fact; the first to be decided by the ct., 
the second by the jury. Whether the fact alleged 
supposing it true, be a legal excuse, is a question 
of law; whether the allegation be true, is a 
question of fact ; &, according to this distinction, 
the judge ought to direct, & the jury ought to 
follow the direction; though by means of a 
general verdict they are intrusted with a power of 
blending law & fact, & following the prejudices 
of theiraffections or passions (LORD MANSFIELD ).— 
Rov. SnipLey (1784), 4 Doug. K. B. 733; 21 
State Tr. 847: 99 EF. R. 7743 aub nom. R. v. 
Sr. ASAPH (DEAN), 3 Term Rep. 428, n. 

_lnnotations :- Consd. Capital & Counties Bank vr. Henty 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. T41. Refd. MN. tr. Burdett (1821), 4 
B.& Ald. Sl4: Huntley ¢. Ward (1859), 6. BLN. SS. 
Sit; Nevill v. Fine Arts & General Insee., [1895] 2 Q. B. 
156. Mentd. Campbell r. R. (1847), TL Q. B. 8145) Le 
Pater (184), 33 L. J. M. C. 1425 Roe. Tolson (1889), 
23 Q. B.D. 168, 

1007. Words capable of two meanings.}|—-SIM- 
MONS v. MITCHELL, No. 577, ante. 

1008. Duty to withdraw case from jury-—--Words 
incapable of defamatory meaning.'-—-(1) It is libel- 
lous, & affords good cause of action as such to 
charge another with ingratitude, even though the 
iacts upon which the charge is grounded be 
stated. & are insufficient to support the charge. 

(2) To impute untruly pecuniary embarrass- 
ment to another, & the inability to purchase a 
certain property without the aid of a loan from a 
third party is libellous; even although it be at 
the same time stated that the loan was afterwards 
honourably repaid. 

(3) A judge is only justified in withdrawing the 
question of “libel or no libel’ from the jury in 
cases where he ts clearly of opinion that, if they 
were to find the matter a libel, their verdict would 
be set aside by the ct. above.---Cox v. LEE (1869), 
L. R. 4 Exch. 284; 88 L. J. Ex. 219; 21 L. T. 
17x, 

ae Wa fu (3) Apld. O'Brien c. Salisbury (1839), 
J, om hd, 

1009. -- --.--When  pltf. is suing for 
slanderous words, & the words he relies upon do 
not in any sense bear a defamatory & actionable 
meaning, the judge is justified in withdrawing the 
case from the jury, but in no other case can the 
defamatory meaning of words be treated as a 
matter of law so as to justify him taking that 
course. It would be misdirection on the part of 
the judge if he was to tell the jury, in an action 
for slander, that the question was not what was 
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1007 i. Hi ‘ords capable of two meanings, ] 
wou inaction for tibel itis the province 
“ the judge to determine whether tho 
words complained of are capable of a 
defamatory imeaning. If he thinks 
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Ke the proper course is for him to 
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neaning alleged. }-~Deft. admitted pub- 
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that the alleged defamatory matter 
was published of & concerning pitt. 
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were 
construction put on them by pitf, & 
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the sense reasonably conveyed by the words used 

to persons of ordinary understanding, but what 

was deft.’s intention in using those words.— 

O’BRIEN v. SALISBURY (MARQUIS) (1889), 54 J. P. 

215; 6T. L. R. 133, D.C. 

1010. ——.|—(1) Applt. acted for some 
time as agent to an insurance co. at his own 
offices. After some correspondence as to a change 
of terms upon which the parties could not agree, 
the co.’s secretary sent to persons who insured 
through applt. a circular stating that the agency 
of applt. at his offices had ‘ been closed by the 
directors.”” Applt. having brought an action for 
libel against the co. the judge ruled that the state- 
ment was capable of a defamatory meaning 
but that the occasion was privileged. The jury 
found a verdict for pltf., that the statement was a 
libel, that it was untrue, & that defts. had exceeded 
the privilege, but did not find actual malice :-— 
Held: judgment must be for the co., on the ground 
that the statement was not capable of a defamatory 
meaning, that it was true, that the occasion was 
privileged, that the finding of the jury as to 
excess of privilege was insufficient, & there was 
no evidence of malice for the jury. 

(2) In an action for libel, where the judge rules 
that the occasion is privileged, nothing short of 
evidence of malice will displace the privilege. 

(3) To constitute a libel, it is necessary not only 
that the words should be susceptible of a libellous 
meaning, but that in the mind of a reasonable 
man they would constitute an imputation upon the 
person complaining.—-NEVILL wv. Fine Arr & 
GENERAL INSURANCE Co., [1807] A. C. 68; 66 
L. J. Q. B. 195; 75 L. T. 606; G1 J.P. 500; 13 
T.L. R97, He L. 

Annotations :—.Aa8 lo (1) Apld. Adam rv. Ward, (I917] A.C. 
309, As to (3) Consd. Empire Typesetting Machine Co. 
of New York vt. Linotype Co. (1898), 78 L. T. 8. Folld. 
Ware & De Freville vo Motor Trade Assoon., (1921) 3 
K. B. 40.) Generally, Refd. Cornford +, Carlton Bank, 
(R99) TQ. BB. 38923) Dauncey eo Holloway (1901), R4 
LL. T. 649; Mapey c. Baker (1900), 73 J. 1. 289, Mentd. 
Stollery ro Maskelyne (1808), 14 PLL. Ro 793) Fleyd ¢. 
Gibson (1909), 100 L. T. 76h; Banbury rv. Bank of Mon- 
treal, (1998) A. ©. 626; Yorkshire Insce. vr. Craine, [1922] 
PAC. G41, 

Direction to jury.|—-Sce Sub-sect. 1, C., post. 


B. When Innuendo Alleged. 


1011. Duty of Judge to decide —Whether words 
capable of bearing meaning alleged.}-— Undoubtedly 
it is the duty of the judge to say whether a publica- 
tion is capable of the meaning ascribed to it by an 
innuendo ; but when the judge is satisfied of that, 
it must be left to the jury to say whether the 
publication has the meaning he ascribed to it. 
(WILDE, C.J.).—STurT v. BLaGG (1847), 10 Q. B. 
906; LIG KE. R. 343, Ex. Ch.; affg. S.C. sub nom. 
Biaaa v. Sturt (1846), 10 Q. B. Sud. 

Annotations ;~-Apld. Hunt. r. Goodlake (1873), 43 L. J.C. 7. 

54. Consd. Capital & Counties Bank rv. Henty (1882), 

7 App. Cas. 7415 Nevill ¢. Fine Arts & Goneral Insce. 

11895} 2 Q. B. 156, Retd. Harris r. Thompson (1853), 

3 C. B. 333; Harrison r. Bush (1855), 5 K. & B. 3t4; 

Procter sc. Webster (1685), 53 L. T. 765. 

1012. Corea eae ———~.]~--CAPEL uv. JONES, No. 162, 
ante, 
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1011 fv. -— --- Jot at the close 
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capable of | the 


Part 1V.—Tue STATEMENT. 


1013. .}— AUSTRALIAN NEWSPAPER 
Co. v. BENNETT, No. 900, ante. 

1014. If not to withdraw case from 
jury.}—In an action for libel it is the duty of the 
judge to determine, upon the evidence adduced 
at the trial, whether the words complained of arc 
reasonably capable of the defamatory meaning 
ascribed to them by the innuendoes, & if they are 
not, he is bound to withdraw the case from the 
jury & to direct either a nonsuit or a verdict for 
deft.—Hunr v. GOODLAKE (1873), 43 L. J. C. P. 
54; 20 L. T. 472. 




















1015. ———- —-—- ---—..]~-MULLIGAN v. COLE, No. 
931, ante. 
1016. —-—- ——.]/—CAPITAL & COUNTIES 


Bank v. Henry, No. 121, ante. 
1017, —— —-—.|/--FRosr vv. 
JOINT STOCK BANK, Lrp., No. 174, ante. 
1018. Matters to be considered by judge.j/— 
CAPITAL & COUNTIES BANK v. IHenty, No. 121, ante. 
Direction to jury.|— See (., post. 


LONDON 


C. Direction to Jury. 


1019. What is libel] in point of law.}]—(J) In an 
action for libel, the judge is not bound to state 
to the jury, as matter of law, whether the publica- 
tion complained of be a libel or not; but the 
proper course is for him to define what is a libel 
in point of law, & to leave it to the jury to say 
whether the publication in question falls within 
that definition; & as incidental to that, whether 
it is calculated to injure the character of pltf. 

(2) A publication may be a libel on a private 
person, which would not be any libel on a person 
in a public capacity; but any imputation of 
unjust or corrupt motives is equally libellous in 
either case. 

.. . Whether the particular publication is of 
that character [a libel]... is a question upon 
which a jury is to exercise their judgment, & pro- 
nounce their opinion, as a question of fact. The 
judge, as a matter of advice to them in deciding 
that question, might have given his own opinion 
as to the nature of the publication, but was not 
bound to do so as a matter of law... . Every 
subject has a right to comment on those acts of 
public men which concern him as a subject of the 
realm, if he do not make his commentary a cloak 
for malice & slander (PARKE, B.). 

(3) A publication without justification or lawful 
excuse, Which is calculated to injure the reputation 
of another by exposing him to hatred, contempt or 
ridicule, is a libel (PARK, B.).—PARMITER v. 
COUPLAND (18410), 6 M. & W. 105; 9 L. J. Ex. 
202; 4 Jur. 701; 151 EB. R. 340. , 
almnotations :-——As to (1) Consd. Capital & Counties Bank », 

Henty (1882), 7 App. Cas. 741; O’Brien v. Salisbury 

oe 54 J.P. 215. Refd. Baylis v. Lawrence (1840), 

11 Ad. & KI. 920; Hakewell «. fngram (1854), 2 C. L. Rh. 

1397; Paris +r. Levy (1860), 9 GC. B. N.S. 3423 Cox v, 

Tee (1869), L. KR. 4 Kxeh., 284; Henwood v. Harrison 

(1872), L. R. 7 CG. P. 606. Monson vr. Tussauds, Monson 
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vy. Tussaud, [1894] 1 Q. B. 671. As tw (2) Consd. Henwood 

v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 Cc. P. 606. Refd. Coxhead v. 

liichards (1846), 2 © LB. 569; Sutherland v, Stopes, 

{1925} A. C. 47. As to (3) Consd. M’Nally v. Oldham 

(1863), 8 L. T. 604. Refd. Capital & Counties Bank v. 

Henty (1882), 7 App. Cas. 741. 

1020. .|—On the trial of an issue of not 
guilty in an action for libel, it is no misdirection 
if the judge leaves to the jury the question, 
whether or not the publication be libellous, with- 
out stating his own opinion as to the particular 
publication, or defining what generally consti- 
tutes a libel—Bayiis v. LAWRENCE (1840), 11 
Ad. & El. 920; 3 Per. & Dav. 526; 9L. J. Q. B. 
196; 435. P. 443; 4 Jw. 652; 113 KE. R. 664. 
Annotationa :—Consd. Varis v. Levy (1860), 9 C. B. N.S. 

342. Refd. Hearne v. Stowell (1841), 4 Per. & Dav. 696 ; 

ape & Counties Bank v. Henty (1880), 49 L. J. Q. B. 

830, 

1021. Judge’s opinion as to libel.]— PARMITER v. 
CouPLAND, No. 1019, ante. 

1022. .}— BAYLIS v. LAWRENCE, No. 1020, 
ante. 

1023. What amounts to misdirection—Direction 
to consider intention of defendant.|—HaAtrE v. 
Winson, No. 901, ante. 











1024, --— .|-—-FisHER v. CLEMENT, No. 
902, ante. 
1025, —— -——.}--O’BRIEN v. SALISBURY 


(MARQUIS), No. 1009, ante. 

1026. Omission to direct no libel on record.] 
—(1) After verdict for pltf. on the issue of not 
guilty in an action for libel, the ct. will arrest the 
judgment if no libel on pltf. appears on the record. 

(2) Deft. is not entitled to a new trial for mis- 
direction, on the ground that the judge did not 
direct the jury that there was no libel on pltf. on 
the record, where the judge was not requested to 
do so, & the defence was arrested on a supposed 
privilege of publication. 

(3) The reading of a statement containing 
libellous matter against an individual, by way of 
illustration of an argument, in public speaking, 
is not a privileged communication, & such cir- 
cumstances do not rebut the presumption of 
malice.—HEARNE v. STOWELL (1841), 12 Ad. & 
Kl. 719; 4 Per. & Dav. 696; 11 L. J. Q. B. 25; 
6 Jur. 458. 

Annotations :-—<As to (1) Consd. Capel tv. Jones (1847), 4 

CG. B. 259: Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty (1882), 

7 App. Cas. 741. Refd. Alfred rv. Farlow (1846), 8 Q. B. 

854: Wakley v. Healey (1849), 4 Exch. 53. As to (3) 

Refd. Pearson v. Lemaitre (1843), 5 Man. & G. 700. 

1027. - Omission to put innuendo to jury.]— 
BABONNEAU v. FARRELL, No. 930, ante. 








SuB-sEecr. 2.--THE JURY. 
A. Construction of Words used. 
See Libel Act, 1792 (c. 60). 
1028. Libel or no libel.j|—R. v. BurpeErr, No. 
1097, post. 


that there is no question to go to a 
jury.—-BLUNDELL t GARDINER (cirea 
1878), 4 N. Z. Jur. N.S. 70.—N.2Z. 
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10197. WRAGtislibel in point of law. }— 
LeEsALIK 1. BLACKWOOD (E822), 3 Murr. 
165.-—S§COT., 

1019 ii. —--—.]—GiBsonn sor. 
(1823), 3 Murr. 271.—SCOT. 

1021 1. Judge's opinion aa to libel.|-— 
A Judge at Ntaft Priva may deliver his 
opinion to the jury, whether in fact a 
Writing ts a Libel or not.---HoOLROYVD vr. 
es (1886), 10 NOS. W.. m. be. 


MARR 


1021 fi, —---~.}—In an action for libel 
the Judge may tell the Jury that in his 


opinion the words or article complained 
of are libellous, provided lhe makes it. 
clonr to them that they are free to 
determine for themselves tho issuc of 
libel or no bel upon the evidence, 
entirely apart from his interpetation.— 
Knorr tt. TRUBGRAM PRINTING Co,, 
Lro., [1917] 3 W. W. R. 335.-—-CAN. 

1021 iii. ~}-—In an action for libel 
the judge may tell the jury whether 
or not, in his opinion, the article com- 
YWained of is libellous, but he is not 
ywund toa do RO.-—MACASSEY v0 BELL 
(eirea 1875), AN. GZ. Jur. 59.- -N.Z,. 

t. What amounts to misdirection.) 
---Ln an action of slander, where there 
is undisputed ovidenes that the words 
complained of applied to pitf., it is 
misdirection to leave to the jury to find 





whether deft., when he spoke the words, 
intended pitf., without pointing put 
such ovidence to them.—Goop  v, 
Goop (1883), 22 N. B. R. 439.—CAN. 


a. ~—In an action claimir 
damages for slander, the judge directe 
the jury that if deft. had not used the 
words complained of in any sense which 
involved the charge of stealing he was 
entitled to a verdict :—Held: mis- 
dircction.— RHODENIZER v. RRODENIZER 
(1919), 52 N.S. R. 234; 50D. L. R. 
344. -—-CAN. 
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1028 i. Libel or no libel.J|—DwYrrR v. 
mua err as (1877), 3 V. L. R. LL. 296. 
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Sect. rene of judge and jury: Sub-sect. 2, 
-] 


1029. —-.-.]—In an action for libel, the declara- 
tion stated that pitf. & M. had been duly con- 
victed of conspiring to extort money from C., & 
received judgment, but that deft. published that 
the counsel, who moved for judgment, had stated 
pltf. to be the writer of a letter which was in fact 
written by M. Issue was joined on a plea of not 
guilty. Pitf., at the trial, proved the publication 
& the indictment & sentence, the letter being sct 
out in the indictment as an overt act of the con- 
spiracy, & called the counsel as a witness, who 
deposed that he had in fact made the statement :— 
Held: on this evidence it was properly left to the 
jury whether the P Ukaabacieria was a libel, &, the 
jury having found a verdict of not guilty, this 
was not contrary to the evidence.—STOCKDALE v. 
TARTE (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 1016; 111 E. R. 1065. 
Ol +—Refd. Greville vr. Chapman (1844), 5 Q. B. 

( . 


1030. —_— Though against opinion of judge.!— 
In an action of libel, where the meaning of the 
publication proved is not beyond all question, the 
jury may put their own construction, & find for 
deft., although the judge give them his decided 
opinion that the publication is libellous.—EMPSON 
oe (1837), Will. Wohl. & Dav. 10; 1 Jur. 


1031. ——..]—PARMITER v. COUPLAND, No. 1019, 
ante. 

1032. ——-.]— In actions for libel, although the 
judge is to leave it to the jury whether, under the 
circumstances, the publication is a libel, on the 
general issue, guilty or not guilty, yet if they find 
a verdict. for deft. on that issue, in a case in which 
no question is made as to the fact of publication, 
nor as to its application to pltf., the ct. can set 
aside the verdict. In an article on the subject 
of the want of some efficient protection for married 
women, the writer mentioned two cases as showing 
the necessity for legislation; one case being 
described as that of a husband who acted towards 
his wife like ‘a sot & a brute’; and then the 
article proceeded. '* The other is that of Mrs. H.,"’ 
meaning the wife of pitf., ‘who having been 
restored to her husband’s protection by a decree 
of the Ecclesiastical (t., found her misery so 
aggravated by the restitution of her conjugal 
rights, that she was compelled to resort to the police 
ct. for the little help the law gives’; & it con- 
cluded by saying that the law did not meet such 
cases ; & that ** the condition of woman, when the 
brute intervenes, is more oppressive than that of 
the negro.” Plea, not guilty. It was not disputed 
that the passage applied to pltf., but no evidence 
was given as to the matters referred to. The ct. 
set aside the verdict for deft., & granted a new 
i aaah v. INGRAM (1454), 2 C. L. R. 

1033. -;-~ Deft. having said of a trader in 
his shop, before customers, that wholesale dealers 
were going to close their accounts with him & to 
shut him up :—Held : it was for the jury, whether 
these words imputed actual or likel y insolvency.— 
GOSTLING v. BROOKS (1860), 2 F. & F. 76. 

1034. J—WILSON v. REED, No. 5, ante. 

FEE ee tase Smee EE ILE 








1028 fi. -——.]-—Hanris v. CLAYTON MINGS (1805 ¥" 
(1861), 21 N. BL R. 237.—CAN, 350. CAN. oar 
1028 fii. —--—.|—1t ts for the jury to 102 


say whether alleged defamatory matter 
puitished is @ libel or not, & the widest 
atitude is given to them in dealing with 
it.—-W ie v. CARMAN (1889), 17 O. RB, 


( 
4 
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Sv. ——.}-—CAMERON ©. OVEREND 
1905), 15 Man. L. R. 4083 1 W. W, RR 
.—CAN., 


1028 vi. ——,}—On the facts :—Ifeld: 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


1085. ——.]—Cox v. LEE, No. 1008, ante. 
10386. ———.]|—Declaration, that pltfs. were 
manufacturers of bags, & manufactured a bag 
which they called the ‘“‘ Bag of Bags,” & deft. 
rinted & published, concerning pltfs. in their 
usiness, the words following: ‘‘ As we have not 
seen the Bag of Bags, we cannot say that it is 
useful, or that it is portable, or that it is elegant. 
All these it may be, but the only point we can deal 
with is the title, which we think very silly, very 
slangy, & very vulgar; & which has been forced 
upon the notice of the public ad nauseam :— 
Held: it was a question for the jury whether the 
words did not convey an imputation on pltfs. 
conduct in their business, & whether the language 
went beyond the limits of fair criticism.—J ENNER 
v. A’BECKETT (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 11; 41 L. J. 
Q.B.14; 25L. T. 464; 365. P.38; 20 W. KR. 181. 
Annotations :-—-Refd. Miller v. David (1874), L. Ro GC. P. 


118: Empire Typesetting Machine Co. of New York vt. 
Linotype Bo. (1893), 70 L. T. 8; Griffiths vr. Benn (1911), 
27 T. L. RR. 346. 


1087. ---—.]—The W. M. N. & the W. D. M. 
were rival papers published in the same town. 
On the occasion of an agriculture show at G., the 
W. M. N. published an article saying that in the 
show yard an audacious attempt to obtain money 
by false pretences had been detected & exposed, 
to wit, that a “ certain newspaper of limited cit- 
culation, published in a town remote from G., 
has inserted, without any order to do so, columns 
of advertisements referring to the implements on 
view, copied from other newspapers to which 
advertisements have been given, or from papers of 
a year ago,” & alleging that the object: was to 
swell the number of advertisements in the paper & 
to inveigle the manufacturers into payment by 
subsequently sending in bills for the spurious 
advertisements. A week after the publication 
of this: article another appeared, in which the 
charge of inserting advertisements without orders 
was made against the TV. D. M. in terms :—Held : 
(1) although the first) article did not refer in 
express terins to any individual or to any news- 
paper, evidence might be given to show to whom 
& to what it had reference, which was a question 
for the jury ; (2) it was for the jury to say whether 
the alleged libel applied to the management of 
pitf.’s paper, &, if so, whether it was a libel on 
plitf. personally by means of imputing personal 
misconduct to him, or as reflecting on the way in 
which he managed his business; for, although it 
might not have been meant to charge the pitf. 
with any actual personal corruption, yet, if it were 
a charge on-the management of his. commercial 
business, that it was being carried on in a disgrace- 
ful way, it would be for the jury to say whether 
it was libellous. 

(3) The circulation & position of a newspaper 
are not matters of general public interest, & a 
discussion on the subject is not protected if it be 
libellous.-—LATIMER v. WESTERN MORNING NEWS 
Co. (1871), 25 L. T. 44. 

1038. --—.)—-In cases of libel the meaning of 
the words used, the fairness of a report, & the 
meaning of comments added by a reporter, are 
questions entirely for a jury to decide & should 
not be hastily withdrawn from a jury.—-STREET v. 
8.13 R.& G.) (1911), 16 B.C. R. 200.--CAN. 

Ht. --——. }--WILa0N 0. LONDON 


1028 v 
Free Preaa PRINTING Co. (1919), 44 
QO, lL. R. 12; 45 D. L. R. wos tOAN. 


1028 vill. --—.}—Whcther the state- 
ment is defamatory is a question for 


223,—-C A the qnostion of libel or no Hhel was for the jury.—CovoHTREY v. EVENING 
‘ the Jury, & that the verdict should not STAR Co. Lp. (1908), 21 N. Z L. BR. 
1028 iv. -}~ARCHIBALD ».CuM- be dislurbed.—H¥ePBURN ¢. Beatrix 116-2. i 


Parr IV.—Tue Statement. 


yageneue VICTUALLERS’ SOCIETY (1874), 22 W. R. 

1039, ——.]—EXyre v, GARLICK, 
FRANKLIN (1878), 42 J. P. Jo. 68. 

1040. Words capable of two meanings.]— 
SIMMONS v, MITCHELL, No. 577, ante. 

1041. -}—In directing a jury in an 
action of libel the libel should be placed before 
them, & they should be asked what in their 
opinion it would represent to persons of ordinary 
intelligence reading it, & if the libel can bear 
more than one meaning the question is purely 
one for the jury to decide.—GRaANT v. YATES 
(1886), 2 T. L. R. 868, C. A. 

10 .]|—Wherever deft.’s words are 
capable both of a harmless & an injurious meaning, 
it will be a question for the jury to decide which 
meaning the readers would, on the occasion in 
question, have reasonably given to the words; 
surrounding circumstances may be looked at.- 
CHURCHILL v. GEDNEY (1889), 53 J. P. 471. 

1043. -|—COoULSON (WILLIAM) & SONS v. 
COULSON (JAMES) & Co., No. 2232, post. 

1044, ——.]|—LinotyerE Co., Lrp. v. BRITISH 
EMPIRE TYPE-SETTING MACHINE Co., Lrp., No. 
113, ante. 

1045, -—-—.]-—DAKHYL v. 
1823, post. 

1046. Whether published by defendant.})—Eyru 
Y eae EYRE v. FRANKLIN (1878), 42 J. P. 

o. 68. 

1047. Whether words proved substantially those 
pleaded.]|—WriIGHT v. CLEMENTs, No. 968, ante. 


B. Construction of Innuendo. 


1048. Question for jury.|—A declaration for a 
libel stated that on a certain night, a gentleman 
was hocussed & robbed in a public-house kept by 
pltf.—ionuendo, ‘“‘that a person had becn 
feloniously drugged & robbed in the said public- 
house of pltf., & thereby intending to cause it to 
be believed that the said public-house of pltf. was 
the resort of, & frequented by felons, thieves, & 
depraved & bad characters.’”? The jury having 
returned a verdict for deft., notwithstanding that 
witnesses called for pltf stated that they had 
ceased to frequent pltf.’s house in consequence of 
the publication, & that they understood the libel 
as an imputation upon pltf. & upon the character 
& conduct of his house, the ct. refused to grant a 
rule for a new trial.—BROOME v. GOSDEN (1845), 
1C. B. 728; 135 BE. R. 728. 

Se alcty :—Consd. O’Brien ¢v. Salisbury (1889), 54 J. P. 
vo. 


1049. If words capable of alleged meaning.| 
—STURT v. BLAGG, No.'1011, ante. 

1050. —— .|—Pltfs., vocalists, advertised 
in a theatrical newspaper as follows: ‘‘ The Sisters 
Hartridge have great pleasure in thanking Messrs. 
Chappell & Co., Messrs. Metzler & Co.,’’ music 
publishers, ‘“ & others, for their kind unhesi- 
tating permission to sing any morceaur from their 
musical publications.’ Deft., who was interested 
as agent for the proprictors of the “ stage-right ”’ 
of certain songs published by the firms mentioned, 
wrote to the proprictors of two music halls at which 
pltfs. were engaged to sing, to the effect that the 
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under the Copyright Act, 1842 (c. 45), inasmuch 
as the publishers named had in some instances no 
power to give the alleged permission, & insinuating 
that music hall singing was not calculated to create 
a demand for their musical publications. Upon‘ 
a motion to set aside a nonsuit :—Held : inasmuch 
as the letters were reasonably susceptible of a 
construction ‘which would make them libellous, 
the opinion of the jury ought to have been taken 
upon their meaning.—HArRT v. WALL (1877), 2 
C.P.D. 146; 46 L. J. Q. B. 227; 25 W. R. 373. 


Annotalion :—Dbtd. Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 741. 


1051. .}—The proprietors of a trades 
gazette called the Hatters’ Gazette, published, on 
Dec. 1, 1887, under the heading ‘‘ County 
Court Judgments,”’ the following notice: ‘' Wil- 
liams, Stewart, Leadenhall House, Leadenhall 
Street, hatter, for £27 ls., Oct. 13.’’ It appeared 
that, although the judgment had been duly 
recorded & registered, & there was no entry of 
satisfaction on the register, yet Williams, deft. in 
the County Ct. action, had, some time previously 
to Dec. 1, settled with his opponent out of ct., 
but had taken no steps to procure an entry of 
satisfaction on, or a removal of the judgment 
from, the register. The jury found that the libel 
meant that there was, on Dec. 1 an unsatisfied 
judgment against pltf.:—Held: (1) the words 
were capable in law of that meaning; (2) the fact 
that the words were a correct transcript of the 
register of county ct. judgments was not a defence 
to the action in the face of the finding of the jury.— 
WILLIAMS v. SmitTH (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 134; 58 
L. J. Q. B. 21; 59 L. T. 757; 52 J. P. 823; 37 
W.R. 93; 5 T. L. R. 23, D.C 


Annotation :—.18 to (2) Expld. & Distd. Searles v. Scarlett, 
[1892] 2 Q. B. 56. 


1052. —— .|—Resp., a Member of Parlia- 
ment, asked a question in the House of Commons 
implying that C. had been guilty of improper 
conduct. C. wrote to resp. to complain of the 
imputation of his character, & subsequently pub- 
lished his letters in a newspaper of which applts. 
were proprietors. One letter containing the 
following passage: ‘‘ Supposing for example, I 
sent a question ... based on hearsay evidence 
to the effect that I heard. from a gentleman whom 
I would not think of doubting, that you were 
in a state of delirium tremens. ... Or suppose 
I had added to that further stories I had 
heard that you were utterly intoxicated in 
the streets.”” Resp. brought an action for libel 
against the proprietors of the newspaper :—Held : 
the words were capable of being reasonably 
understood in a libellous sense, & therefore that 
there was a question to go to the jury.—RITCHIE 
& Co. v. Sexron (1891), 64 L. T. 210; 55 J. P. 
389; 7 T. L. R. 388, H. L. 

Annotation :—Refd. Stubbs v. Russell, [1913] A. C. 386. 

10538. .}-— AUSTRALIAN NEWSPAPER 
Co. v. BENNETT, No. 900, ante. 

1054. J—-STONE v. BrREwis (No. 1) 
(1902), 47 Sol. Jo. 70, C. A. 

1055. .|—It is the province of the jury to 
say what the words mean (JERVIS, C.J.).—-PROFERT 
v. TREGEAR (1851), 17 L. T. O.S. 51. 





























advertisement, if relied upon in every particular, 1056. ——— Words of slang character.]|—Bar- 
was calculated to lead them to incur penalties NETT v. ALLEN, No. 870, ante. 
PART IV. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. wilful & corrupt perjury. The 1048 iii. .]}——Where the innuendo 


1048 i. Question for jury.J—JACKSON 
a aa (1844), § U. C. R. 19.-- 


~~Held : 

1048 ii, ——-.]—Demurrer to two 
counts of plitf.’s writ in an action of 
slander, the innuondo in both counta 
being that pitf. had been guilty of 


demurrer was on the ground that the 
words were not actionable on them- 
selves, & did not support the innuendo : 
the counta were good, & it 
was for the jury to say whether pitf. 
was warranted in putting the meaning 
upon them set out.—FERGUSON fr. 

(1870), 8 N. & R. 135.—CAN, 


in a declaration for libel alleges that 
the words were used in a defamatory 
sense, the question becomes one for 
a jury.— BLUNDELL 0. GARDINER (circa 
1878), 4 N. Z. Jur. N.S. 70.—N.Z. 


1048 iv. ——.}— BUTCnER v. PAYTON 
Py y N, DL. L. R. 240.— N.Z, 
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LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Part V.—Publication. 


Sect. 1.—-LIBEL. 
SuB-sEcr. 1.—WuHAt AMOUNTS TO. 
A. In Civil Cases. 

(a) In General. 


1057. Meaning of publication.] — PULLMAN v. 
Hint & Co., No. 1069, post. 

1058. Delivery to a stranger—Of communica- 
tion or copy |—CASE DE LIBELLIS FAMosIs, No. 
1167. post. 

1059. On request.|—A person who having 
a copy of a libellous caricature, shows it to another 
on being requested so to do, is not thereby liable 
to an action for maliciously publishing it.—SMITH 
v. Woop (1812), 3 Camp. 323, N. P. 

Annotation :—Refd. RK. v. Carlile (1845), 1 Cox, C. C. 229. 

1060. -|—(1) The first count, in an 
action for libel, was in respect of a newspaper 
published more than seventeen years before action 
brought. Stat. Limitations being pleaded :— 
Held: the plea was negatived by proof that a 
single copy had been purchased from deft. for 
pitf. by pltf.’s agent, within the six years. 

(2) Other counts were in respect of other libels, 
alleged to impute to pltf. the libellous matter 
charged in the first count, which was sect out by 
way of inducement in cach count. The libels 
themselves, in these other counts, did not refer to 
that in the first count. Stat. Limitations was 
pleaded to so much of these counts as related to 
the matter in the first count :—Held: the plea 
was negatived as to these counts also; X, further, 
it was not necessary to tell the jury, in estimating 
the damages as to such matter, to take into con- 
sideration the fact that the only publication 
proved had been the sale to the agent. 

Deft., who, on the application of a stranger, 
delivers to him the writing which libels a third 
person, publishes the libellous matter to him, 
though he may have been sent for the purpose of 
procuring the work by that third person (COLE- 











RIDGE, J.).— Brunswick (DUKE) v. HARMER 
(1849), 14 Q. B. 185; 19 L. J. Q. B. 20; 14 
LT. O. 8S. 198; 14 Jur. 110; 117 E.R. 75; 


subsequent proceedings (1850), 1 L. M. & P. 505. 

1061. Delivery by governor of province—-To 
Prey General My NAR v. Gore, No. 2062, 
post. 

1062. Transmission of letter—To correspondent 
abroad.!—Warb 7. Smirn, No. 1621, post. 

1063. Letter read by person other than 
addressee--Servant in breach of duty—Letter 
enclosed.|—Deft. sent through the post in an 
unclosed envelope a written communication which 
pitfs. alleged was defamatory of them. The com- 
munication was taken out of the envelope & read 
by a butler who was a servant at the house to 
which the envelope was addressed in breach of his 
duty & out of curiosity. In an action for libel 
brought by pltfs. against deft.:--Held: there 
was no evidence of publication by deft. of the 
communication, & therefore the action would not 
lie—HUuTH v. liurs, [1915] 3 K. B. 32; 84 
y a K. B. 1307; 113 L. 'T. 145; 31 T. 1. R. 350, 


Annotation :-—Consd. Loft v. British & French C ic. 
Manufacturing Co. & Gibson, [1918] 2 Kb Ol 





PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
A. (a). 


1059 i. Delivery to a stranyer—On 








1064. Not intended by defendant.]— 
One TH. P., who contemplated purchasing a house 
from pltf. requested his son F. P., with whom he 
was staying for a few days, to write to deft. to 
make certain inquirics respecting pltf. F. P. 
wrote in his own name & from his own address 
asking for the information in confidence. Deft. 
replied by letter which arrived at F. P.’s house 
during his absence; it was opened & read by 
H. P. & was not seen or read by IF. P. In an 
action by pltf. against deft. in respect of alleged 
libellous statements in his letter the jury found 
that deft. did not know or expect that his letter 
might probably be opened or seen by a person 
other than the addressee; that deft. did not 
bond fide believe that what he wrote was true ; 
that deft. was actuated by malice in writing the 
letter; & they assessed the damage at £75 :-~— 
Held: judgment must be entered for deft. as 
there had been no publication of the libel by hita.-— 
POWELL v. GELSTON, [1916] 2 K. B. 615; 85 
L. J. K.B.1788; 115 L. T. 379; 32 T. L. R. 703 ; 
60 Sol. Jo. 696. 

Sec, also, Nos. 1078-1084, post. 

1065. Mere printing—Whether publication to be 
inferred.]—WATTS v. FRASER, No. 1160, post. 

Compure No. 1155, post. 


1066. Copying a libel.!}—-R. v. Beare, No. L141, 
t 


NT. 

1067. Telegram.}—-WiLTIAMSON v. FREER, No. 
1182. port. 

1068. }—A postcard was sent by deft. to 
pitf£. & a telegram was sent. by deft. to her husband, 
each containing a libel on plitf. :--Held : a publica- 
tion.—-CHATTELL v. TURNER (1896), 12 T. L. R. 
3060, N. 2B. 

1069. Letter locked in drawer —Taken & pub- 
lished by thief.|—In an action for libel it appeared 
that the alleged libel was contained in a letter 
respecting pltfs. two of the members of a partner- 
ship, written on behalf of defts. a limited co., & 
sent by post in an envelope addressed to the firm. 
The writer did not know that there were other 
partners in the firm. ‘The letter was dictated b 
the managing director of defts. to a clerk, who too 
down the words in shorthand & then wrote them 
out in full by means of a typewriting machine. 
The Ictter thus written was copied by an office boy 
in & copying press. When it reached its destina- 
tion, it was in the ordinary course of business 
opened by a clerk of the firm, & was read by two 
other clerks :-—Held: the letter must be taken 
to have been published both to pltfs.’ clerk & 
defts.’ clerks, & neither occasion was privileged. 

What is the meaning of ‘‘ publication’’? The 
making known the defamatory matter after it 





has been written to some person other than the 


request.|-~ WILSON tt. MUTUAL STORK, 
Lrp, (1899), 25 V. L. . 262%. AUS 


10641. Zransmission of letler-—~-Lelter 


person of whom it is written. If the statement 
is sent straight to the person of whom it is written, 
there is no publication of it; for you cannot 
publish a libel of a man to himself. If there was 
no publication, the question whether the occasion 
was privileged does not arise. If a letter is not 
communicated to any one but the person to whom 
it is written, there is no publication of it; &, if 
the writer of a letter locks it up in his own 


by person ather than 
Not intended by defendant.)-- Fox rv. 
Brovriuck (1864), 141.0. L. R. 453.-— 


Part V.—PUBLICATION. 


& a thief comes & breaks open the desk & takes 
away the letter & makes its contents known, I 
should say that would not be a publication. If 
the writer of a letter shows it to his own clerk in 
order that the clerk may copy it for him, is that 
a publication of the letter? Certainly it is show- 
ing it to a third person; the writer cannot say to 
the person to whom the letter is addressed, ‘ I 
have shown it to you & to no one else.’’ I cannot, 
therefore, fecl any doubt that, if the writer of a 
letter shows it to any person other than the person 
to whom it is written, he publishes it (Lorp 
Esuer, M.J.). 

Moreover, the letter was directed to pltfs.’ firm, 
& was opened by one of their clerks. The sender 
might have written ‘“ Private ’’ outside it, in order 
to prevent its being opened by a clerk. Defts. 
placed the letter out of their own control, & took 
no means to prevent its being opened by pltfs.’ 
clerks. In my opinion, therefore, there was a 
publication of the letter, not only to the type- 
writer, but also to the clerks of pitfs.’ firm. Assum- 
ing, then, that there was publication, the question 
next arises, whether the occasion was privileged. 
A confusion is often made between a privileged 
communication & a privileged occasion. It is 
for the jury to say whether a communication was 
privileged ; but the question whether an occasion 
was privileged is for the judge, & that question 
only arises when there has been publication to a 
third party (Loprs, L.J.).— PuLLMAN v. Hint & 
Co., [1891] 1 Q. B. 524: 601. J. Q. B. 2993 64 
L. T. 6891; 3809 W. R. 2633; 77. L. R. 173, C. A. 
Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Boxsius r+. Goblet Fréres, 

(1894) 1 Q. BR. 8425 Kdmondson te. Birch & Horner, {1907 J 

1K. B. 371; Roff v. British & French Chemical Manu- 

facturing Co. & Gibson, '1918] 2K. 8.677. Refd. Stuart 


v. Bell, (1891) 2 Q. B. 3413; Sharp x, &k 90 
ToL. R. 336. ’ ues (1909), 25 


1070. Letter directed to plaintiff’s firm—Marked 
ee ee vt. Winn & Co., No. 1069, 
ante. 

1071. Applying libel written by third party.|— 
Deft. published in a newspaper, under the heading 
‘** Parochial Matters at E.,”’ a letter containing the 
words: ‘I refer all readers of the letters on this 
subject to the Primate’s speech on the Clergy 
Discipline Act.’? The Primate’s speech contained 
serious allegations against an unnamed clergyman. 
Three paragraphs of the statement of claim in an 
action for libel brought by the rector of F. against 
deft. set out deft.’s letter & the portion of the 
Primate’s speech which contained the allegations, 
& alleged that deft. intended by his letter that 

Itf. was the object of the Primate’s allegations :— 

eld: upon an application to strike out the three 
paragraphs ; the matters therein alleged amounted 
to a publication of a libel by deft. upon pltf., & 
disclosed a cause of action.—LAWRENCE v. NEW- 
BERRY (1891), 64 L. T. 797; 39 W. R. 605; 7 
T. L. R. 588, D.C. 
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1072. Taking round documents for signature— 
Solicitor.|—-BROWNE v. Hoc (1893), 9 T. L. R. 
550, N. BP. 

1073. Postcard.|—CHATTELL v. No. 
1068, ante. 

Verbal repetition in presence of others.|—See 
Nos. 1167-1169, yost. 


TURNER, 


(b) Must be to Third Party. 

1074. General rule.]—No action on the case lies 
against one who sends a libel written in a letter 
sealed & directed to the party libelled, without 
any other publication: but such offence is indict- 
able.-—EDWARDS v. WooTon (1607), 12 Co. Rep. 
35; 77 EB. RR. 1316. 

Annotation :—-Mentd. R. v. Beere (1698), 12 Mod. Rep. 218. 
1075. ——_.|— Barrow v. LEWELLIN (1615), 

Hob. 62: 80 F. BR. 211. 

Annotations :—Mentd. R. v. Beere (1698), 12 Mod, Rep. 
218; Baldwin v. Elphinston (1775), 2 Win. BI. 1037. 
1076. .|—PHILLIPS v. JANSEX, No. 385, 

ante, 

1077. Whether communicated to third party— 
Question for jury—Letter to party libelled trans- 
mitted by means of third party.|—In an action for 
a libel contained in a letter transmitted by deft. 
to pltf., by means of a third person it is a question 
for the jury whether there has been any publica- 
tion of the libel, except to pltf. himself, & if there 
has not, deft. is entitled to their verdict.— CLUTTER- 
BUCK v. CHAFFERS (1816), 1 Stark. 471, N. P. 





(c) Who is or is not a Third Parly. 
i. Clerk. 

1078. Plaintiff’s clerk—Probability of letter being 
opened by clerk—Knowledge of defendant—Letters 
usually so opened.]— Action for a libel contained 
in a letter written by deft. to plitf.: proof that 
deft. knew that the letters sent to pltf. were 
usually opened by his clerk, is evidence to go to 
the jury of deft.’s intention, that the letter should 
be read by a third person.—DELACROIX Vv. 
THEVENOT (1817), 2 Stark. 63, N. P. 
Annotations :—Consd. Huth v. Huth, [1915] 3 K. 

Refd. Powell v. Gelston, [1916] 2 K. B. 615. 

1079. Letter opened in course of clerk’s 
business.|—-The alleged libel was contained in a 
letter written by deft. to pltf. & addressed to him 
at his residence & place of business. The letter 
was opened & read by a person in the employment 
of pltf. as clerk. On the jury finding that the 
letter was opened by a person other than pitf. in 
the ordinary course of business; that the writer 
did not expect any one to open the letter but pltf. ; 
but that the probability was that some person in 
the employment of the receiver might see the 
letter :—Held: there had been a publication of 
the libel—GoMERSALL tv. Davigs (1898), 14 
T. L. Ry. 430, C. A, 





B. 32. 








| Annotations :-—Consd. Huth v. Huth, [1915] 3 K. B. 32. 


1073 i. ?°ostcard.}—-Sending by muaila : ~For circulation to trade associa- 
ostcard addressed to pltf. containing tion--—Pudblication to copyist. -—HARPER 
ibellous matter is a publication of the v% HAMILTON RETAIL | GROCERS’ 

libel.— MOTHERSILL ov. Youna, 18 ASSOCN. (1900), 21 C. L. T. 23; 32 
C. 1. T. Oce. N. 5.—CAN, Q. 2. 295.—CAN. 


1078 ii. «/—-The transmission by d. Letter read by bookkeeper.) — 
ost. of at anedvared giwabe contain- eae aac to iota action 
ng matter libellous of the person to or defamation. . sent a letter con- 

whoin it ie addressed is an actionable taining defamatory statements to Z PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
} ublication of the libel.—loBingon v. The letter was opened by Z%.’s book- A, (b). 
ONKS (1879), 4 L. R. Ir. 391.—IR. keeper. There was nothing to show 10741. Gencral rule.] — Slanderous 

1073 iii, ——.)--M‘CANN or. EF that H. was responsible for the opening gtatements, either aral or writien, 

ries Houeiie Skul sane os of the letter by the bookkeeper, or goncerning the person to whom they 
(1889), 28 .) ie tr 2s RS LOTH CO. that he knew if would be opened by are addreased will found an action of 


& slander does not require communica- 
tion to more persons than one; there 
need not be anything like publication 
in the common acceptance of the term. 
—GOVINDAN NAIR ¥. ACHUTA MENON 
(1916), I. L. R. 39 Mad. 433.—IND. 





him :-—-Held: this did not constitute damages at his instance although no 
b. Delivery to former — servant's dublication.—HaL.v. ZIETSMAN (1899), . — 
Vane) que ae is ee T. STALEY 16 8.C. 213; 9C. T. R. 201.—S8. ‘AF. Cole eres Ree on ee ee 


e. Communication to one — suffi- 


MACKAY ©. M‘CANKIE eae Ae R. 
cient.|——Publication in regard to libel alas 


, (Ct. of Seas.) 537; 20 Sa. L. 
eo. Preparation of capies of — state- scorT. 
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Sect. A. (c) 


Reld, Powell r Coste Ni etuirliae Co. 
genie J—PIitf. sued deft., claim: 

libel contained in & letter which 

his office—that. being 
known to deft. The 
when plitf. was 


ac 


the only aagaress ur pres: 
letter was delivered on a Saturday, 
away on a week end holiday, & ~~ 2 
was usuza in such circumstances, by pltf.’s . 

& read by him & a clerk. At the trial the two 
following questions were submitted to the jury :— 
(1) Was the letter sent. by deft. likely, according 
to the ordinary course of business, to be opened by 
a partner or clerk? Answer.—Yes. (2) Might 
it, according to deft.’s knowledge, be possible for 
the letter to be opened by a partner or clerk of 
pltf.? Answer.—No.—Held: on these findings 
judgment must be entered for deft., as publication 
was negatived.— SHARP v. SKUES (1909), 25 T. L. R. 
336, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Powell v. Gelston, {1916} 2 K. B. 615. 

Refd Roft r. British & French Chemical Manufacturing 

Co. & Gibson, [1918] 2 K. B. 677. 

1081. Letter not marked private—Opened 
by clerk in course of business.] — PULLMAN vt. 
limi & Co., No. 1069, aie. 

1082. Defendant’s clerk—Dictation to clerk— 
By manager of company.j;—PULLMAN v. Hit, & 
Co., No. 1069, ante. 

1083. —— In course of business—Made in 
interest of client.|;—Boxsivs v. GOBLET FRERES, 
No. 1485, posi. 

1084. As matter of routine.|—TItfs., 
G. M. & A. W., respectively managing director & 
auditor of a limited co., brought a libel action 
against L. W., a solr., because of words in bills of 
costs which were sent to E. M., the father of G. M., 
who held preference shares in the co., & to a solr., 
who represented a daughter of E. M., H., who 
was also a shareholder in the co. The material 
words in the bill of costs which was sent to E. M. 
were :--~'' Long attendance on Mr. BE. M.... 
he insisted that Mr. G. M. was applying the co.’s 
money for his own ends, & it was believed that at 
the bottom of the difficulties was Mr. W., who was 
the auditor of the co., & whom he distrusted.’’ 
Sinular words were used in the bill of costs which 
was sent to H.’s solr. Pltfs. alleged that the 
words were published to a typist who typed the 
bills of costs, to E. M., who was blind & had to 
have the bill read to him, & also to H.’s solr. 
Upon the pleas of privilege & of no publication :— 
Held: the mere dictation of a bill of costs to a 
typist, as a matter of office routine, was not 
publication, & while there was no absolute privi- 
lege in a bill of costs there was privilege when a 
solr. inserted in it without malice information 


~~ ne ne 

















PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.— 1084 ji. --—- - 
cy (c) i, 


1082 i. Defendant’s  clerk—Dictation 
to clerk——By manager of company. }— 
Deft.’s acting manager discharged 
ae for misbehaviour, & a few days 
ater, hearing pitf. haa taken away 
certain articles of deft.’s, he drafted a 
letter charging him with theft & 
threatening prosecution, which he 
handed a typist to copy & despatch :—- 1 
Held: not such a publication as to 
destroy the privilege. —-PUTERBAUGH 
aaa ae eee (1903), 5 O. L. BR. 

. 4 “e a Tod 3; 30, W. . oS . 
Me es R. 536 


SONS 0. STEKIN 
of Sesa.) 65; 


expose h 


1084 i. —— ——. 48 mater of routine. | 
—MORAN v. O'REGAN (1907), 3 EL L. R. 
456; 36 N. B. RR. 189.—-CAN. 


copy was si 
to pltf. :-—Held : 


--- —~—~,}—The dicta- 
tion of a letter containing defamatory 
jnatter ia not publication of the Hibel 
to the person to whom the letter fs 
dictated.—ANUKLINI vt. ANTIVO (1912), 
31N. 24. L. R. 842.~-N.Z. 

1084 ili. —— ——— ——.j—Evann & CAN. 
& Co. (1904), 7 F. (Ct. 
42 Be LL. 

8. L. T. 462.—8COT 
084 iv. ——-- ——- --—-, 
r. PRick (1909), 26 8. C. 288.—8. AF. 

f. Statements not relating to busi- 
ness.}—-Deft., a merchant, in a letter 
accused pie of theft & threatened to 

m. This letter was handed to 
a confidential clerk & copied, & the 
ed by deft. & sent uy 
the writing of such 
defamatory statements did not fall 


which, though defamatory, waa relevant in the 
widest sense & was eargeersat necessary to enable 
his client to understand what he was being asked 
to pay for..-MoRGAN v. Waxtis (1917), 33 TL, R, 


495, N, P. 


ii. Husband or Wife. 


1085. Of defendant.}—In an action for libel the 
fact that deft. has disclosed the libel to his wife 
is not evidence of publication. In an action for 
maliciously defacing the written character of a 
servant by writing upon it a dis ing state- 
ment, plitf. may recover substantial e8.— 
WENNHAK t. MorGan (1888), 20 Q. B. D. 635; 
57 L. J. Q. B. 241; 59 L. T. 28; 525. P. 470; 36 
W. R. 607; 4 T. L. R. 295, D.C. 

1086. Of plaintiff.|—Addressing a letter to a 
wife, containing matter reflecting on her husband, 
is a publication. Deft., who had lodged in the 
house of pltf., conceiving that he had whilst there 
lost certain documents, & imagining that pltf. had 
abstracted them from a box in which he had kept 
them, wrote a letter to pltf.’s wife, stating his loss, 
& his suspicions, in language seriously reflecting 
upon the character of pltf., & intimating, that, 
unless pltf. should think proper to return them, 
he would expose him :—Held: the occasion did 
not justify the writing of the letter, so as to make 
it a privileged communication, & plItf. was entitled 
to recover, although the jury negatived malice.— 
WENMAN 1. ASH (1853), 13 C. B. 836; 1. 1. FR. 
592; 22 L. J.C. P. 190; 17 Jur. 579; 1 W. R. 
452; 138 E. R. 14382. 


Aonarion :—Mentd. Philips r. Barnet (1876), 1 YQ. B.D. 
436. 


1087. .}—(1) Where pltf. has obtained a 
verdict in an action for libel, the ct. will not grant 
a new trial on the ground of excessive damages, 
unless they think that, having regard to all the 
circumstances of the case, the damages are so 
large that no jury could reasonably have given 
them. In assessing damages the jury are entitled 
to take into conuideration the whole conduct of 
deft. in the matter from the time the libel was 
published down to the time their verdict is given. 

(2) In an action to recover damages for a libel 
contained in a letter written by deft. to pltf.’s 
wife, the jury gave a verdict for pltf. & assessed 
the damages at £500.— PRAED v. GRAHAM (1889), 
24Q.B.)).53; 59L. J. Q. B. 230; 38 W. R. 103, 
C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Johnston tr. G. W. Ry., 
[1904] 2 K. B. 250. Refd. Parnell vr. Walter (1890), 38 
W. R. 270; Anderson v. Calvert geld 247. L. R. 399. 
Generally, Mentd. Chattell r. Daily Mail Publishing Co. 
(1901), 18 T. L. R. 777 





(d) Repetition. 
See Nos. 1167-1170, post. 


within the ordinary 
merchant, & the giving of it to his clerk 
to copy was «a publication, & the 
occasion of such publication waa not 
privileged —~ MORAN vp. O'REGAN (1908), 
38 N. B. . 399; 4 H. OL. RR. 573,— 


business of A 


g. Publication by bank manager — 
To bank accountant.}-—QUILLINAN 0. 
STUART (1917), 38 O. L. R. 623; 35 
LD. L. it. 35.--CAN. 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1— 
A. (0) i 


108661. Of plaintif/.}—Communication 
to her husband of words defamatory 
of a woman constitutes publication 
entitling the woman to tain an 


action for damages.-Kuzzv1o _ vt. 
Kvuz7zu.o (1908), T. 8. yy eg AF. 


Kk. 103; 12 


HUGHES 


post 


Part V.—PUuBLICATION. 


B. In Criminal Cases. 


1088. Publication to party libelled sufficient.) — 
EpWARDs v. Wooton, No. 1074, ante. 

1089. Tendency to provoke breach of the 
ogee a aeaae y. LEWELLIN (1615), Hob. 62 ; 
80 E. R. ; 

Annotations :-—Refd. R. v. Beere (1698), cv. Mod. Rep. 

218 ; Baldwin v. Elphinston (1775), 2 037. 

1090. a ard CASE *(1618), Hob. 
215; Poph. 139; 80 E. R. 362. 














A nisotations.; -—Consd. Butt v. Conant (1820), 1 Brod. & 
SMe: 548. Refd R. v. Sumner & Hillard (1665), 1 Sid. 
270; KR. v. Beere (1698), 12 Mod. Rep. 218 ;. Wilkes’ Case 
(1763), 19 State Tr. 982; R. v. Adams (1888), 5 T. L. ht. 
1091 ——.]—CLUTTERBUCK v. CHAFFERS 
(1816), 1 Stark. 471, N. P. 
1092. .|—On the trial of an indictment 








for libel the only evidence of publication was the 
sending it in a letter addressed to the prosecutor 
himself, & the receipt of it by him :—Held: there 
was sufficient evidence to go to the jury, although 
the indictment contained no allegation of an 
intent or a tendency to provoke a breach of the 
peace.—R. v. BROOKE (1856), 7 Cox, C. C. 251. 
1093. -|—Deft. was tried & convicted 
on an indictment charging him with having un- 
lawfully & maliciously written & published to a 
young woman of virtuous & modest character a 
defamatory letter of & concerning her, & of & 
concerning her character for virtue & modesty. 
Deft. having seen an advertisement for a situation 
inserted by the young woman in a newspaper, 
wrote, & sent to her at the address given, the 
letter in question, which contained a proposal in 
plain terms that she should surrender her chastity 
to him for a sum of money :—Held : the conviction 
could be sustained, because, under all the circum- 
stances, the defamatory letter might reasonably 
tend to provoke a breach of the peace.—R. v. 
ADAMS (1888), 22 Q. B. D. 66; 581. J. M.C. 1; 
59 L. T. 903; 53 J. P. 377; 5 T. L. R. 85 ; 16 


Cox, C. C. 544, C. C. R. 
Annotation :—Refd. Weld-Blundell v. 
K. B, 520. 


1094. Publication by mistake.|—The making a 
libel is an offence though never published ; & if 
one dictate & another write, both are guilty of 
making it. It is true, the delivering of it by 
mistake is no ‘publication ; ; & if there was no other 
evidence against him but his own confession, the 
whole must be taken, & not so much of it as would 
serve to convict him. But when he sent his 
servant to his study for a paper, when he did not 
approve of the paper brought by the servant, but 
fetched another, it is not material whether it was 
read by H. or not ; for if that was the libel, & read 
by either, it is Re publication (per CurR.). _R, v. 
PAINE (1696), 5 Mod. Rep. 163; Carth. 405; 
Comb. 358; Holt, K. B. 294; 87 BE. R. 584. 


Annotations :—Refd. R. v. Lahoushere (1884), 12 Q. 
320. Mentd. . v. Kriswell (1790), 3 Term Rep. 101. 


1095. Publication to private friend in own house.] 
—R. v. Paring, No. 1094, ante. 

1096. Copying libel.|—R. v. BEARE (oR BEAR 
OR BEERE), No. 1141, post. 

1097. Libel written in one county—Delivered in 
another county—Publication in both counties.|— 
(1) Deft. wrote in Leicestershire a letter (being an 
address to the electors of Westminster), dated 
Aug. 22, 1819, with reference to a public meeting 
which had been held at St. Peter’s Field, Man- 
chester, on Aug. 16. Criminal information to the 
effect that deft, intending to excite discontent, 
disaffection, & sedition, & to excite to hatred & 
dislike of the Govt., & to cause it to be believed 
that persons had been inhumanly cut down by 








Stephens, [1919] 1 
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certain troops of the King, composed, wrote, & 
published of & concerning the Govt., & of & con- 
cerning the said troops, the said letter. The judge 
told the jury that they were to consider whether 
the paper contained a sober address to the reason 


~ of mankind, or whether it was an appeal to their 


passions, calculated to incite them to acts of 
violence & outrage. If it was of the former 
description it was not a seditious libel; if of the 
latter description it was. He told them also that, 
assuming intention found by them as charged, the 
language used amounted in his opinion to seditious 
libel, but that it was for them to find whether it 
did so or not :—Held: a proper direction under 
Libel Act, 1792 (c. 60). 

(2) If a person composes & writes a seditious 
libel with the intention of publishing it, qu.: 
whether any crime is thereby committed until 
publication. 

(3) If the libel is posted sealed in one county 
& addressed to & delivered at a place in another : 
—Held: a publication in each county. 

(4) The libel written by deft. in Leicestershire 
was delivered in Middlesex in an open envelope 
without seal or postmark by a friend of deft. :— 
Held: under the particular circumstances of the 
case, & having regard to the consideration that 
deft. had & the prosecution had not the means of 
proving how or by whom & in what state the libel 
was conveyed into Middlesex, the jury were 
rightly told they might presume the libel to have 
been delivered open in Leicestershire by the deft. 
to his friend. 

(5) The libel purported to be founded on state- 
ments in newspapers to the effect that unarmed 
& unresisting men & women had been cut down 
by dragoons at a meeting at Manchester :—Held : 
deft. could not give evidence either at the trial or 
in mitigation of punishment, to show that such 
statements, involving criminal charges, were true, 
but that he might in mitigation of punishment 
show on affidavit that he had read the statements 
in newspapers. 

(6) On motion in arrest of judgment on the 
ground that the information averred the libel to 
have been published of & concerning the Govt., 
but did not expressly aver the acts which the libel 
impugned to have been done by or by order of the 
Govt., & on the ground of want of certainty in the 
description of the troops referred to :—Held: the 
information was sufficient after verdict. 


(7) If he composes & writes the libel in one 
county with the intention of publishing it, & if he 
pumice it in another county :—Held: he may 

6 tried in either county & the jury may in either 
county take cognisance of what he did in the 
other.—R. v. BURDETT (1821), 1 State Tr. N.-S. 
1; 3B. & Ald. 717; 4 B. & Ald. 95, 314; 106 
K. R. 823, 873, 953. 

Annotutions :—As to (1) Refd. R. v. Grant, Ranken 

Hamilton (1848), 7 State Tr. N. 8. 507. .48 to (2) Bett 

G. v. Kenifeck (1837), 2M. & W. 715. dato (3) Ref 

1% ate rapa (1839), 9C. & P. 462; Hall v. Story siete). 


; Cherry v. Thompson (1 (1872), 41 L. J 
Broad v. Perkins (1888 ] 


yer R. oe Pi to (4) 
Retd. Porkin’s Case (4826), 2 Lew. ©. C. 51803 Duffy 
(1849), 7 State Tr 195. As to 5) Reta: R. v. 
Carden (1879), 5 Q. B. Pe 1. As to (7) Refd. x v. Rogers 
1877), 3 Q. B. D. 28; v. Holmes Bat 2 Q. B. D. 
3; Tozier v. Hawkins (188), 15 Q.B 650. Generally, 
Mentd. Stikeman v. Dawson (1847), A Ds G. & Sm. 90; 
Doe a. Bennett v. Hale (1850), 15 Q. B. 171; R. wv. Mea ny 
eer, , 15 W. R. 1082: R. v. Cooper (1875), 45 L. J. M. C. 
5 v. ee 518901 1 Q. B. 230; R. v. De Marny, 


1907] 1 K. B. 

1098. Mere writing —With intention to publish.] 
—R. v. Burperr, No. 1097, ante. 

1099. Libel in newspaper—Delivery of newspaper 
at Stamp Office.]|—The delivery of a newspaper to 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 
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Sect. 1.—Libel: Sub-sect. 1, B.; sud-sects. 


‘at the Stamp Office Is a 
ve sustain an indictment for | ons 
eR, v. AmMprnir (1825), 4B & C 
re Sih So ees k. kh. 125 ; 3 Dow. & Ry. M.C. 
182; 107 FR. 972. 
1100. Manuscript proved in handwriting of is 
fendant-Proof of printing & ai edenne OO e 
evidence of direction by defendant to ates he 
publish.}—(1) If the manuscript of a libel . 
ad to be in the handwriting of deft., & it be 
proved to have been printed & published, 
tris 18 evidence to go to the Jury that it was pub- 
lished by deft., although there be no evidence, 
given to ‘show that the printing & publication were 
by the direction of deft. ~ 
(2) If a paper, published by deft., has a direct 
tendency to cause unlawful mectings & disturb- 
ances, & to lead to a violation of the laws, It Is a 
seditious libel; & (3) with respect to the intent 
every one must be taken to intend the natural 
consequences of what he has done. —R. r. LOVETT 
(1839), 9 C. & P. 462; 3 State Tr. N.S. LET, 
4101. Libel contained in book. --Each copy fresh 
libel—cContinuing publication.!---R. o. CALTHORPE, 
No. 2405, post. | 
Ignorance of contents of matters published. ;. - 
See Sub-sect. 3, B., post. — 
Publication by agent. —Sce is 
post. 


the 


Sub-sect. 3, 


SuB-SECT. 2.—DuTY OF PERSON HaviInG LIBEL 
IN HIS Possession. 

1102. Libel concerning private person.; —- If a 
libellous letter concern a private person, he that 
reccives it may conceal it in his pocket, or burn 
it; but if it concerns a public person he ought to 
reveal it to some public officer or a mayistrate. 
But it is true if he divulge it to any but to a magis- 
trate he is a libeller.— LINCOLN (Bp.) & OSBALD- 
STON’S CASE (1639), 3 State Tr. SO4. 

1103. Libel concerning public person. }-——LINCOLN 
(Be.).& OsBALDSTON'S CASE, No. 1102, ante. 

1104. Liability to original utterer—-For negli- 
gence in allowing publication.]-—Pltf., who had 
lent money to a certain co., being asked for a 
further advance, employed deft., a chartered 
accountant, to look into the affairs of the co. In 
a letter of instructions to deft. pltf. inserted 
libellous statements concerning the former manager 
& an auditor of the co. Deft. handed the letter 
to his partner, who negligently left it at the co.’s 
office. The manager found it, read it, & com- 
municated its contents to the two persons de- 
famed, who sued pltf. for libel & recovered damages 
against him, the jury in cach case finding that the 
writer of the letter was actuated by malice. PItf. 
then sued deft. for breach of an implied duty to 
keep secret the letter of instructions. The jury 
having found that it was the duty of deft. to keep 
the letter secret, that he had neglected this duty, 
& that the actions of libel & the damages recovered 
therein were the natural consequence of his 
negligence :—Held: (1) it was the duty of deft. 
to keep secret the contents of the letter; (2) 
(BANKES & WARRINGTON, L.JJ.) pltf. could 
recover nominal damages & no more for the 
breach of this duty, any further damages being 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.— A. 

1106 i. Material sent to presa.j— 
DOMINION TELEGRAPH Co. 7. SILVER 
ole (1881), 10 S.C. RR. 238,-~ 


1106 fi. ~~~. }-~In 
against a newspaper which assumes full 
responsibility for what. it publishes, the 
et. should not, execpt under special 
clrcumstances, compel it to disclose 


9 & 3, | in the nature of an indemnity for the consequences 


of his own wilful wron —~WELD-BLUNDELL », 

= , {lay dK. B. 20; 88 L. J. K.B. ag 

120 L. T. 404; 35 TLL. RR. 2455 03 Sol. Jo. 801; 

CL AL; affd., (1020) A.C. 956, H. L, 

Annotations; --.Aa to (1) Refd. Tournier v. National : 
violas & Union Bank of Kuglind, (19231 1 KB, re 
_... to (2) Refd. Proops ¢. Chaplin (1920), 37 T. 1. RL | 
Re Poleinis & Furness, Withy, 11921) 3 K. RB. 560; A. & 
Bh. Taxis v. Secretary of State for Air, [1022] 2 K. HB. $ax ; 
Eliott Steam Tug Co. r. melee Controller, (1922) 1 
K. B.127: The San Onofre, (1922) P. 2435 Adelalde 

S.8. Coot, Ro (1923) 1K. B. 59 5 Harnett rv. Bond, (1924) 

2? K. B. St. Generally, Mentd. Britannia Hy enic 

Laundry Co. ¢. Thornycroft (1925), 4 OL. J. K. BL 85s; 

Hambrook re. Stokes, (1925) 1K. BK. i425 The Paludina, 


L1VZap Pr 40. 


SuB-skcT. 3.-—-LIABILITY FOR PUBLICATION, 
A. In General. 


1105. Material sent to press--Without direction 
not to publish.|-—If 1 send a manuscript to the 
printer of a periodical publication & do not 
restrain the pus & publishing of it, & he does 
print & publish it in that publication, then I am 
the publisher (LorRD ERSKINE).-~BURDETT vp, 
ABBOT, BURDETT v. COLMAN (1817), 5 Dow, 165 ; 
3 E. R. 1280, WH. bL. 

Annotations :-- Mentd. 
Ald. S92; TL. or. Hobhouse (1820), 2 Chit. 207; 
dreechnnd cv. Elphinatone (1830), 2 State Tro N.S. 
Wellesley rv. Beaufort, Long Welesley’s Case (ik3d), 2 
: & M. 639; Beaumont er. Barrett (2856), 1 Moo. 
PLC. C. O59: Stockdale rv. Hansard (1439), 9 Ad. & ELD; 
Middlesex Sheriff's Case (1840), PL Ad. & EL 2733 de 
Clarke (1842), 2.Q. B. 619, Kielley rv. Carson (1842), 4 
Moo. PL. C. 6355 Howard ec. Gossett (1895), 10 Q. BL 300: 
fle Martin, Aap. Van Sandau (1845), 4 L. ‘PT. OS, 360; 
Reynolds v. Reynolds (1847), 9 L. T.O. 8.5135 Fenton rv. 
Hampton (1858), tL Moo. P.O. Cl. 3475) vee Fernandes 
($861), GH. & N. 7173 Jory. Fernandes (ESOT), 10 CGC. OW. 
NOS. 8: Dilbe. Murphy (1864), 1) Moo. P20. GC. N.S, 487; 
A.-G. of New South Wales v. Macpherson (2870), Lit. 3 
Pp. Cc. 2685; Bradlaugh rv. Erskine (£883), 47 L. T. Gis: 
Bradlaugh vr. Gossett (1884), 12 Q. B.D. 27b: Harvey rv. 
Harvey (1884), 26 Ch. D. 644; Barton rv. Taylor (1886), 2 
TT. OL. R. 382: Fielding co. Thomas, {1896} A. Co GOO; 
Heddon co Evans (1919), 35 ‘Te La. Re. 6425 Pitchers tc. 
Surrey County Council, (1929) 2 KB, 57. 

1106, ———.;--In an action for a libel, deft. 
cannot cither in bar of the action or in mitigation 
of the damages, give in evidence other libels 
published of him uf pltf., unless such libels are of 
a prior date & relate distinctly to the subject- 
matter of the libel declared on. To prove the 
publication by deft. of a libel on pitf. contained in 
& newspaper, a manuscript of deft., through 
several passages of which the editor had before 
it was composed drawn his pen, was produced. 
The printed libel, being also produced, was found 
to correspond exactly with the unobliterated parts 
of the manuscript. The portions of the manu- 
seript through which the pen was drawn were of a 
more libellous tendency than the parts published 
in the newspaper, & did not in any degrce qualify 
them :~-Held: (1) the manuscript was receivable 
in evidence, the portions that corresponded with 
the printed libel to prove the publication by deft., 
& the residue to show quo animo that libel was 
published ; (2) a letter addressed by deft. to pltf. 
about the same period, containing cxpressions 
similar to those found in the printed libel, was 
also admissible to show quo animo the libel was 

sublished.—TARPLEY v. BLABEY (1836), 2 Bing. 

. ©. 4387; 1 Hodg. 414; 2 Scott, 642; 5 L. J. 


» P. 838; 132 FE. R. 171. 
@ Hibel action , the names of [tk contributors or in- 


fortnants.--DkE ScHELKING 1 CHROMIE 
ane {F918} 3 OW. W. 1 1088.-~ 


Launock «. Brown (i819), 2 2B. & 
bee 


Part V.—PUBLICATION. 


1107. Communication to newspaper reporter.|— 
In order to show that deft. had caused & procured 
a printed libel to be inserted in a newspaper; a 
reporter to a public newspaper prove that he 
had given a written statement to the editor of the 
newspaper, the contents of which had been com- 
municated by deft. for the purpose of such 
publication, & that the newspaper then produced 
was exactly the same, with the exception of one 
or two slight alterations, not affecting the sense :— 
Held : what the reporter published, in consequence 
of what passed with deft., might be considered as 
i goueernr by deft. ; but the newspaper could not 

e read in evidence, without producing the written 
account delivered by the witness to the editor.— 
ADAMS v. KELLY (1824), Ry. & M. 157, N. P. 
Annnelion s—Apld. Parkes v. Prescott (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 


1108. Libellous picture—Contained in magazine 
—-Referred to in letterpress.|—(1) If the printer 
& the editor of a magazine be sued for a libellous 
article contained in it, they are both liable for a 
libellous lithographic print which is contained in 
the work, though it was not printed by the 
printer, provided that the print is referred to in 
the letterpress part of the libellous article. 

(2) In an action for a libel deft. may in mitiga- 
tion of damages give in evidence other libels 
published recently before by pltf. of deft., with a 
view of showing a provocation by pltf.; & a 
witness may be also asked whether pltf. has not 
previously published attacks on deft., but the 
judge will caution the jury not to consider one 
libel as at all like a set-off against the other.— 
WATTS v. FRASER (1835), 7 C. & P. 369; 1 Mood. 
& R. 449, N. P.3; subsequent proceedings (1837), 7 
Ad. & El. 223. 

1109. Libellous advertisement — Liability of 
editor.|—-Kryzor v. NEwcomes, No. 1213, post. 

1110. Sale of newspaper.|—EMMENS v. POTTLE, 
No. 1120, post. 

1111. .|—RipGway v. SmiTH & Son (1890), 
6T. L. R. 275, D.C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Vizetelly v. Mudie’s Select Library, 


(1900] 2 Q. B. 170. Mentd. Eiliott v. Garrett (1902), 18 
T. L. RR. 498. 





B. Ignorance of Contents. 


1112. How far a defence.|—R. v. Twyn, R. v. 
DoveR, BREWSTER & BROOKE (1663), 6 State Tr. 
514, 539; Kel. 22, 23; 84 E. R. 1064. 


Annotation :—Refd. Martin v. British Museum ‘Trustees & 
Thompson (1894), 10 T. L. R. 338. 

1113. .]|—-LAMB’s CasE, No. 1168, post. 

1114. ——.|—R. v. Dopp, No. 1126, post. 

1115. .|}—(1) If a printer prints anything 
that is libellous, it is no excuse to say that he had 
no knowledge of the contents. 

(2) It is a mitigation of the printer’s offence, if 
he will discover the person who brought the paper 
to him. 

(3) Printing initial letters will not protect a 
libeller.—Re READ & HUGGONSON (1742), 2 Atk. 
469; 26 BE. R. 683; sub nom. ROAcH v. GARVAN, 
2 Dick. 794, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. kx p. Jones (1806), 13 Ves. 
237; Re American Exchange in Europe, American Kx- 
change in Europe v. Gill CBee) 58 L.J.Ch. 708. Generally, 
Mentd. Baker v. Hart (1742), 2 Atk. 488; KR. v. Clement 


1821), 4 B. & Ald. 218; Re Ludlow Charities, Lechmere 
harlton’s Case (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 316; Re Martin, Bea. 








11101. Sale of newspaper.)—Apart 
from the existence of circumstances 
which should put him as a reasonable 
person on his guard or on inquiry, a 
mere newsvendor who sells a newspaper 
containing defamator re matter may 
rebut the presumption 
acted animo injurandi, raised by the 
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out negligence, & 


act of sale. by establishing ignoranco 
of the fact that the paper contained 
such defamation : that he acted with- 


render Simeelf free from any Hability 
for damages in connection with the 
of having pablicetion of such defamation.— 

UNNING v. THOoMsON & Co., 
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Van Sandau (1844), 1 Ph. 445; Birch v. Walsh, 
O’Mahony’s Case (1846), 8 L. T, O. 8. 372; Ex p. Van 
Sandau eee 1 Ph. 605; Coleman v. West Hartlepool 
Ry. (1860), 8 W. R. 734; Tichborne v. Most , Tichborne 
». Tichborne sen: L. R. 7 ik 55,n.; Re heltenham & 
Swansea Hy. ge & “Wag n Co. (1869 L. R. 8 Eq. 
580; - 941 5 dich: 


Robson v. Dodds (1) (1869), 20 L. 

borne v. Tichborne a a 9L. J. Ch. 398; K 

eae (1882), 52 L. 134 ; Hunt v. Clarke (1889), 
68 L. J. Q. B. 490; he Cen Bank, fe O'Malley Sarita 
44 Ch. D. 649 ; McLeod ». St. Aubyn, [1899] A. C. 549 

R. is Gray, | [1900] 2Q.B. 36; Rr. Pea irs (1901), 71 

L. 4; Scott v. Scott, [1913] A. C. 417; Dunn 

v. Bevan: Brodie v. Bevan, [1922] 1 Ch. 276. 

1116. -J]—R. v. CLERK (1728), 1 Barn. K. B. 
304; 94 E.R. 207. 

1117. ——.]—It [ignorance of contents] goes for 
nothing & would be an excuse for all sorts of 
infamy (LORD MANSFIELD, C.J.).—ANON. (1774), 
Lofft, 544; 98 E. R. 791. 

1118. —-—.|—-A porter who in the course of his 
business delivers parcels containing libellous hand- 
bills, is not liable in an action for libel, if he be 
shown to be ignorant of the contents of the parcels. 
—Day v. BREAM (1837), 2 Mood. & R. 54, N. P. 
Annotation :—Refd. Martin v. ee Museum ‘Trustees & 

Thompson (1894), 10 T. L. R. 338 

1119. -]|—MALLON v. Suir (W. H.) & Son 
(1893), 9 T. L. R. 621. 

Annotation ie ea: ee eteny, v. Mudie’s Select Library, 

(1900) 2 Q. 

1120. Negligence! ]—The vendor of a news- 

aper in the ordinary course of his business, though 
ne is prima facie liable for a libel contained in ijt, 
is not liable, if he can prove that he did not know 
that it contained a libel; that his ignorance was 
not due to any negligence on his own part; & 
that he did not know, & had no ground for sup- 
posing, that the newspaper was likely to contain 
libellous matter. If he can prove those facts he is 
not a publisher of the libel. Qu.: whether such 
a person can escape liability for the libel if he knows, 
or ought to know, that the newspaper is likely to 
contain libellous matter. 

The proprietor of a néwspaper who publishes 
the paper by his servants, is the publisher of it, 
& he is liable for the acts of his servants. The 
printer of the paper prints it by his servants, & 
therefore he is liable for a libel contained in it. 
... Taking the view of the jury to be right, that 
defts. did not know that the paper was likely 
to contain a libel, &, still more, that they ought not 
to have known this, which must mean, that they 
ought not to have known it, having used reason- 
able care—the case is reduced to this, that defts. 
were innocent disseminators of a thing which they 
were not bound to know was likely to contain a 
libel. That being so, I think defts. are not liable 
for the libel (LorRD ESHER, M.R.).—EMMENS v, 
PorTrLe (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 354; 55 L. J. Q. B. 
51; 53 L. T. 808; 50 J. P. 228; 34 W. R. 116; 
27. L. R. 115, C. A. 


Annotations : Behn Mallon v. Smith (1893), 9 T. L. R. 621; 
Martin a British Museum Trustees & Thompson (1894), 
10 T. L. 338. ee Distd. Vizetelly v. Mudie’s 
Select Litres, 00) err a ee 170. hpld. Weldon v. 
Times Book Co. (1911), 2 » L. KR. efd. R. 
Judd (1888), 37 W. R. 143 ; ee ‘v. Munslow, rs 1Q. B. 











758. entd. Glamorgan Coal Co. v. South Wales Miners’ 
Federation, [1903] 2 2K. B. 545 
1121. ——.]— Martin v. BRITISH MUSEUM 





(TRUSTEES) & THOMPSON (1894), 10 T. L. R. 338. 


Annotation Meir Wisetelly v. Mudie’s Select Library, 
[1900] 2 Q. 


(1905), T. H. 313.—S8S. AF. 
h. Publisher of ies fa ad -+-The 
poneener of a newspaper is responsible 
or defamatory matter published in 
such avers Eber he knows the 


by so doing may 


contents of aper or not.—R, 
tae woe (1880), y pap R. 3 All. 342,— 


LrBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect. 1.—Libel: Sub-sect. 3, B. & C. (a) i. & tt, 
& (b)}. 
1122. 











.|—The proprietors of a clir- 
culating library cinculated copies of a book ic 
unknown to them, contained a libel on pitf. ' n 
an action for libel brought against them by pltf. 
they failed to show that it was not through 
negligence on their part that they did not know that 
the book contained the libel when they circulated 
it :—Held: they were liable as publishers of the 
libel. —VIZETELLY v. MupI5’s SELECT LIBRARY, 
Lrp., [1900] 2 Q. B. 170; 69 L. J. Q. B. 645; 16 
T. L. R. 352, C. A. ; 

1123, —— .|—Defts. who were book dis- 
tributors, sold two books which were published in 
the French language in Paris, & which pltf. alleged 
contained libellous statements regarding her. In 
an action by pltf. claiming damages from defts. in 
respect of the publication of these statements, the 
jury found that defts. did not know of anything 
libellous contained in the books, that it was not 
through their negligence that they did not know, 
& that the books were not of such a character as to 
put them on inquiry :—Held; defts. were not 
liable. 

There are some books as to which there might 
be a duty on resps. or other distributing agents to 
examine them carefully, because of their titles or 
the recognised propensity of their authors to 
scatter libels abroad. Beyond that the matter 
cannot go (CozENS-Harpy, M.R.).—WELDON v. 
Times Book Co., Lrp. (1911), 28 T. L. R. 148, 

A 





1124, ———.|—A firm of wholesale news- 
paper agents which has distributed copies of a 
journal containing defamatory matter is not liable 
to pay damages in respect thereof if they did not 
know that the copies distributed by them con- 
tained the defamatory matter, & if their ignorance 
was not due to negligence, & if they neither knew 
nor were likely to know that the journal was likely 
to contain defamatory matter. In a libel action 
against the editor & the printers of a journal, & 
against a firm of wholesale newspaper agents 
which had distributed the journal, the judge 
directed the jury to the above effect & piled that 
there was no joint publication by the agents with 
the other defts., & the jury found that the news- 
paper agents had not acted innocently, & awarded 
ls. damages as against them. The ct. thereupon 
deprived pltf. of costs as against the newspaper 
agents on the ground that the amount of damages 
showed that the jury considered that there was no 
moral obliquity on their part.—HAYNes v. DE 
Beck (1914), 31 T. L. R. 115. 

Publication by agent.|—Sce Sub-sect. 3, C. 
(a)i., l., & (b), post. 

1125. Question for jury.|—CHusp v. FLANNAGAN, 

No. 1289, post. 


C. Publication by Agent. 
(a) General Agent or Servant. 
i. In General. 

1126. Servant—Acting in course of employ- 
ment.|—-A master shall answer for his scrvant. 
the law presumes him to be acquainted with what 
his servant does (per Cur.). 

_ Finding a libel on a bookseller’s shelf is a publica- 
tion of it by the bookseller (FORTESCUE, J.). 








Where a master living out of town, & his trade 
is carried on by his servant, the master shall be 
chargeable with the servant's | Sr paged a libel 
in bia absence (RAYMOND, C.J.).—R. v. Dopp 
(1724), Sess. Cas. K. B. 1865; 93 HE. R. 136. 

1127. .|—A libel sold in a pamphlet 
shop by the servant of the owner of the shop, for 
his use & account, the owner knowing nothing of 
this libel: yet he is guilty of a publication.— 
R. v. Norr (1729), Fitz-G. 47; 1 Barn. K. B. 306 ; 
04 EB. R. 647. 

5 Burr. 2686; R. 


tations :-—Refd. R. v. Almon (1770), 
era ahar (1791), 4 Term Hep. 126; A.-G. 0. Siddon 


(1830), 1 Tyr. 41. 

1128. ——.]—In point of law the buying 
the pamphlet in the public chen shop of a known 
professed bookseller & publisher of pamphlets 
of a person acting in the shop, primd facie is evi- 
dence of a publication by the master himself ; but 
it is liable be contradicted, where the fact will 
bear it, by contrary evidence tending to exculpate 
the master, & to show that he was not privy, nor 
assenting to it, nor encouraging it (LORD MANs- 
FIELD, C.J.).—R. v. ALMON (1770), 5 Burr. 2686 ; 
20 State Tr. 803; 08 E.R. 411. 
Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. v. Siddon (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 220. 

1129. -]|—It is not sufficient that a 
man rises later than his usual time, sees a pernicious 
tga has gone out of his shop by the hand of 

is servants, acting in the course of sale under 
his authority, & then endeavours to stop the rest 
(ASTON, J.).—R. v. WILLIAMS (1774), Lofft, 759 ; 
08 BE. R. 905. 

1130. ——.]—-A corpn. cannot be held to 
be incapable of malice so as to be relieved of 
liability for malicious libel when published by its 
servant acting in the course of his employment. 
Although the servant may have had no actual 
authority, express or implied, to write the libel 
complained of, containing statements against 
plitf. which he knew to be untrue, if he did so in the 
course of an employment which is authorised, the 
corpn. is liable.—CiTizENs’ LIFE ASSURANCE Co. 
v. Brown, [1904] A. C. 423; 73 L. J. P. O. 102; 
90 L. T. 739; 53 W. R.176; 20 T. L. R. 497, P.C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Pratt v. British Medical Agsocn., 
{1919} 1 K. B. 244. Mentd. Mousell r. L. & N. W. Ry., 
{1917} 2 K. B. 836. 


1131. Acting without master’s knowledge.]— 
R. v. CuTHELL (1799), Erskine, Speeches on 
Miscellaneous Subjects, p. 231. 

1132. Daughter—With general authority to 
write father’s letters—Father’s knowledge of libel 
must be shown.]—-In an action for a libel contained 
in a letter. Proof that it was written by deft.’s 
daughter, who was authorised to make out his 
bills & write his general letters of business, is not 
sufficient unless it can be shown that such libel 
was written with the knowledge of or by the 
aioe tie pe of deft.; neither can the daughter 

called as a witness, to prove by whose direction 
such letter was written.—HARDING v. GREBNING 
oo 8 Taunt. 42; 1 Moore, C. P. 477; 129 B.R. 


ii. Employee of Newspaper Proprietor. 

1133. Liability of principal.|—-The proprietor of 
& newspaper is answerable criminally, as well as 
civilly, for misconduct in the conducting of the 

aper, as ¢.g. for the publication of a libel, though 
© has nothing to do with the publication, & the 
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whole is conducted Pye servants.—R. v. WALTER 
(1799), 3 Esp. 21, N. P. 


Annotations :—Oonsd. Kt. v. Holbrook (1878), 4 O. B. D. 42. 
Refd. Rt. v. Bradlaugh (1883), 15 Cox, C, ‘ ory, ae 


1184. Presumption arising from _pro- 
prietorship—May be rebutted.]—In an indictment 
for libel, the proprietor of a newspaper is primd 
facie answerable for what appears in it; but the 
eos aaa arising from proprietorship may be 
rebutted & an exemption established.—R. v. 
Pi FISHER & ALEXANDER (1829), Mood. & M. 


Annotations :—Reid, A.-G. v. Siddon (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 220; 








Seymour v. Greenwood (1861), 30 L. J. Kx. 189; LR. v. 
Holbrook (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 42. 
11385. Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), s. 7—What 


amounts to authorisation— General authority given 
to editor.|—On the trial of a criminal information 
for libel against the proprietors of a newspaper 
it appeared that defts. had appointed an editor 
with general authority to eonduck the paper, & 
left it entirely to his discretion what should be 
inserted therein, & that such editor had inserted 
the libel in question without the knowledge or 
express authority of defts. The jury found defts. 
guilty. 

On a motion for a new trial on the ground 
that the verdict was against evidence, & of mis- 
direction :—Held : (1) the general authority given 
to the editor was not per se evidence that defts. 
had authorised or consented to the publication 
of the libel, within above Act, sect. 7; & as the 
judge at the trial had summed up in terms which 
might have led the jury to suppose that it was, & 
the jury had apparently given their verdict on that 
footing, there must be a new trial. 

(2) Libel on an individual is & has always been 
regarded as both a civil injury & a criminal offence, 
The person libelled may pursue his remedy for 
damages or prefer an indictment, or by leave of the 
ct. a criminal information, or he may both sue for 
damages & indict. It is ranked amongst criminal 
offences because of its supposed tendency to arouse 
angry passions, provoke revenge, & thus endanger 
the public peace (Lusu, J.).—R. v. HoLBROOK 
(1878), 4 Q. B. D. 42; 48 L. J. Q. B. 113; 39 
L. T. 536; 43 J. P. 38; 27 W. R. 318; 14 Cox, 


©. C. 185. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. R. v. Namsay & Foote (1883), 


48 L. T. 733. Refd. R. v. Tibbits, (19021 1 K. B. 77. 

As to (2) Refd. Wt. v. London (Lord Mayor) (186), 16 

Q. B. D. 772. 

1136. ——-———.]—_ EMM Ens v. Port tes, No. 1120, 
ante. 

1137. Right to indemnity by servant.]— 





The declaration stated that deft. had been 
employed by pltf. to edit the Court Journal for 
reward, & that he did not perform the duties of 
editing the same in a proper manner, but, without 
the knowledge, leave, authority, or consent of 
pitf., ‘‘ falsely, maliciously, & negligently inserted 
& published in the same a false & malicious libel,”’ 
etc., that, afterwards, an information was exhibited 
against pltf. ‘“‘for the falsely & maliciously 
printing & publishing ’”’ of the said libel, & such 
proceedings were thereupon had that pltf. was con- 
victed of that offence, & fined £100. After verdict 
for pitf. the judgment was arrested, on the ground 
that the injury sustained was not connected with 
the breach of duty averred, it not appearing that 
the printing & publishing of which pltf. was con- 
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| victed was the same act as that with which deft. 


was charged, viz. the inserting & publishing. 
Semble: the proprietor of a pal aa convicted 
& fined for the publication of a libel in the paper, 
inserted without his knowledge & consent by the 
editor, cannot recover against the editor the 
damages sustained by such conviction.—COoLBURN 
v. PATMORE (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 73; 4 Tyr. 677; 


3 L. J. Ex. 317; 149 BE. R. 999. 

Annotations :—Consd. R. v. Holbrook (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 42. 
Refd. Shackell v. Rosier (1836), 2 Bing. N. ©. 634; Burrows 
v. Rhodes, [1899] 1 Q. B. 816; Leslie vy. Reliable Advertis- 
ing & Addressing Agency 11915} 1 K. B. 652; Weld- 
Blundell v. Stephens, (1920) A. C. 958. 


(6) Particular Agent. 


1138. Communication with request to publish— 
Publication containing other charges than those 
communicated—Publication approved by principal.]} 
—Indictment for causing to be published in a 
newspaper a libel on K. The libel told a story of 
K., & added comments on the story, giving it a 
ridiculous character. The editor of the paper 
deposed that deft. asked him to show K. up, & 
communicated the story, which the editor told to 
a reporter for the paper; & that this story was, 
substantially, what was published: that, before 
the publication appeared, deft. remarked on the 
delay: & that, r the article came out, deft. 
expressed approbation of it:—Held: on this 
evidence, a jury might find that the deft. authorised 
the publication of the particular libel, notwith- 
standing the comments added, & although it 
appeared that the editor had heard the story 
before deft. told it to him.—R. v. COOPER (1846), 8 
Q. B. 5383; 15 L. J. Q. B. 206; 6L. T. O. S. 369 ; 
10 J. P. 631; 1 Cox, C. C. 266; 115 EB. R. 976. 


Annotations :—Consd. Parkes v. Prescott (1869), L. R. 4 
Iixch. 169. Refd. R. v. De Marny, [1907] 1 K. B. 388. 


1189. ——— Publication in words of agent—Sub- 
stance of communication adhered to.|—Deft. P. 
was chairman of, & the other deft. E. was present, 
at a meeting of a board of guardians on an occasion 
when there was a discussion concerning pltf.’s 
conduct, in the course of which defamatory state- 
ments concerning him were made. Reporters for 
the local press attended the meeting in the ordinary 
discharge of their duty. Deft. B., during the pro- 
ceedings, said, ‘‘ he hoped the local press would 
take notice of this very scandalous case,’ & 
requested the chairman to give an outline of it. 
Deft. P. complied, & in the course of his statement 
said, ‘‘ I am glad gentlemen of the press are in the 
room, & I hope they will take notice of it,’’ Deft. 
KE. added, ‘‘ &sodol.”’ Deft. P. further expressed 
a hope that publicity would be given to the matter. 
A correct but condensed summary of the pro- 
ceedings, containing matter defamatory of pitf., 
was afterwards inserted in two local newspapers. 
An action for libel was thereupon brought against 
defts. The declaration, to which the general issue 
was pleaded, charged them in two counts with 
publishing the reports in question, which were set 
out verbatim. The judge at the trial directed a 
verdict to be entered for defts., being of opinion 
that there was no evidence for the jury of the 
publication by defts. of the libels complained of. 
On the argument of a bill of exceptions tendered 
to this ruling :—Held: a misdirection. 

Where a man makes a request to another to 
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Sect. 1.—Libel: Sub-sect. 8, C. (b), & D.; sub-sect, 
4, A. & B. (a) & (b).] 
publish defamatory matter, of which for the 
purpose he gives him a statement, whether in full 
or in outline, & the agent publishes that matter 
adhering to the sense & substance of it, although 
the language be to some extent his own, the man 
making the request is liable to an action as the 
publisher.—PARKES v. PrEscotr (1869), L. R. 
4 Exch. 169; 38 L. J. Ex. 105; 20 L. T. 537; 


17 W. R. 773, Ex. Ch. 
Annotation :—Rafd. R. v. De Marney (1906), 71 J. P. 14. 


D. Repetition. 
See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, post. 


SUB-SECT. 4.-—PROOF OF PUBLICATION. 
A. In General. 


1140. Inference of publication by plaintiff.|— 
One surgeon, having sent to another, at the same 
hotel, a book on a surgical subject unfit for the 
public eye, & the other having afterwards published 
a paper charging him with having indecently left 
it in a public place, & not being called to explain 
how it was that it came to be so exposed :—Held : 
the jury might infer that he had himself put it 
there with a view of using it as a pretext for the 
charge.—WELLS v. WEBBER (1862), 2 F. & F. 715. 


B. What Amounts to Evidence of Publication. 
(a) In General. 


1141. Document in handwriting of defendant. |— 
(1) Copying a libel is not of itself a publication 
but is evidence of one. 

(2) Having the copy of a libel is evidence of a 
publication if the libel is generally known to have 
been published. Otherwise not. 

(3) A libel is primd facie to be presumed to have 
been made by the person in whose hand it is written. 
R. v. BEARE (OR BEAR oR BEERE) (1698), 1 
Ld. Raym. 414; Carth. 407; Holt, K. B. 422; 
2 Salk. 417; 12 Mod. Rep. 218; 91 E. R. 1175. 
Annotations :—As to (3) Folld. R. v. Lovett (1839), 9 C. & P. 

462. Generally, . R. v. Drake (1706), 11 Mod. Rep. 

84; Entick v. Covington (1765), 19 State Tr. 1029: hk. 

v. Shipley (1784), 4 Doug. kK. B. 73; R. v. Burdett (1820), 

4 B. & Ald. 95. Mentd. Rt. v. Carlisle Corpn. (1722), 8 

Mod. Rep. 99. 

_ 1142, - -|—In an action for a libel, contained 
In an article against church rates, written by deft., 
& published in the “ S.”” newspaper, the manu- 
script, in the handwriting of deft., addressed to 
the editor of the ‘‘ S.” & sent to the “5S.” office, 
Is evidence to show that deft. intended the article 
to be published in that newspaper. Plt. may 
also, for the same purpose, give in evidence hand- 
bills on the same subject, published by deft. about 
the same time ; & to show that the libel was 
published with an intent to injure pitf., evidence 
may be given that one of the handbills was carried 
backwards & forwards before his door.—BonD v. 
Doveuas (1836), 7 C. & P. 626, N. P. 
1143, ——.]—R. v. Lovett, No. 1100, ante. 


{1917} 8S. C. 442; 54 Se. L. 57; 

18. L. T, 224.--Scor, Cee ae 

m. Publication by association’s secre- 
’ of defa 
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LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


1144. Copying libel.|——R. v. BEARE (OR BEAR OR 
BEERE), No. 1141, ante. 

1145. Having libel in possession—-Known to have 
been published.]—R. v. BEARE (OR BEAR OR 
BEERE), No. 1141, ante. 

1146. Book found in bookseller’s shop—Sold by 
servant of bookseller.]—R. v. ALMON, No. 1128, anle. 

1147. Name on title page as publisher.}— 
On an indictment for publishing a blasphemous 
libel, evidence that the libel was sold in deft.’s 
shop, & that his name appeared on the title page 
as one of the publishers, is evidence of publication. 

If he circulates to the world for gain a work 
which is sold in his shop, he is the publisher in the 
sense which the law attaches to the word ‘‘ pub- 
lishing.’”’ He is primd facie responsible for what 
is sold (LORD DENMAN, C.J.).—R. v. HETHERINGTON 
(1840), 4 State Tr. N. S. 563; subsequent pro- 
ceedings, 4 State Tr. N. S. 594. 

1148. Letter to public register—Sent for purpose 
of publication.]—The publisher of a public register 
receives an anonymous letter, tendering certain 
political information on Irish affairs, & requiring 
to know to whom his letters should be directed ; 
to which an answer is returned in the Register ; 
after which he receives two letters in the same 
handwriting, directed as mentioned, & having the 
Irish post mark on the envelopes; which two 
letters were proved to be in the handwriting of 
deft., the previous letter having been destroyed : 
this is a sufficient ground for the ct. to have the 
letters read: & the letters themselves containing 
expressions of the writer indicative of his having 
sent them to the publisher of the Register in 
Middlesex for the purpose of publication, the whole 
is evidence sufficient for the jury to find a publica- 
tion by the procurement of deft. in Middlesex.— 
R. v. JOHNSON (1805), 7 East, 65; 29 State Tr. 
413; 3 Smith, K. B. 94; 103 E. R. 286. 

Annotations :—Refd. RK. v. Burdett (1820), 1 State Tr. N. 8. 


1. Mentd. Kensington v. Inglis (1807), 8 East, 273; 
Zaunokee Doss v. Bindabun Doss (1836), 1 Moo. Ind. App. 





1149. Postmark—For purpose of deciding venue.]} 
—(1) In an indictment for a libel, the postmark 
of a particular place within the county in which the 
venue is laid, upon a letter containing the libel, 
is not sufficient evidence of the publication there 
by deft. 

(2) If a libellous Ietter iy sent by the post, 
addressed to prosecutor at a place out of the county 
in which the venue is laid in an indictment for the 
libel, still if it was first received by him within that 
county, this is a sufficient publication by deft. to 
support the indictment.—R. v. WATSON (1808), 
1 Camp. 215, N. P. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Reld. R. v. Burdett (1820), 4 B. & 
Ald. 95; Woodcock v. Houldsworth (1846), 16 M. & W. 
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1150. Letter sent ie post—Seals broken.] 
(1) A letter containing a libel was proved to be in 
the handwriting of deft., to have n addressed 
to a party in Scotland, to have been received at the 

st office at C. from the post office at H., & to have 
en then forwarded from C. to London to be for- 
warded to Scotland, & it was produced at the trial 
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with the proper postmarks, & with the seal 
broken :—Held: sufficient primd facie evidence 
that it reached the person to whom it was 
addressed, & of a publication to him. 

(2) Pltf. & deft.. were jointly interested in pro- 
perty in Scotland, of which C. was manager. 
Deft. wrote to C. a letter, perce, about the 
proporty, & the conduct of plitf. with reference 
hereto, but containing a charge against pltf. 
with reference to his conduct to his mother & 
aunt :—Held: though the part of the letter about 
deft.’3 conduct as to the property might be con- 
fidential & privileged, such privilege could not 
extend to the part of the letter about pltf.’s con- 
duct to his mother & aunt.—WARREN v. WARREN 
(1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 250; 4 Tyr. 850; 3 L. J. Ex. 
294; 149 BE. R. 1073. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Wilson v. Robinson (1845), 

WaL.J B. 196; Nevill v. Fine Arts & General Insce., 


.Q. 
[1895] 2 Q. B. 156 ; McQuire v. Western Morning News Co., 
(1903) 2 K. B. 100; Adam v. Ward, [1917] A. C. 309. 


hs ——.]—-SHIPLEY v. TODHUNTER, No. 896, 
ante. 

1152. Original document destroyed—Production 
& proof of sale of similar papers.|—In an action 
against A. for publishing a libel, evidence sufficient 
to go to a jury is furnished by proof that a libel 
was actually published; that it was a printed 
paper, since destroyed ; that it corresponded with 
a@ printed paper produced; & that A. printed a 
paper corresponding with that produced, & sent 
three hundred to a shop from whence a person 
actually publishing the libel procured it; & that 
the libel was, on that occasion, taken from a parcel 
apparently containing three hundred.—JOHNSON 
v. Hupson & MORGAN (1836), 7 Ad. & El. 233, n. ; 
1 Har. & W. 680; 5L. J. K.B. 95; 112 E. R. 459. 
Annotation :—Refd. Watts v. Fraser (1837), Will. Woll. & 

Dav. 451. 

1153. Pamphlet lent by person to whom pub- 
lished—lIdentification of returned pamphlet.]— 
In an action for a libel contained in a pamphlet 
a witness stated that she had received a copy from 
deft. & that she had read certain portions of it; 
that she had lent it to A. & that he had afterwards 
given her a copy back, which she bclieved to be the 
same she had lent to him, but that she would not 
swear that it was the same, yet that she had no 
reason to doubt it :—Held: there was sufficient 
evidence of publication for the jury.—IRYER v. 
GATHERCOLE (1849), 4 Exch. 262; 18 L. J. Ex. 
aoaG 13 L. T. O. S. 285; 13 Jur. 542; 154 BE. R. 

1154. Pointing to placard— Authorship not 
proved..—Hirrp v. Woop (No. 1) (1894), 38 
Sol. Jo. 234, C. A. 

zupueauon of newspapers.|— See Nos. 1155-1160, 
post. 


(b) Publication of Newspapers. 

1155. Mere printing—Prima facie evidence of 
publication.|—(1) Publication of a libel must be 
stated in a declaration, but may be collected from 
the whole of it, & needs not any technical form of 
words. 

@) Printing a libel may be an innocent act, 
but, unless qualified by circumstances, shall 
prima facie be understood to be a publishing. 
It must be delivered to a compositor & the other 


evidence of publication of a libel.— 
Lucas 9. MINISTERIAL UNION, ETC. 
OF BRiTIsH COLUMBIA (1917), 23 


ye rier v. 
B. C. R. 257.— CAN. . 


Act. 
ot 14), 29 
W. R. 167: 


lisher—Must comply with Newspaper 


Ww. L. 
20 D. L. R. 692; 24 
Man. L. R. 721.—CAN, 
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subordinate workman. Printing it in a news- 

per admits of no doubt upon the face of it (per 

UR.).—BALDWIN v. ELPHINSTON (1775), 2 Wm. BI. 
1037; 96 E. R. 610, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—As_to (2) N.F. Watts v. Fraser (1837), 7 
Ad. & E1.223. Refd. R. v. Burdett (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 95. 
Compare No. 1160, post. 

1156. Production of copy.|—-An affidavit made 
& signed by the printer & publisher & proprietor 
of a newspaper, as required by 38 Geo. 3, c. 78 ; 
which affidavit contained the names of the parties, 
the place where the paper was printed, & the title 
of it ; together with the production of a newspaper 
tallying in every respect with the description of 
it in the affidavit is not only evidence by that Act 
of the publication of such paper by the parties 
named, but is also evidence of its publication in 
the county where the printing of it is described 
to be; & this, upon the trial of an information 
for a libel contained in such newspaper.—l. v. 
Hart & WHITE (1808), 10 East, 94; 30 State Tr. 
1316; 103 B. R. 711. 


in a newspaper :—Held: the publication was 
proved by the production of a newspaper corre- 
sponding in title, etc., with that described in the 
affidavit lodged at the Stamp Office.—MAYNE v. 
FLETCHER (1829), 9 B. & C. 382; 4 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 311; 2 Man. & Ry. M. ©. 356; 7L.J.0.8. 
K.B. 269; 109 FE. R.142. 


Annotations :—Folld. Rt. v. O’Connell (1 BAS) 5 State Tr. N.S. 
1. Refd. Cook v. Ward (1830), 4 Moo. & P. 99. 


1158. .}—To render the certified copy of the 
affidavit made by the proprietor of a newspaper 
evidence under 38 Geo. 8, c. 78, it must either 
appear upon the jurat that the person before whom 
it was made, had authority to take it, or this must 
be proved aliunde. But it is sufficient evidence of 
publication at common law to put in the original 
affidavit of the proprietor stating where the paper 
was so published, & to prove that a paper with the 
corresponding title containing the libel was pur- 
chased there.—R. v. WHITE (1811), 3 Camp. 
98, N. P. 

1159. J—(1) It is a libel to publish a 
ludicrous story of an individual in a newspaper, 
if it tend to render him the subject of public 
ridicule, although he had previously told the story 
of himself. 

(2) An examined copy of an affidavit filed 
by the proprietor of a newspaper at the Stamp 
Office did not correspond in terms with the title 
of the paper, when produced in evidence, but 
the sub-distributor of stamps produced the paper 
in which the alleged libel was published, & said 
that he believed that deft. was the proprietor, 
& that he had accounted & paid duties on 
advertisements inserted therein :—Held: it was 
sufficient evidence to go to a jury of a publication 
by deft. 

(3) Proof that pltf. had been made the subject 
of laughter at a public meeting, is admissible, as 
identifying him with the subject of a libel, & as a 
proof of the consequences which had necessarily 
resulted to him from its publication. 

(4) A declaration for a libel, after an inducement 
that one OC. had been tried & convicted of murder, 
& was about to be banged for such crime, alleged 








[1918] 2 W. W. R. 118; 40 DL. R. 
3738; 568. C. R. 305.—OAN, 

d. ——.] — DINGLE v. WORLD 
NrwsPaPer Co. or Toronto (1918), 
pie ) R. 573; 45 D. L. R. 22 


ELEGRAM PRINTING 
R. 505; 7 


; B. (b). lisher—Where same person.}—SCOwN . Publication attributed to corre- 
na ta PUBLISHING Co.. LTD... snondent—One of many corresvondenta.)} 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect. 1.— Libel: Sud-sect. 4, B. (b). & C.; sub-sect. 5. 
Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1, A., B. & C.; sub-sect. 2. 
Sect. 83: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. & B. (a).] 


that deft. published the libel of & concernin pltf., 
without averring that it was published of pltf., & 
of & concerning the matters stated in the indict- 
ment :—Held: nevertheless, to be sufficient.— 
Cook v. Warp (1830), 6 Bing. 409; 4 Moo. & P. 
99; 8L. J.0.S.C. P. 126; 130 E. R. 1338. 

1160. ——.]—Deft. proposed to prove in mitiga- 
tion of damages, that he had been provoked to 
write the libel complained of by other libels pre- 
viously published by plitf. in certain newspapers 
& in a magazine. To effect this-he offered in 
evidence a certificate of an affidavit from the 
Stamp Office. that pltf. was a proprietor of one 
of the newspapers, & proved that he was also 
editor of the others, & that he had read over in 
manuscript an article tending to provoke deft., 
which afterwards appeared in one of them. 
He also produced copies of the newspapers obtained 
from the Stamp Office one of which corresponded 
with the affidavit: & proved that the others had 
been signed & deposited under directions of pltf. 
by his printer, & one of them was proved by pltf.’s 
printer to have been printed by him. The 
Magazine produced was also stated by pltf.’s 
publisher to have been published by him, accord- 
ing to his belief before the appearance of deft.’s 
libel. Deft. gave no evidence to show that he 
had seen any of the libels by which he alleged that 
he had been provoked :—Held: (1) the deposit of 
the newspapers at the Stamp Office did not, by 
38 Geo. 3, c. 78, under those circumstances afford 
evidence of a publication ; (2) the publication of a 
newspaper could not be inferred from the circum- 
stance of one having been printed ; (3) even if the 
publication had been proved, the evidence was 
inadmissible to show provocation, unless some 
further evidence was given from which the jury 
might infer that deft. had seen the libels by pltf. 
previous to writing the libel complained of.— 
WATTS v. FRASER (1837), 7 Ad. & El. 223; 2 Nev. 
& P. K. B. 157; Will. Woll. & Dav. 451; 6 
LL. J. K. B. 226; 1 Jur. 671; 112 E. R. 455. 
Annotation :—Aa to (2) Folld. KR. v. O'Connell (1844), 5 

State Tr. N.S. 1. 

See, also, No. 1099, ante. 


Proof of publication in general.]— See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., p. 383, Nos. 3296 et seq. 


C. Admissibilily of Evidence. 

1161. Contents of newspaper placard—Calling 
attention to [libel in defendant’s newspaper.]— 
In an action on the case for a libel in a newspaper, 
pitf. cannot give evidence of the contents of a 
placard posted in the window of a third person, 
although the placard states what will appear in 
deft.’s newspaper respecting pltf., & that which it 
388 eA, DRANDON (1892), 24 O. R. 


{. Printing from notes of defen- 
dant.}—MACKENZIE ». Giekeos 
(1901), 8 B. C. R. 36.— CAN. 


PART V. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.—C. 

&. Previous publication.}—In an 
action for libel evidence ae be given 
by deft. of a previous abilost ion by 
pitf. connec with the Hbel com- 
plained of, but not of a ublication 
subsequent to the itbel—at any rate, 
where it. Makes no difference to deft,— 


words were 
ITeld: 


plaintiffs i 
D. L. R. 


30 O. X. 


PART V. SECT. 2, SUB-BSECT. 1.—A. 
k. Slander not belicveda—H 


1. Words uttered at instigation of 780; 1 

ent, J—R és 

S REON C18 12), at O. W. F860 
‘ is YY. L. R. ; 
567.—OAN, cide 

m. Must be in heart 

y.}~An action for alaadier will not 

fe for words spoken to 
the hearing of a third 


foretold does appear oe Us 
RicHaRps (1827), 2 C. & P. 562, N. P. 

1162, Manuscript in handwriting of defendant— 
Partly erased.]|—TanPLey v. BLaBEY, No. 1106, 


ante. 

1168. Handbills dealing with same subject as 
libel complained of—Published about same time.] 
—Bonp v. Douatas, No. 1142, ante. 

1164, Repetition & republication—Knowledge of 
defendant of probability of such repetition.|— 
A paragraph in a statement of claim in an action 
for a libel published in a newspaper stated that deft. 
knew that the words published would be, & the 
same in fact were, repeated & published in other 
editions of the same newspaper :—Held: evi- 
dence of the facts stated in this paragraph would be 
admissible at the trial, & therefore the paragraph 
was properly pleaded & ought not to be struck 

t 


out. 

The law is thus stated, & I think correctly stated, 
in Odgers on Libel. . . . Where there is evidence 
that deft., though he spoke only to A., intended & 
desired that A. should repeat his words, or 
expressly requested him to do so, here deft. is 
liable for all the consequences of A.’s repetition of 
the slander (HUDDLEsTON, B.).—WHITNEY 1. 
MOIGNARD (1890), 24 Q. B. D. 630; 59 L. J. Q. B. 
824; OT. L. R. 274. 

Secondary evidence.}—— Sec EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 218, 222, Nos. 1906, 1964. 

Proof of handwriting.) — See EVIDENCE, Vol. 
XXII., pp. 197, 199, Nos. 1689, 1722, 1724. 


SuB-SECT. 5.—-PRACTICE. 
Sec Sect. 4, sub-sect. 1, post. 


Sect. 2.—SLANDER. 
SUB-8ECT, 1.—LIABILITY FOR PUBLICATION. 
A. In General. 
1165. Liability for each publication—-Of same 
777 apm (1625), 3 Bulst. 313; 81 KF. RK. 


B. By Servant. 


1166. Servant acting within scope of employ- 
ment.]—In an action of damages for slander against 
a municipal corpn., pursuer averred that one G., 
who was in the service of defenders as a tax 
collector, & whose duties included the collection 
of the police assessments payable by pursuer’s 
husband & the granting of receipte therefor & for 
instalments thereof, while in the exercise of his 
duty as police tax collector in the employment of 
defenders called at pursuer’s house & demanded 
payment of the police taxes. Pursuer tendered 
the balance due, which G. declined to accept as 


wv. CALDER (1883), 23 N. B. KR. 73.— 
CAN. 


to whom published. }--Whore detanatory PART V. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—B. 

spoken by deft. before 1166 {. Servant acting within of 

Tsons who did not believe them :— employment.) —Roagra v. Dick (1863), 

deft. was not protected by 1 Macph. (Ct. of Sous.) 411; 35 
Defamation Act, e. 2.— PARKER v. Sc. Jur. 250,—S8COT. 


1166 if. ———.}——-BRATON v. GLASGOW 
Corpn., (190838. C. 1010; 45 8c. L. R. 
68. L. T. 207,.—S8COT. 

1166 iil, ———.}—An omployeris liable 
for a verbal slander uttered by his 
sorvant in the course of the servant’s 
omployment & for the benefit of the 
employer.-——-FINBURGH v. Moss’ . 
Pings, LTp., [1908] 8. ©. 938; 45 
So, L. R. 792; 168. L. T. 116.—SCOT. 

1166 iv. ———-.}—ELLw v. 


of third 
pitd,, unless in 


Part V.—PuBLICATION. 


correct & asked to see the receipts for previous 

ayments, & then left the house. That when he 
Nid call again on the same day he accused pursuer 
of having altered a receipt for 7s. 6d. from the sum 
of 4s. 6d. for which it had been truly made out, for 
the purpose of defrauding defenders of the sum of 
3s.; that the receipt bore no marks of having been 
altered ; that when she denied the charge G. became 
violent & threatened to lodge information with the 
police authorities which would result in her being 
put in gaol for three months for forgery; & that 
he repeated the slander in the house of a neigh- 
bour :—Held: the averments disclosed no ground 
of action against defenders, for there was nothing 
on the face of them to show expressly or by 
implication that the expression of any opinion by 
G. as to the genuineness of any receipt which might 
be produced to him for payment of taxes was 
within the scope of his employment.—GLasGow 
CORPN. v. LORIMER, [1911] A. C. 209; 80 L. J. 
P. 0.175; sub nom. GLASGOW CORPN. v. RIDDELL, 
104 L. T. 354, H. L. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Lloyd v. Grace, Smith (1912), 107 
ue - aoe Pratt v. British Medical Assocn., [1919] 1 





.]—See, also, Nos. 1126-1180, ante; AGENCY, 
Vol. I., pp. 594 et seq. 


C. Repetition. 
Sce Sect. 3, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PRACTICE 
See Sect. 4, Sub-sect. 2, post. 


SEcT. .3.—REPETITION. 
Sus-skEctT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


1167. Reading aloud libellous statement— 
Whether publication.|—(1) A libel is made either 
against a private person, or a magistrate, or 
public person; & in either case is punishable, 
although the party libelled is dead at the time of 
making the libel; (2) it is not material, whether 
the libel be true or false; (3) a libel is either 
wn scriptis or sine scriptis. A libel in scriptis is, 
when an epigram, rhyme, or other writing is com- 
posed or published, to the scandal or contumely 
of another; (4) such libel may be published 
(a) verbis aut cantilenis : as where it is maliciously 
repeated or sung in the presence of others; 
(6) traditione, when the libel or any copy of it is 
delivered over to scandalise the party.—CasE DE 
open Famosis (1605), 5 Co. Rep. 125a; 77 


Annotations ;—As to (1) Consd. R. v. Topham (1791), 4 
Term Rep, 126; R. v. Knsor (1887), 3 T. L. R. 366. 
td. R. v. Labouchoro ae: 12 Q. B. D. 320. As to 

(4) Refd. Harman v, Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898 ; Forrester 

v. Tyrrell (1893),57 J. P. 532. Generally, Mentd. Town- 

rend v. Hughes (1678), 2 Mod. Rep. 150. 

1168, —— -]—To be convicted of libel in 
the Star Chamber, the party ought to be either a 
contriver of the libel, or a procurer of the con- 
triving of it, or a malicious publisher of it, knowing 
it to be a libel. 

If one reads a libel, that is no publication of it, 
or if he hears it read, it is no publication of it, for 
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before he reads or hears it, he cannot know it to be 
a libel; or if he hears or reads it, & pope at it, it 
is no publication of it; but if after he read or 
heard it, he repeats it, or any part of it in the hearing 
of others, or after that he knows it to be a libel, 
he reads it to others, that is an unlawful publica- 
tion of it (per Curn.).—Lams’s CasE (1610), 9 
Co. Rep. 59 b; Moore, K. B. 813; 77 E. R. 822. 


Annotations :—Expld. R. v. Beare (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 414. 
Refd. Forrester v. Tyrrell (1893), 57 J. P. 532. Mentd. 
Townsend v. Haghes (1678), 2 Mod. Rep. 150; Emmens 
v. Pottle (1885), 34 W. R. 116. 


1169. ——.J—If a man reads a libel on 
another to himself & then reads it aloud before 
other persons, that makes him a libeller. Deft. 
received an anonymous letter whilst at a meeting 
of a lodge, of which both he & pltf. were members. 
Deft. read the letter to himself & then by leave 
of the chairman read it to the members present. 
The jury found that the letter contained defamatory 
matter reflecting on pltf.:—Held: a publication 
of a libel—FORRESTER v. TYRRELL (1893), 57 
J. P. 5382; 9T. L. R. 257, C. A. 

1170. Disclosure of name of original utterer— 
Whether libel actionable as oral slander.|] — 
M‘GREGOR v. THWAITES, No. 1668, post. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—LIABILITY FOR. 
A. Libel. 

1171. Disclosure of original utterer — Whether 
mitigation of offence of repeater..—RHe Reap & 
Huaaonson, No. 1115, ante. 

1172. Whether a defence.|—In an action 
for a libel, it is no plea, that deft. had the libellous 
statement from another, & upon publication dis- 
closed the author’s name.—D& CRESPIGNY v. 
WELLESLEY (1829), 5 Bing. 392; 2 Moo. & P. 
695; 7L.J3.0.8.C. P. 100; 130 EB. R. 1112. 


Annotations :—Refd. Delegal v. Highley (1837), 3 Bing. N. C: 
950; Tidman v. Ainslie i854), 10 Exch. 63. Mentd. 
M‘Pherson v. Daniels (1829), 10 B. & C. 263; Jones v. 
Hulton, {1909] 2 K. B. 444. 


1173. -|—In an action for libel it is 
no justification that the libellous matter was 
previously published by a third person, & that deft., 
at the time of his publication, disclosed the name 
of that person, & believed all the statements con- 
tained in the libel to be true.—TIDMAN v. AINSLIE 
(1854), 10 Exch. 63; 156 E. R. 357. 


Annotation :—Consd. Dickeson v. Hilliard & Hare, Robinson 
v. Hilliard & Hare (1874), 30 L. T. 196. 


See, also, No. 1668, post. 
Repetition of slander.|—See Nos. 1189-1197, 
post. 














— 


B. 
(a) Liability of Original Utterer. 

1174. General rule—Prim& facie no liability.]— 
In an action for slander by husband & wife against 
husband & wife, the words declared upon, imputing 
adultery to the female pltf. having been addressed 
to her by the female deft., in the presence of other 
persons, but in the absence of the other pltf., & 
repeated without the authority of the female deft. 
by the female pltf. to her husband, who in conse- 
quence of such words so repeated, refused to 
continue to cohabit with her—the loss by the 


FRrE LABOUR ASSOON. (ets) 7 F. 1166 vi. ——.J]—AIKENv.CALEDONIAN public meeting a defamatory resolu- 
(Ct. of Sess.) 629; 42 Sco. L. R. 495; Ry. Co., (1913) 8. C. 66; 50 Sc. lL. R. tion, proposed by another, is an adop- 
13 8. L. T. 70.—860T, 45; (1912) 28. L. T. 314.—SCOT. tion repetition of the defamation, 

1166 v <M*Anan ‘ a ynich Coneiave e ee ee 

_ aah, : v. Criry on render seconder liable 

SUBURBAN Dama, Ltp., (1911) S.C. PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1. = Gamages the person injured.— 
Me 1,48 So. L. R. 318; 18. L. T. 99.— n. Seconding defamatory resolution MEURANT v. RAUBENHEIMER (1868), 
coT. at public meeting.|}—Seoonding at a 1 Buoh. A. C. 87.-—S. AF. 
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Sect. 3.—Repetition: Sub-sect. 2, B. (a) & (b). 
Sect. 4: Sub-sect. 1.] 


female pltf. of the consortium of her husband was 
alleged as special damage :—Held: on the authority 
of Ward v. Weeks, No. 2136, post, defts. were not 
liable for the unauthorised repetition by the 
female pltf. to her husband. ; 

Qu.: whether the loss of consortium is a ground 
of special damage. Qu.: whether the words were 
such as to justify the husband in depriving his 
wife of her consortium. Semble: that there was 
no duty or obligation on the wife to repeat the 
words to her husband. 

Where one man makes a statement to another, 
& that other thinks fit to repeat it to a third, I 
do not think it reasonable to hold the first speaker 
responsible for the ultimate consequences of his 
speech (BRAMWELL, B.).—PARKINS v. Scott (1862), 
1H. & C, 153; 31 L. J. Ex. 331; 6 L. T. 304; 
8 Jur. N.S. 593; 10 W. R. 562; 158 BE. R. 839; 
previous proceedings, 2 F. & F. 799, N. P. 
Annotations :—Consd. Clarke v. Morgan PTs) 38 L. T..3545 

Speight x. Gosnay (1891), 60 L. J. Q. B. 231. Refd. 
v, Goodwin (1862), 3 F. & F. 257; Riding v. Smith 
ee Ex. D. 91; Weld-Blundell rt. Stephens, [1920] 

. - JJO. 








1175. ——.|—-H1rsT v. Goopwin, No. 450, 
ante. 

1176. ——.]—DERRY v. HANDLEY, No. 
1180, post. 

1177. .|—On an application for leave 








to issue a writ of summons for service out of the 
jurisdiction, it appeared that the cause of action 
Was an alleged slander uttered abroad & followed 
by special damage in England :—Held: the writ 
ought not to issue, for as it was not shown that the 
slander was intended to be transmitted to England, 
the special damage, if it) was the cause of action, 
was not the act of the person who uttered the 
slander, or an act for which he was responsible, 
so that there was no act. done by him within the 
jurisdiction within R. S. C., 1875, Ord. 11, r. 1. 

There is ample authority to show that a man is 
not liable for damage occasioned by a repetition 
of the slander (BRAMWELL, L.J.).—BREE v. 
MARESCAUX (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 434; 50 L. J. Q. B. 
676; 44 L. T. 765; 29 W. BR. 858, C. A. 
ab nen he One. Weld-Blundell tr. Stephens, {1920} 

1178, —— 
post. 

See, also, No. 2136, post. 

1179. Exceptions to rule—Words uttered to 
person under duty to repeat.\— Parkins vr. Scort, 
No. 1174, ante. 

1180. -|\—-The general rule that the 
remedy of a slandered person, in cases where the 
words are uttered by the original slanderer to 
another, who communicates them to a third 
person, whereby special damage arises, is against 
the intermediate person & not the original slandercr, 
does not apply where the words are spoken to a 
person who is under a moral obligation to com- 
municate them to a third. In such case the com- 
munication is a privileged one, & the original 
utterer of the slander is responsible.-—DERRY v 
HANDLEY (1867), 16 L. T. 263. j 


Acrtanon ‘—Refd. Speight v. Gosnay (1891), 60 L. J. Q. B. 





.'— SPEIGHT v. GOSNAY, No. 1188, 








PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT, 2.— 
B. (a). 


1188 1, Ecceptions to rule 
ucl.}—Deft. was held liable for damages 
for the effect of the SA hid at 
defamatory words uttere 
such repetition being the 


consequences of the utterance.— Bor: 
DEAUX t. Jons (1913), 25 W. 1. RR. 


6 Alta. L. R. 440.—-CAN, 
V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 2.— 

B. (b). 
1189 1. General rule.}—Each publica- 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


1181. 
1188, post. 
See, also, No. 1922, post. 


——.]—-SPEIGHT v. GosNnay, No. 











1182. Original utterer authorising repeti- 
tion.]—ParkIns v. Scott, No. 1174, ante. 

1183, ——— .—Spreiant v. Gosnay, No. 
1188, post. 

1184. ——- Original utterer intending repetition.] 
—WHITNEY -v. MOIGNARD, No. 1164, ante. 

1185. ——- -—--—-.]—Sprianr v. Gosnay, No. 
1188, post. 


See, also, No. 1177, ante. 
1186. Original utterer requesting repetition. |] 
—WHITNEY v. MOIGNARD, No. 1164, ante. 








1187. .—PARKEsS v. Prescotr, No. 1139, 
ante. 
1188. Repetition natural consequence of 





original utterer’s act.|—Deft. uttered a slander 
consisting of a false imputation upon the chastity 
of pitf., an unmarried woman, in the presence of 
plitf..s mother. The mother repeated it to pltf., 


; who repeated it to the man to whom she was 


engaged to be married & he broke off the engage- 
ment. There being no evidence that deft. 
authorised or intended the repetition of the slander, 
or that he knew of plitf.’s engagement :—Held : 


; an action of slander could not be maintained 


against him. 

Where special damage arises from the repetition 
of a slander, an action may be maintained against 
the person uttering the slander if he authorised 
or intended the repetition; or if the repetition 
was the natural consequence of his act; or, 
semble: if there was a moral obligation on the 
person in whose presence the slander was uttered 
to repeat it. 

Prima facie this case appears to be governed by 
Parkins v. Scott, No. 1174, ante, which is an 
authority for the proposition that in the case of 
an unauthorised repetition of a slander it is not 
the person who utters the slander, but the person 
who repeats it, who is liable (LINDLEY, [..J.).— 
SPEIGHT v. GOSNAY (1891), 60 lL. J. Q. B. 231; 
53 J. P.501; 7T. L. R. 239, C. A. 

Lae Ree Weld-Blundell ov. Stephens, (1920) 


tition. !—-- 


Special damage resulting from re 
. (a) Vil., 


See Part VIII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 4, 
post. 


(6) Liability of Person Repeating Slander. 
1189. General rule.|—-Slanderous words spoken 
as hearsay are actionable.—READ's Casi (1598), 
Cro. Eliz. 645; 78 E. KR. $84. 








1190. j—Mercas v. GRIFFYTH (1601), 
Gouldsb. 138; Cro. Eliz. 400; 75 FE. R. 1049. 

1191. ———-.|—-Lewis v. WALTER. No. 16, ante. 

1192. —-—.’—An action lies for slanderous 


words, although deft. reported them as spoken 
by another, pltf. averring that they were not 80 
spoken.—RAYNOLDS v. BLANCHETYT (1674), 1 
Freem. K. B. 275; 89 E. R. 197. 

1193, ——.!]—-(1) In an action for slander, for 
words spoken of pitf. in his trade, importing a 
direct assertion made by deft., that pltf. was 
insolvent, deft. pleaded, that one W. spoke & 
published to deft. the same words, & that deft., at 
the time of speaking & publishing them, declared 


tion is a distinct tort, & every person 

re the slander becomes an 

indepe t slanderer.—STEWART ¢. 
(1918), 42 OL. R. 477 


- «se se 


Part V.—PUvuBLICATION. 


that he had heard & been told the same from & 
by the said W. :—Held: it is not an answer to an 
action for oral slander for deft. to show that he 
heard it from another, & named the person at the 
time, without showing that deft. believed it to be 
true, & that he spoke the words on a justifiable 
occasion. 

(2) To constitute a good defence to an action 
where the publication of the slander is not in- 
tended to be denied, defts. must negative the 
charge of malice... or show that pltf. is not 
entitled to recover damages. ... A party is not 
the less entitled to recover damages... for 
injurious matter published concerning him because 
another person previously published it (LITTLE- 
DALE, J.).—M‘PHERSON v. DANIELS (1829), 10 
B. & C. 263; 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 251; 8 L. J. 
O.S. K. B. 14; 109 BE. R. 448. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. C—— v. Lindsell (1847), 9 
L. T. 0.8.24. Refd. Ward v. Weeks (1830), 7 Bing. 211 ; 
Delegal v. Highley (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 950; Tidman v,. 
Ainslie (1854), 10 Exch. 63. 4sto (2) Apld. Watkins »v. 
Hall (1868), L. Rt. 3 Q. B. 396. Generally, Mentd. Speck 
v. Phillips (1839), 8 L. J. Ex. 277; BR. v. Nood (1852), 6 
Cox, C. ‘oh 137; Johnson v. Emorson (1871), L. 2. 6 Exch. 
329; Allen v. Flood, [1898] A. C. 1. 

1194, .|—It is no defence to allege, in 
response to the libel, that the defamatory words 
were uttered, without anger or malice, in a 
discussion with intimate friends respecting the 
truth of the report containing the defamation, 
the party mentioning the channel of the report, 
& offering to assist in discovering the author.— 
COLLIS v. BATE (1846), 4 Notes of Cases, 540; 
10 Jur. 647. 

1195. ——.]—WarkIn v. Hat, No. 1272, post. 

1196. Publication of name of original utterer— 
Whether good defence.|-NORTHAMPTON’S (EARL), 
CASE (1613), 2 State Tr. 861; 12 Co. Rep. 132 ; 
77 EK. R. 1407. 

Annotations :—Folld. Davis v. Lewis (1796), 7 
17. Expid. Lewis v. Walter ideo 4 B. & Ald. 605. 
Distd. M'Gregor v. Thwaites (1824), 3B. & C. 24. Consd. 
De Crespigny v. Wellesley (1829), 5 Bing. 392. Dbtd. 
M'Pherson v. Daniels (1829), 10 B. & GC. 263. Consd. 

Distd. Tidman v. 


Ward v. Weeks (1830), 7 Bing. 211. 
63 efd. Townsend v. Hughes 


Ainslie (1854), 10 Exch. 63. 
1676), 2 Mod. Rep. 150; Maitland v. Goldney (1802), 2 
Meadows (1804), 5 East, 463; 





Term Rep. 


Last, 426; Woolnoth v. 
Delegal v. Highley (1837), 3 Bing N. . 

ie eee (1839), 8 L. J. Ex. 277; Sinclair v. Storey (1843), 
1L.T. O. 8. 148. 


1197, —— -}+—In a justification of slander, 
that deft. named the original author of it at the 
time, it is not sufficient to allege that the original 
slanderer used such & such words or to that 
effect; although in the libel declared on deft. 
stated that another had spoken the same slanderous 
words of pltf. or words to that effect: but deft. 
must give the very words used, though it be only 
necessary to prove some matcrial part of them. 
Qu.: whether a defendant can by naming the 
original author justify the publishing in writing 
slanderous words spoken by such other ; especially 
after knowing that they were unfounded.— 
agit v. GOLDNEY (1802), 2 East, 426; 102 
<innotations :—Refd. Woolnoth v. Meadows (1804), 5 East, 

463; M‘Gregor v. Thwaites (1824), 3 B. & C. 24. 

Compare No. 1172, ante. 





PART V. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT, 1. 


QO. Where justification leaded —&: 
publication admitted —Right to pis} 
Ch 


names of the person or persons to 
whom, the date or dates on which 
& tho place or places where, the alleged 
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Sect. 4.—PRACTICE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—LIBEL. 


1198. How pleaded—Necessity for allegation of 
publication.|—-BALDWIN v. ELPHINSTON, No. 1155, 
ante 


1199. -——- Libel purporting to be assertion of 
some other person.]—-An action for a libel, charging 
in one count that deft. pe it as purporting 
to be a letter from A. to B.; & in another charging 
generally that deft. published the libellous matter, is 
not sustained by proof of a publication, wherein 
deft. stated that in a debate in the Irish House of 
Commons, several years before, the A.-G. of 
Ireland had read such a letter; & then stating 
the libellous matter as said by him, in commenting 
upon the letter: for the characters of the several 
libels are essentially different, though the slander 
imputed may be the same. It seems also that a 
libellous assertion that pltf. ‘‘ has been for some 
time past confined on a charge of high treason, 
taken as a fact asserted generally by the publisher 
on his own knowledge, would refer to the period of 
the publication, & therefore would not be proved ° 
by showing that it was asserted to have been said 
by another some years before, & consequently 
referring to the period when it was so said. But 
proof of a warrant, to arrest on suspicion of high 
treason, will not sustain a justification that pltf. 
was arrested & confined on a charge of high treason. 


—BELL v. BYRNE (1811), 13 East, 554; 104 
E. BR. 486. 
Annotations :—Apld. M‘Pherson v. Daniels (1829), 10 


Aiee C. 263. Refd. Cartwright v. Wright (1822),5 B.& Ald. 

——— Libel itself must be set out.])—-See Nos. 
967, 968, ante. 

1200. Particulars—Persons to whom published.}— 
In an action for libel brought by pitf. as the 
director of a co. against defts., a committee of the 
shareholders in the co., for statements contained 
in a report drawn up & alleged to be maliciously 
published by them, defts. had obtained, after 
pleadings had been closed, an order for particulars 
of the occasion of any publication, by them to 
persons other than shareholders :—Held: defts. 
were not entitled to such particulars, since the 
publication complained of clearly included publica- 
tion to others than shareholders, though not 
expressly so stated, & sufficiently complied with the 
requirements of pleading under R. S. C., Ord. 19, 
r. 4.—GOURAUD v. FITZGERALD (1888), 87 W. R. 
265; 5T. L. R. 80, C. A. 

1201. Unknown to _ plaintiff.) — 
A statement of claim in a libel action alleged 
that the libel had been published to certain 
persons named & to others whose names were 
unknown to plitfs., but known to defts., & that 
pltf. would rely upon the publication thereof to 
every person to whom they might discover it 
was published. Defts. moved that the statement 
of claim should be struck out so far as it referred 
to the publication of the libel to persons unknown 
to pltfs. on the ground that it was emb 
because they knew not how to plead to it; &, 
further, that it gave pltf. an opportunity of 








yee: v. SHEFFIELD, [1911] 1 I. R. 69.—- 


—In an action tor libel where publica- libel was published,in the absence of r. Action against jail oi 
tion is admitted & justification pleaded sbeclal_ grounds requiring ‘them kK Pee ey 
by deft., pitt. is entitled to begin even specially in a case where the par- DERWooD v. Roacu (1908), 6 B. L. 
thongh the affirmative issue ison doft. Mouiare oe publication, if any, mus be 561.—CAN. 
Bee ee Oe x, (19 nown eft.—Krogu v. INcoR- : 
NODE see E88O) oRatED DENTAL Eeemneeay OF IRE-  gacndent’s Mio Somes: ec 
p, Particulars—Defendant’s right to.) AND, [1910] 2 1. R. 166.—IR. & Co. (1897), 24 R. (Ct. of Sees.) 471 ; 
“at action of libel deft. is not A Seamer aia I LEGaL & 34 So. L. R. 370; 48. L. T. 261.— 
Ver Ten aren aT a aren a S 


DLS As SLANDER. 
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Sect. 4.—Practice: Sub-sects. 1 & 2s 
: Sect. 1; Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.] 


dministering ‘‘ fishing interroga 
Sbiect of Racoainings Snether in fact he had been 
80 libelled. The Ct. of Appeal, reversing a decision 
of COLERIDGE, J., ordered that the statement of 
claim should stand :—Held: there was Jjuris- 
diction, & that it was a matter of discretion 
whether interrogatories could be administered 
when a statement of claim was so drawn.— RUSSELL 
v. StuBBs, Lrp. (1908), [1913] 2 K. B. 200, n.; 
82 L. J. K. B. 756, n.; 108 L. T. 706; 52 Sol. Jo. 


Part. VI. 


tories’ with the 


680, H. L. 
Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Barham wv. Huntingfield, 
{1013} 2K. B. 193. Ap d. Leng v. Langlands (1916), 114 
. T. 665. Consd. Re Whitworth, O’Rourke v. Darbishire, 


[1919] 1 Ch. 320. 

See R. S. C., Ord. 19, rr. 4, 6, 7. 

Interrogatories —- Right to administer.) — See 
DiscovgEry, Vol. XVIII., pp. 203 et seg. 


SuUB-SECT. 2.-—-SLANDER. 


1202. Words spoken to several persons—Super- 
fluous allegations—When struck out.]|—The court 
will not order counts in slander to be struck out as 
unnecessary or superfluous, where they were 
introduced in a colloguium with several persons, 
as in some counts it was necessary to set out the 
names of the persons to whom the words were 
spoken, & to omit them in others; & a pltf. is not 
to be confined to one particular statement of the 
words spoken.—NELSON v. GRIFFITHS (1824), 2 
Bing. 412 ; 9 Moore, C. P. 785; 3. J.0.8S.C. P. 
55; 130 E. R. 365. 

1203. ——— Plaintiff not confined to one state- 
ment.]/—-NELSON v. GRIFFITHS, No. 1202, ante. 

1204. Right of defendant to particulars—Of 
persons to whom Slander uttered.|—In slander, 
with special damage, particulars refused of the 
persons to whom the words were spoken, but 
interrogatories of the persons whose patronage 


Itf. was 
jonas (186 
1205. 
addresses of 


supposed to have lost, allowed.—Woob v., 

BTR. & F. 801. 

.J]—Particulars of the names & 
ersons mentioned in the statement 

of claim & of how pltf.’s business was falling off 

refused in an action of slander.—WINGARD v. Cox, 

[1876] W. N. 106; Bitt. Prac. Cas. 144; 2 Char. 


Cham. Cas. 33. 
Annotation :—Consd. Bradbury v. Cooper (1883), 12 Q. B. D. 
94. 


1206. .]—A statement of claim alleged 
that T., ‘‘at the request & by the direction of 
deft., falsely & maliciously spoke & published 
of & concerning pltf.’’ certain slanderous words, 
which were set out :—Held: deft. was entitled to 
particulars of the persons to whom the words 
were uttered.—BRADBURY v. COOPER (1883), 12 
Q. B. D. 94; 53 L. J. Q. B. 558; 48 J. P. 198; 
82 W. R. 32, D. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Roselle v. Buchanan (1886), 55 L. J. 
Q. B. 376; Gouraud v. Fitzgerald (1888), 6 T. L. R. 19. 


1207. .]}—In an action for slander the 
ct. ordered pltf., upon a summons taken out by 
deft. before delivery of the defence, to give parti- 
culars of the names of the persons to whom the 
alleged slander was uttered.— ROSELLE v. BUCHA- 
NAN (1886), 16 Q. B. D. 656; 55 L. J. Q. B. 376 ; 


34 W. R. 488; 27. L. R. 367, D. C. 
Brncration :—Distd. Gourand v. Fitzgerald (1888), 37 W. R. 


1208. ‘* Best particulars he can give.’’] 
—When particulars are required to be given of the 
names of persons who may have heard deft. 
utter certain slanders in a public room, an order 
that pitf. is to deliver ‘‘ the best particulars he 
can give of the persons present ’’ when the slanders 
were uttered is correct, & will not be varied by the 
oe v. RAMSDALE (1887), 36 . R. 

1209. ——- -———.]—-DAVIES  v. 
[1920] W. N. 29, C. A. 

See R. 8S. C., Ord. 19, rr. 4, 6, 7. 

Right to administer interrogatories.|—Sce Dis- 


COVERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 203 et seq. 


























ROLLESTON, 


Part Vi.—Defences. 


Srecr. 1.— JUSTIFICATION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—Must Bp SpEcIALLY PLEADED. 


1210. Must be pleaded if relied on.J—In an 
action for words that import felony or treason, deft. 
cannot give in evidence the truth of them on the 
general issue.—SmirH v. RICHARDSON (1737), 
Willes, 20; Barnes, 195; 2 Com. 552; 125 BE. R. 
Arelaion ‘—Refd. Bromage v. Prosser (1825), 4 B. & C. 


eee ———.]— UNDERWOOD »v. Parks, No. 2022, 
1212, —.]—Rumsry v. Wess, No. 1541, post. 
1218. -|—(1) In an action by an optician 

against & newspaper proprietor for {nsertt 

an advertisement alluding to pltf. as a licence 


a. Evidence -— Opinions of readers 
— As to whom libel anole On the 
trial of an action for libel witnesses 
who had read the paper containing the 

* allowed to state to whom 











b. Disclosure of 


to the same.—MuRPHY 
(1818), 1 Nfld. L. R. 77,—NFLD, 


PART V. SECT. 


When a bar to action.}—The disclosure 
of the name of the original author of a 
slanderous report previously to the 
commencement of an action, is a bar 


hawker & quack in spectacle secrets :—Held : 
evidence that this was true would be admissible 
under the general issue, as showing that the 
advertisement was not a libel. 

(2) An editor is bound to make some inquiries 
before he publishes anything imputing fraud or 
crime to another (POLLOCK, C.B.).—KEYzOR v. 
Nrwcomr (1859), 1 F. & F. 559. 

1214. Joinder with other plea.|—-SMITH v. LODGE 
(1747), Barnes, 356; 94 E. R. 952. 

1215. -}—In an action of slander deft. 
may plead together pleas equivalent to ‘‘ not 
guilty’ & a plea in justification—RESTELL v. 
STEWARD (1875), 1 Char. Oham. Cas. 87; Bitt. 
Prac. Cas. 46. 

1216. Payment into court.|—In an action 
for libel defts. pleaded denial & justification of 








G. High of defendant to particulare 
-—-Of places where slanders uttered. }— 
An application by deft., that pltf.’s 
attorney might be required to furnish 
to him a statement of the occasions 
on which words were uttered for which 
an action of slander had been ereuen 
was granted,—-SLaTOR v. SLATOR (1863), 
&8L. T. 856.—IR. 


4, SUB-SECT. 2. 
author of slander-— 


v. KEOUGH 


Part VI.—DEYFENCES. 


the libel without the innuendo, & pleaded alter- 
natively an apology & payment into ct. of 40s. as 
amends :—Held: these defences could be pleated 
together, & they were not embarrassing.— 
HAWKESLEY v. BrapsHaw (1880), 5 Q. B. D. 
802; 49 L. J. Q. B. 838; 42 L. T. 285; 44 5. P. 
473; 28 W. R. 557, C. A. 


Annotations :—Refd. Emden v. Carte (1881), 19 Ch. D. 311; 


Gontard v. Carr (1883), 63 L. J. Q. B. 467, n.; Fleming v. 
Dollar (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 388. 


1217. ——.]— FLEMING v. DoLuaR, No. 
1262, post. 

1218. In what cases available—Under Lord 
Campbell’s Act.|—-The special plea of justification 
given by the above Act cannot be pleaded to an 
indictment for a seditious libel. Such plea can 
only be pleaded in justification of a private or 

ersonal libel.—R. v. Durry (1846), 6 State Tr. 

8.303; 71.7. 0.8, 546; 2 Cox, C. C. 45. 

Justification & fair comment compared, sce 
Sect. 4, sub-sect. 2, post. 





SUB-sEcT. 2.—SUFFICIENCY OF PLEA. 
A. In General. 

1219. Must be in precise terms of imputation.}|— 
FysH v. THOROWGOOD, No. 470, ante. 

1220. .|—Saying A. is a thief, & has stolen 
twenty pounds, cannot be justified by pleading 
that she stole a hen; for the whole slander must 
be answered.—HILspEN v. MERCER (1623), Cro. 


Jac. 677; 79 BE. R. 586. 
as nT ‘—Refd. Compagnon v. Martin (1771), 2 Wm. 


1221. -|—Deft. published an account of 
the proceedings under a commission of lunacy, 
whic a had attended as a witness, & stated 
that pltf.’s testimony, ‘“ being unsupported by 
that of any other person, failed to have any 
effect on the jury.” ‘‘ The object was to set aside 
awill.” ‘ Mr. J. commented with cutting severity 
on the testimony of Mr. O.,” pltf.:—Held: the 
whole taken together was a libel; & a plea justi- 
fying only the words ‘‘ Mr. J. commented with 
cutting severity on the testimony of Mr. O.” was 
ill.—RoBERTS v. Brown (1834), 10 Bing. 519; 
non & 8. 407; 3 L. J. O. P. 168; 131 E.R. 

1222. —_—.|—-Where a clergyman had been 
accused by letter to the bishop of being party to 
a disgraceful scene, by which means he had brought 
scandal on religion in the parish. On an action 
for libel :—Held: (1) a plea of justification should 
justify the assertion that the act was a disgraceful 
one; (2) it was not necessary to lay special 
damage; such an accusation would be quite 
sufficient to maintain an action of libel whether 
pitf. was a cler an or not.—JAMES v. BOsTon 
(1845), 5 L. T. O. S. 152. 

1223. ——..]—A libellous paragraph published 
of pltf. in a newspaper, stated, in substance, that 
he was a confederate of blacklegs; that he had 
sought admission into a Yacht Club; that he gave 
an entertainment in the expectation of being 
elected, but was blackballed, & the next morning 
bolted, & some of the tradesmen of the town had 
to lament the fashionable character of his enter- 
tainment. <A plea of justification, after alleging 
facts to show that pltf. was the confederate of 








PART VI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 
12191. Must be in precise terms of 
imputation.}—LONGWoRTH ¥. HYND- 
MAN (1844), 1 v. 0. R. 17.—OAN. 
1218 it, ——.}—ForBes v. MCCLEL- 
(1868), 4 P. R. 272.—CAN, 


LACH (1901), 21 


1218 Iv. 
(1862), 24 
SCOT. 


1219 iii. ——.}—PuLrorp v, WAL- 
Cc. OL TT. 


O. L. R. 278,—CAN. 9 O. R. 687.—CAN. 


Vv. ——-.}—M‘DONALD v. Beaa 
Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 685.— 
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persons who had been guilty of cheating at cards, 
& the facts of his giving an entertainment, & of 
his being blackballed, as mentioned in the libel, 
etc., stated that on the sotlora ne morning “ he 
quitted the town & neighbourhood, leaving divers 
of the tradesmen, to whom he owed moncy, 
unpaid,” naming them :—Held:; bad, inasmuch 
as such quitting might be innocent, & without 
any intention to defraud.—O’BRiEN v. BRYANT 
(1846), 16 M. & W. 168; 4 Dow. & L. 341; 16 
L. J. Ex.77; 8L. T, 0.8. 216; 153 E. R. 1145. 

1224. ——-.J—(1) A declaration for a libel 
imputing to an officer in the army, that he had 
been guilty of murder, in killing his opponent in 
a duel; & further alleging that the duel was 
supposed to have been fought under circumstances 
revolting to the ordinary notions of honour, 1s 
not answered by a ag alleging merely that pltf. 
killed his antagonist, & was tried for murder, & 
acquitted ; deft. was bound to justify also the 
matter of aggravation. Semble: (2) a replication 
setting up the acquittal of pltf., by way of estoppel, 
would be bad. 

(3) No doubt a man may be guilty of a libel in 
imputing dishonourable conduct to another though 
not involving a breach of any positive law (JERVIS, 
C.J.).—HELSHAM v. BLACKWOOD (1851), 11 C. B. 
lll; 20L. J.C. P. 187; 17L. T. O. S. 166; 15 
Jur. 861; 138 E. R. 412. 


Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. In the Hstate of Crippen, 
[1911] P. 108. 


1225. ——_.j Rogers v. BeADELL (1854), 23 
L. T. O. 8. 114, j 
1226. .J—-To a declaration setting out part 





of a newspaper article, accusing pltf. of base & 
ungrateful conduct, deft. pleaded pleas alleging 
that words in the article charging pltf. with 
bribery were omitted from the declaration. The 
pleas went on, setting out the whole of the news- 
paper article which charged pltf. with bribery & 
other improper conduct, & justified the whole 
article so set out :— Held: these pleas were rightly 
struck out by a judge at chambers as being 
calculated to prejudice, embarrass, & delay the 
fair trial of the action; C. L. P. Act, 1852 (c. 76), 
s. 61, had not altered the Iaw of pleading so as to 
allow deft. in an action of libel or slander to plead 
er putting a different meaning upon the alleged 
ibel or slander from that assigned to it by the 
declaration, & justifying the libel or slander in the 
sense so put upon it by these pleas.—BREMRIDGB 
v. LATIMER (1864), 4 New Rep. 285; 10 L. T. 


816; 12 W. R. 878. 
Annotations ;—Consd. Watkin v. Hall en L. rR. 3 Q. B. 
306; Rassam v. Budge, [1893] 1 Q. B. 571.. 


1227. .|\—In pleading justification in an 
action of slander the very words alleged to have 
been uttered should be used.—RESTELL v. STEWARD 
ee Bitt. Prac. Cas. 65; 1 Char. Cham. Cas. 

1228. .|—BOTTERILL v. WHYTEHEAD, No. 
163, ante. : 

1229. toatl) To a_ statement of claim 
setting out defamatory words, alleged to have been 
spoken by deft. of pltf., deft. pleaded that he 
‘* did say the following words,” & proceeded to sct 
out his own version of what he had said, which 
differed materially from the words set out in the 
statement of claim; & then alleged that the 
words spoken by deft. were true in substance & in 











d. Effect restricted to mitigation of 
238; 1 damages.j}—WiLs0n v. Woops (1885), 
e. Whether pee barred by former 
apolody FB eld: defender in an action 
of damages for slander was not barre 
from pleading veritas by having, on a 
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fact, & were spoken on a privileged occasion. 
On a motion to strike out this defence :—Held: 
the defence, as pleaded, was embarrassing, & 
tended to prejudice the fair trial of the action, & 
must therefore be struck out. 

(2) Deft. cannot justify part of a libel or slander 
unless he can show clearly that the statements 
are severable (SMITH, L.J.).—RASSAM v. BUDGE, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 571; 62 L. J. Q. B. 312; 68 L. T. 
717; 57 J. P. 361; 41 W. R. 377; 9 T. L. R. 
347; 37 Sol. Jo. 358; 5 R. 336, C. A. 

1230. Must extend to whole libel.]|—(1) Plea of 
justification of a libel must extend to the whole 
libel. 

(2) Whether the vituperative terms contained in 
a libel are truly applied, is a question of fact for 
the jury; &, therefore, where the libel was, that 
pltf. was a ‘“‘ great defaulter,”’ & he was proved to 
be a defaulter, the jury were to say whether it was 
true that he was a great defaulter.—WARMAN v. 
HINE (1837), 1 J. P. 346; 1 Jur. 820. 

1231. Must aver truth at time imputation made.]| 
—A justification to an action for calling a man 
‘‘a bkpt. slave,’ must aver that he was a bkpt. 
at the time the words were spoken.—UPSHEER v. 
BeEtrs (1620), Cro. Jac. 578; 79 E.R. 495. 

Plea of fair comment & justification.]— See Sect. 
4, sub-sect. 6, post. 


B. General Plea. 


1232. Delivery of particulays.|—OpcGer v. Mor- 
TIMER (1873), cited in L. R. 8 C. P. at p. 368; 
subsequent proceedings, 28 Iu. T. 472. 

Apo: R2fd. Gourley v. Plimsoll (1873), L. R. 8 

1233. .]—A plea of justification in libel may 
be allowed, in a general form, where the charge is 
not matter indictable, deft. rendering particulars 
of the charges intended to be justified. — BEHRENS 
v. ALLEN (1862), 8 Jur. N. S. 118; subsequent 
proceedings, 3 F. & F. 135, N. P. 

Annotation :—Refd. Gourley v. Plimsoll (1873), 28 L. T. 








1234. —-—.|—The general practice of the ct. 
now 1s, In actions of libel, to allow pleas of justi- 
fication in a general form with a liberal allowance 
of _particulars.—-GoURLEY v. PLIMSOLL (1873), 

Toe eee 29 L. T. 


‘ - to particulars gencrally, sce Sub-sect. 4, 
ost. 
1235. Statement of facts—Necessity for—Issuable 
facts.|_-HOLMES v. CATESBY, No 1242, post. 
1236. —— -]—(1) In an action for a libel 
on pltt., tending to injure his credit & reputation 
in his rofession & business of an attorney, & 
defamatory of him in his said profession & business, 
it was held to be sufficient evidence of pltf. being 
an attorney, that it was proved by the book of 
admissions produced by the proper officer, & that 
he practised as an attorney. It was also decided 
to be no objection to maintaining such an action, 
that it appeared in evidence that during the time 
of the grievances stated in the declaration, pltf. 
had omitted to take out his certificate as required 
v tho 37 Geo. 8, c. 90, for more than & year: 





former occasion, written a letter of 
apology, admiting that similar state- 
ae Faire peagseenlred her were false, 
ng not to repeat them.— 
R. v. S., [1914] S.C, 193.-SCOT.- 
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for.}-—GIBB v. & 
165.—-CAN, v. SHAW (1859), 18 U. C. R. 


1236 fi. ——- ——_, J—T. 
for libel, the ianeake eee tne 
© general terms, deft. 
complained of in fe take nee 
1286 i. Statement of facta—Necessity \ true in substance & in fact. & & that ie 
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but that he might still sue as an attorney for 
damages in consequence of a libel imputing im- 
proper conduct to him in his character of attorney. 

(2) Statements made in a libel have the effect 
of dispensing with proof, on the part of a pltt., 
of facts so stated, if they become Bee to 
support pltf.’s case. General evidence of pltf.’s 
bad character & ill repute in his business as a 
practising attorney cannot be admitted either to 
contradict the allegation in the declaration, that 
pltf. during, etc., exercised & carried on the 
business of an attorney, with great credit & 
reputation, with a view to mitigating damages on 
the general issue, or in support of averments in 
deft.’s pleas pleaded Pe way of justification that 
pltf. was a disreputable professor & practitioner 
in the law. 

(83) Pleas by way of justification, generally 
aspersing the character of pltf. by averments, 
without stating particular acts of bad conduct 
apposite to the justification of defts., are not only 
demurrable, but ought to be demurred to, as due 
to the ct. & to the judge before whom the action 
may be tried. It is an erroneous notion that by 
demurring to a plea of justification pltf. neces- 
sarily admits the truth of the slandcrs in a libel. 
That which is well pleaded only is admitted.— 
JONES v. STEVENS (1822), 11 Price, 235; 147 


FE. . 458. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Saunders v. Mills (1829). 6 
Bing. 213. Apld. Thompson v. Nye (1850), 16 Q. B. 175. 
Consd. Scott ». Sampson (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 491. Refd 


Burgess v. Beaumont (1844), 9 Jur. 14; Wood vw. Cox 
(1888), 4 T. L. R. 65%. As to 3) Refd. Zierenberg v. 
Labouchere, [1893] 2 Q. B. 183. Generally, entd. 
), 3 Bing. N. C. 54; Re Wilton, 


Young v. Murphy (1836), 

Ex p. Chambers (1838), 2 Keen, 497. 

1237. -J}—(1) An action of libel may 
be maintained for items in a bill of costs headed 
“relative to your detalcations.’’ <A bill of costs 
delivered under a judge’s order is nut a privileged 
communication. 

(2) A general plea of justification of a libel 
contained in such a bill, that it is true, without 
stating the facts, ought not to be allowed. 

(3) If you believe pltf. himself used the words 
complained of in his interviews with deft., you 
should find for deft. But if you are of opinion 
that this was not so, but that the words were 
inserted for the purpose of deterring pltf. from the 
exercise of his legal right of taxing deft.’s bill, 
you should give pltf. such good sound substantial 
damages as will mark your sense of the injury 
pee has sustained in having a charge of em- 

ezzlement against him canvassed in an attorney’s 
office, & by others, before whom the bill would 
necessarily come (BRAMWELL, B.).—BRUTON v. 
DOWNES (1859), 1 F. & F. 668. 

1238. -]—In an action for libel deft. 
may not deny generally in his statement of defence 
that ‘‘ deft. wrote or published the same falsely 
or maliciously, as alleged,’’ but must set out the 
facts upon which he relies, either to show justifica- 
tion or privilege—BELT v. LAWES (1882), 51 
Il. J. Q. B. 359, D. ©. 

1239. ——- ——— Charge against magistrate— 
** Pocketing fines °’—-Names of persons from whom 
fines received.]—A plea, justifying slandering pltf. 
as a justice af the peace, of pocketing fines of 
prisoners, whom pltf. had convicted, should state 














was for the public benefit that the 
matters charge in the alleged Iibel 
should be published by him :—Held: 
the plea was insufficient, because it 
did not set out the particular facts 
upon which deft. intended to i OP 
R. A orale (1890), 19 O. R. 339. 
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the names of the parties convicted & of whom 

pitt. had received the fines.—NEWMAN v. BAILEY 

(1776), 2 Chit. 665. 

Annotations :—Apld. J’Anson v. Stuart (1787), 1 Term Rep. 
748; Hickinbotham v. Leach (1842), 10 M. & W. 361. 
Reld. Zierenberg v. Labouchere, [1893] 2 Q. B. 183. 


1240. — — Charge of fraud—Particular 
instances of fraud.|—J’ANSON v. STUART, No. 88, 


te. 

1241, ——— Names of persons de- 
frauded.|—(1) In case for libel, the declaration 
alleged the libel to be, that pltf. sought admission 
to a club held in the town of P., & gave an enter- 
tainment a few days before he was to be elected 
as he thought; that three days after he stood the 
baJlot & was blackhballed ; that next morning he 
bolted, & some of the poor tradesmen had to 
lament the fashionable character of his entertain- 
ment. Plea, that pltf. did suddenly leave & quit 
the town of P. without paying every one & all 
of the debts contracted by him with divers persons 
in the said town, & without notice to them, & 
with intent to defraud & delay some of the last 
mentioned persons, whereby the said persons 
remained unpaid & defrauded :—Held: bad on 
special demurrer, for not stating the names of the 
persons alleged to have been defrauded. 

(2) The declaration also averred, that the libel 
used the words “ blacklegs”’? & ‘‘ black sheep ” 
to denote persons guilty of fraud, & that divers 
persons had formed a club called ‘‘ The Royal 
Western Yacht Club’’; that deft., intending to 
cause it to be believed that pltf. was a confederate 
of persons guilty of fraudulent play at cards, & 
of being blacklegs & black sheep in the sense 
aforesaid, in a certain newspaper, etc., published 

& concerning pltf. the followinglibel: ‘* Royal 

estern Yacht Club: Expulsion of two black- 
legs,’’ meaning an expulsion from the club of two 
persons being blacklegs in the sense in which that 
word was used as aforesaid. The declaration 
then alleged, that suspicion had attached to two 
members, meaning the aforesaid two persons, 
of the club, owing to two gentlemen having been 
plucked at cards, at the residence of one of the 
two suspected persons, in a manner seeming to 
indicate foul play ; that inquiry took place, which 
resulted in expelling the two suspected persons, 
that a person known to be a confederate of the 
expelled parties, sought admission into the club. 
His name was O’B.. meaning thereby pltf. :— 
Held: as matter shown to be libellous by pre- 
fatory averment was so coupled with innuendoes 
in the declaration as to show it to have been 
published by deft. of & concerning pltf., the 
declaration need not aver it to be also published 
of & concerning the Royal Western Yacht Club, 
or any other part of the prefatory averment.— 
O’BRIEN v. CLEMENT (1846), 16 M. & W. 159; 4 
Dow. & L. 348, 563; 16 L. J. Ex. 76, 77; 153 
E. R. 1141. 

1242, —_— —— General charge of misconduct— 
Repetition of same general charge.|—The justifica- 
tion of a libel must state issuable facts, not general 
charges of misconduct. 

A libel charged an attorney with general mis- 
conduct, viz. gross negligence, falsehood, pre- 
varication, & excessive bills of costs, in the 
business he had conducted for deft. A plea in 
justification, repeating the same general charges, 
without specifying the particular acts of mis- 
conduct, upon demurrer :—Held: insufficient.— 
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HotmMes v. CATESBY (1809), 1 Taunt. 543; 127 
ype fetes Apld. Hickinboth Leach (1842), 10 
— ° otnam wv. ac 
A 361. PRetd. Ziorenberg ». Labouchere, [1893] 2 

Mn B.183. Mentd. Young v. Murphy (1836), 3 Bing. N.C. 


1243. ——_— ~—-— Sufficient to enable plaintiff to 
meet charge.|—Semble: a plea justifying a charge 
of felony, must give the particular facts, from 
which defts. mean to insist that a felony was 
committed by pltf. as charged; & those facts 
must be stated with the same particularity as 
would be required in an indictment for the felony. 
At least the plea must give particulars sufficient 
to enable pltf. to meet the charge, & to prepare 
for his defence against it.—CARPENTER v. JONES 
(1827),G6L. J. 0. 8S. K. B. 4. 

1244, ——_— ——— Imputation of criminal offence— 
Facts to be stated with same particularity as on 
indictment.]|—CARPENTER v. JONES, No. 12438, 
ante. 

1245. ——— ——— Charge against pawnbroker— 
Of replenishing & pawning damaged pledges— 
Names of pawnbrokers with whom goods pledged.] 
—A libel charged pltf., a pawnbroker, with the 
dishonourable practice of duffing, 7.e. of replenish- 
ing or doing up damaged goods, & pledging them 
with other pawnbrokers. Plea, that a did 
replenish or do up divers goods, & did pledge them 
with other pawnbrokers :—Held: the plea was 
bad, for omitting to state the names of the pawn- 
brokers with whom the goods were pledged. 
Qu.: whether the nature of the goods ought to 
have been stated. 

It is a perfectly well established rule in cases of 
libel or slander, that where the charge is general 
in its nature, deft. in a plea of justification, must 
state some specific instances of the misconduct 
imputed to pltf. (PARKER, B.). 

The plea ought to state the charge with the same 
precision as in an indictment (ALDERSON, B.).— 
HICKINBOTHAM v. LEACH (1842), 10 M. & W. 361 ; 
2 Dowl. N. S. 270; 11 L. J. Ex. 341; 152 EB. R. 
510. 

Annotations :—Apld. O’Brien v. Clement (1847), 16 M. & W. 


159. Apprvd. erenberg v. Labouchere, [1893] 2 Q. B. 
183. Apld. Wootton v. Sievier, [1913] 3 K. B. 499. 


1246. Must be specific.|—CAUSSIDIERE v. LoNG 
(1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 258. 

1247. Action for several distinct libels.}— To.a 
declaration containing three counts for three 
distinct libels, the ct. refused to allow deft. to 
plead one general plea of justification.—HoNnrEss 
v. StuBBs (1860), 7C. B. N.S. 555; 29 L. J.C. P. 
aaa’ 6 Jur. N.S. 682; 8 W. R. 188; 141 EK. R. 
Auction :—Refd. Behrens v. Allen (1862), 8 Jur. N. 8. 


C. Plea as to Part of Libel. 

1248. General rule.}—A special plea must 
traverse & answer the whole of the declaration.— 
Jouns v. GiTTines (1591), Cro. Eliz. 289; 78 
BK. R. 495. 

Annotation :—Refd. Clarkson v. Lawson (1829), 6 Bing. 266. 

ale -|—HiInspEN v. MERCER, No. 1220, 
ante. 

1250. ——.]—-Defts. justified & proved the 
truth of a libel, charging pltf. with having acted 
in a grand swindling concern at Manchester; but 
omitted any justification of the following passage 
in the libel: ‘‘ As we have already stated, C. had 
been at Leeds for one or two days before his arrival 
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1248 i. General rule.}--TAYLOR v, Carr ( 1847), 3 U. C. R. 306.—CAN. 


1248 ii. 





-}/—FiTcH v. LEMMON (1868), 27 U. C. R. 273.—CAN. 
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Sect. 1.—Justification: Sub-sect. 2, D. & E.; sub 
sect. 8, A. & B. (a) & (b).] 

mentioned :—Held: this plea was good, being @ 
justification of the libel & the innuendo.—-BieGs 
v. GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co. (1868), 18 L. T. 482 ; 
16 W. R. 908. 

Plea of justification without the innuendo.|— 
See Nos. 950, 951, ante. 


rE. Other Cases. 


1270. Plea of repetition—Name of informant 
mentioned.]—It is no justification to an action 
of slander, to plead that such an one told the 
slander to deft. But if the person repeating the 
slander at the same time mention the name of the 
person from whom he heard it, that may be 
pleaded in justification to an action brought 
against the former.—Davis v. LEwis (1796), 7 
Term Rep. 17; 101 E. R. 832. 

Annotations :—Refd. Maitland v. Goldney (1802), 2 East, 

426; Woolnoth v. Meadows al Re East, 463 ; M‘Gregor 


wv. Thwaites (1824), 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 695; M‘Pherson 
v. Danicls (1829), 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 251. 


1271. .|—Justification of a libel, that 
there was reason for thinking the imputation was 
true from what had been said :—Held: bad, 
unless it is stated what had been said, & by whom. 
aa v. HOWMAN (1814), 1 Price, 76; 145 I. R. 

36. 

1272. Belief in truth of rumour.]—Declara- 
tion, that deft. had spoken of pltf., who was the 
chairman of the South Eastern Ry. co., concerning 
the fall in the shares of the co., the words follow- 
ing: ‘‘ You have heard what has caused the fall, 
I mean, the rumour about the South Eastern 
chairman having failed ? ’’ meaning thereby that 
plitf., being chairman of the South Eastern Ry. 
co., had become embarrassed in his pecuniary 
atfairs & had become & was insolvent: Plea, that 
deft. meant, & was understood by the bystanders 
to mean, that there had been & there was a 
rumour current on the Stock Exchange about the 
chairman of the South Kastern Ry. co. having 
failed, & not that pltf. had become embarrassed, 

& had become insolvent, as in the innuendo 
alleged ; & that it was true that there had been 
& then was a rumour current on the Stock 
Exchange that the chairman of the South Eastern 
Rty. co. had failed :~-Held: (1) the plea was no 
answer to the declaration, for that the existence 
of the rumour did not justify the repetition of the 
slander contained in it, without showing that 
deft. believed it to be true, & he spoke the words on 
a justifiable occasion; & (2) if the latter part of 
the plea were rejected, the plea could not be sup- 
poe as amounting to the general issue, for that 
y Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8. 61, 
pitf. would succeed, if the words uttered by deft. 
turned out actionable, although not used in the 
sense put upon them by the innuendo. 

(3) A declaration containing one count for libel 
or slander, with an innuendo that the words were 
used in a particular meaning, shall be taken as if 
there were two counts, one with the innuendo & 
one without the innuendo; & if pltf. prove either 
it is sufficient (BLACKBURN, J.).—WaTKIN . 
Bete Co hoe erent 396; 9B. & S. 279; 

de de . . ; 8 lL. Tb > 8 y . e ; 
16 W. R. 857. selec. 
pa rova ts a to (2) Refd. Mulligan v. Cole (1875), L. R. 
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1277 i. Libel proved true in eubstance. 
STEWART v, ROWLANDS (1864), 1 
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Repetition as a defence.]—See Part V., Sect. 8, 
ante. 

1278. Libel stating existence of suspicion—Plea 
averring existence of suspicion.|—-R. v. GRIFFIN 
(1849), 13 J. P. Jo. 36. 


Sun-sEcT. 3.—PRoor OF JUSTIFICATION. 
A. Onus of Proof. 

1274. On defendant.|—If, in an action for a 
libel, deft. plead justifications, without pleading 
the general issue, & the affirmative of the issue be 
on deft., he is entitled to begin, & pltf. has not in 
such case, a right to begin, with a view of proving 
the amount of his damages. If deft., in an action 
for libel, imputing want of skill to a surgeon, 
plead that pitf. did want skill, & that he performed 
an operation in an unsurgeonlike manner, occupy- 
ing unnecessary time, & causing unnecessary pain, 
these are all affirmatives on the part of deft. 

That party on whom the affirmative lies has to 
begin. Pltf. must, in the first instance, be taken 
to exercise his profession with skill, as no one is 
presumed to have misconducted himself, &, if 
deft. asserts that pltf. wanted skill, & occupied 
unnecessary time, in the performance of an opera- 
tion, it lies upon him to prove it; & so, if deft. 
says, that an operation was unskilfully performed, 
& caused more pain than was necessary, it lies 
upon him to prove that also. It is incumbent 
upon deft. to make out the truth of all these 
assertions ; & till that is done, pltf. is not called 
upon to go into any evidence (LORD 'TENTERDEN, 
C.J.).—CooPER v. WAKLEY (1828), 3 C. & P. 474 ; 
Mood. & M. 248, N. P. 

Annotations :— Expld. Soward v. Leggatt (1836), 7 C. & 
613. CGonsd. Mercer vr. Wall (1845), 5 L. T. O. 8S. 3 
Expld. Edwards v. Matthews (1847), 
Cannam v. Farmer (1849), 3 Exch. 698. 


». Paton (1843), 1 L. T.'O. 8. 414. Mentd. Wakley v. 
Cooke (1849), 4 Exch. 511. 


1275. Shifting of onus to plaintiff.;}—R. v. 
LABOUCHERE, No. 1280, poat. 


YP. 
04. 


B. Degree of Proof Required. 
(a) In General. 

1276. Libel containing several statements— 
Averment of truth of all—One statement not 
proved.|— Where a libel charged pltf. with various 
acts of cruelty to a horse, & amongst others, with 
knocking out an eye, & deft. pleaded that the 
charge was true in substance & effect; the jury 
having found that it was true in all particulars, 
except that the eye was not knocked out :—Held: 
the justification was not proved, & pltf. was 
entitled to a verdict on that plea.—WEAVER v, 
LLoyp (1824), 2 B. & C. 678; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
230; 2L. 7.0.8. K. B. 122; 107 E. R. 535. 

1277. Libel proved true in substance.]—To an 
action for libelling pltfs., in their business of 
sellers of medicines, by publishing that defts. had 
crushed the hygiest system of wholesale poisoning 
pursued by the scamps & rascals, defts. pleaded & 
proved the conviction of two of the vendors of 
pitfs.’ pills for manslaughter :—Held: the plea 
was sufficient, & sufficiently proved, thou it 
did not justify the words scamps & rascals, & 
though one of the victims died notwithstanding 
he had taken fewer pills than the vendor recom- 
mended ; it appearing that a larger number would 





1277 ii. -+-Where the chatke is 
goveral in its terms, although deft. 
in a plea of justification must state 
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only have accelerated his death; & it was not 
necessary for defts. to show they had. completely 
crushed the system.—-MORRISON v. HARMER (1837), 
3 Bing. N. C. 759; 3 Hodg. 108; 132 E. R. 603; 
sub nom. MORISON v. HARMER, 4 Scott, 524. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bremridge v. Latimer (1864), 4 New 





Rep. 285. Apld. Sutherland v. Stopes, [1925] A. C. 47. 
F Refi. Biggs v. G. E. Ry. (1868), 18 L. T. 482. 
1278. .|—(1) A plea of justification to a 


libel, in which deft. justifies on the ground 

pitf. was guilty of bigamy, requires the same 
strictness of proof as is required on the trial of an 
indictment for bigamy. 

(2) If, in justifying a libel that pltf. was guilty 
of “polygamy ’’ in marrying three wives, who 
were all living at the same time, deft. pleads that 
pltf. was guilty of ‘‘ polygamy ”’ in marrying three 
persons named, who were all living at the same 
time; it is sufficiont proof of the marriages to 
show the actual marriages as to two, & reputation 
& cohabitation as to the third ; because if by the 
term ‘‘polygamy,’’ the offence of bigamy is 
meant, the substance of the issue is made out by 
proof of the two marriages; & if by the term 
‘* polygamy,’’ the mere fact of these marriages is 
meant, as distinct from the crime of bigamy, 
evidence of reputation & cohabitation is receivable. 
ee v. HaRrMER (1839), 8 C. & P. 695, 
N:P: 

1279. .|—Pltf. was convicted before the 
Lord Mayor of travelling on defts.’ railway from 
London Bridge to Cannon Street without a ticket, 
& sentenced to a fine of 1s. with costs, or in default 
three days’ imprisonment. Defts. published 
placards stating that deft. had been so convicted 
& fined, & describing the alternative as being 
‘‘imprisonment with hard labour.” Pitf. sued 
defts. for libel. Defts. pleaded the truth of the 
statements contained in the placards :—Held: 
(1) the question for the jury in such a case is, 
whether defts.’ account of the conviction is sub- 
stantially correct; (2) pltf. is at liberty, with a 
view to the assessment of damages, to enter into 
all the circumstances which led to the conviction, 
although such evidence tends to show that the 
conviction was erroneous.—GWYNN v. SouTH 
EASTERN Ry. Co. (1868), 18 L. T. 738. 

1280. -]—(1) On the trial of an indictment 
for libel, the libel being that the prosecutor was 
one of a gang of card sharpers, innuendo, that he 
cheated at cards, & the plea stating specific 
instances of card sharping or cheating at cards, & 
also that he confederated with others for the 
purpose of playing & cheating at cards, & did so 
play & cheat at various places :—JHeld: it was 
sufficient to prove the plea in substance, & it was 
so proved, the jury finding that in two instances 
pltf. did cheat at cards, & that he did confederate 
with the other persons for the purpose of so play- 
ing as alleged, & it was not necessary to prove 
other instances alleged. 

(2) A report of the French police to the Criminal 
Investigation Department in London, stigmatising 
the prosecutor & his associates as swindlers & 
card sharpers, & a copy of which was read by deft. 
to a friend of the prosecutor’s before the libel 
was published, as the materials on which it was 
founded :—Held: admissible, not as proof of the 
facts stated, & therefore, semble: not in proof of 
the justification, but under the general issue as 
leading up to the publication of the libel, & as 


Some specific instances of the mis- 
sufficient i? the suhetas 
el she if the substa: 
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evidence of bona fides & honest belief in its truth 
& so in aid of a defence under the general issue, & 
there was such defence. ae 

(3) If, however, prima facie evidence is given 
in proof of the justification, the onus is then on the 
prosecutor to disprove it, & his not calling wit- 
nesses, whom he must be in a position to call & 
who will be friendly to him, is strong evidence 
against him.—R. v. LABOUCHERE (1880), 14 
Cox, C. C. 419, N. P. 

1281. Libel partly justified—Judgment for plain- 
tiff.|—For an action for libel, the declaration set 
out the whole of a long letter, in which deft. 
imputed to pltf. improper conduct in various 
transactions which had taken place in reference 
to a ditch of pltf.’s, alleged by deft. to be a nuis- 
ance. Deft. pleaded ‘as to so much of the libel 
as related to & charged pltf. with the keeping of 
the nuisance,” a plea which attempted to justify 
every sentence contained in the letter. The 
jury found that pltt. kept the ditch as a 
nuisance, but negatived the improper conduct 
imputed to pltf. in the letter :—Held: upon this 
finding, pltf. was entitled to the verdict. 

If a material part of a plea of justification fails, 
the plea fails altogether (ERLE, J.).—BIDDULPH 
v. CHAMBERLAYNE (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 124. 





(b) Imputation of Commission of Crime. 

1282. General rule—Same strictness of proof 
required as on indictment.|—-In an action for libel, 
to support a plea of justification stating that pltf. 
had forged & uttered, knowing it to be forged, a 
certain bill of exchange, to justify a verdict for 
deft., the same evidence must be given as would 
be necessary to convict pltf. if he were on trial for 
those offences; but if the evidence falls short of 
satisfying the jury that the strict legal offence 
was committed, they may take the facts proved 
into their consideration in estimating the damages. 

If the declaration in case for a libel state, inter 
alia, that at a certain place certain meetings for 
the promotion of sedition & blasphemy had been 
held, & that deft. published of & concerning pltf., 
& of & concerning the other matters, & of & 
concerning the said meetings, a libel charging him 
among other things with having taken the chair 
at the said place, but not saying anything of the 
character of the meetings there, it will not be 
ground of nonsuit should pltf. at the trial fail to 
prove that the meetings were such as he described 
in his inducement.—CHALMERS v. SHACKELL (1834), 
6C. & P. 475, N. P. 





1283. ——.|— WILLMETTY v. Hanmer, No. 
1278, ante. 
1284. ——.]—In an action by a discharged 





servant against his late master for slander, im- 
puting robbery; deft. pleading that pitf. had 
robbed him in giving away pieces of bread :— 
Held: if they were such as the servant might 
fairly suppose the master would not object to his 
disposing of, the jury should find for pltf.— 
ROBERTS v. RICHARDS (1862), 3 F. & F. 507. 

1285. Application of rule — Circumstances of 
suspicion—Whether sufficient.]|—In an action for 
saying ‘‘ A. stole my plate,’’ deft. cannot justify 
that he spoke the words on a suspicion that A. 
was the thief—PowkELL v. PLUNKET (1626), 
Cro. Car. 52; 789 H. R. 649, Ex. Ch, 


1286. ——- ——- ——_.]—_ BELL v. Byrne, No. 
1199, ante. 


—-MaSsE v. DOMINION BRIDGE Co., 
LTp. (1909), 6 HE. L. R. 209.—C. 


: ’ f.—— Imputation of perjury.-— 
ed.— EDY v. DALa- 1285 i. Application of rule—Circum- 
(1919] B.D. L. 1.8. AF. stances of suspicion—IWhether sufficient.) 4AAS Py UBERY (1860), 9 N. B. 
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Sect. 1.—Justification: Sub-sect. 3, B. (b), (c), (d), 
(e) &(f), C. & D.; sub-sect. 4, A.] 

1287. J—(Q1) Semble: if a libel 
consist of distinct propositions, any one of them 
may be separated from the rest, & justified. — 

(2) Where a libel charges pltf. with having 
committed a felony, deft. cannot justify by 
showing circumstances which amount to suspicion 
only, & without averring in the same terms as the 
libel, that which charges the actual commission 
of the felony.—MOUNTNEY v. WATTON (1831), 2 
B. & Ad. 673; 9L. J. O.S. K. B. 298; 109 HK. R. 
1293. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Folld. M‘Gregor v. Gregory (1843), 

11 M. & W. 287. Apld. Fleming v. Dollar (1889), 23 


Q. B. D. 388. As to (2) Refd. Walker v. Brogdon (1865), 
19 C. B. N.S. 65. 


1288. —— Statement charging theft of certain 
articles—Proof of theft of other articles.|— 
ABBOTT v. BACON (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 203. 


- (c) Imputation of Fraud. 

1289. Proof of fraudulent intent.|—-(1) A libel 
contained in an advertisement by two tradesmen 
in partnership, stating that they deemed it neces- 
sary to caution their friends against a fraudulent 
representation that any part of their business 
had been removed, it being obvious that their 
concern was still carried on solely at 9, Mansion 
House Street, & that they had no connection with 
a shop recently opened in another place under 
circumstances grossly misrepresented, & highly 
discreditable, with a view of defrauding them of 
a part of their business, is not justified by proof 
that the person alluded to, who had been for several 
years in partnership with them, had issued a bill, 
in which, after thanking his friends for their 
favours during his residence at 9, opposite the 
Mansion House, he stated that he had removed 
his establishment to another place, where the 
business would be carried on under the firm of 
R. R. C. & Co.; & in addition to this, had put 
over his shop door, ‘‘ R. R. C. & Co., removed from 
opposite the Mansion House.” 

(2) If the publication of a libel consists in merely 
selling a few copies of a periodical, in which, 
inter alia, it is contained, one question for the jury 
is, did the parties know what it was they were 
vores a hades v. FLANNAGAN (1834), 6 GC. & P, 
431, N. P. 

1290. -|—Deft. published of pltfs., coal 
merchants, what purported to be a report of an 
Inquiry before a board of guardians respecting 
the fraudulent conduct of pltfs.’ agent, who, in 
performance of a contract for “ best coals,” had 
delivered at the workhouse coals of an inferior 
description, &, by falsifying the weighing machine 
by means of a wedge, deficient in weight. The 
libel commenced: ‘“‘ The way in which Messrs. 
Pj pitfs., do things at Guildford. Inserting the 
wedge’: & ended with a recommendation of 
one of the guardians to “‘ have nothing more to 
do with Messrs. P.,’? innuendo, “ deft, meaning 
thereby that pltfs. were cognisant of & had sanc- 
tioned ray sae & fraudulent conduct by their 
agent at dford, & were accustomed to carry 
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1292 ii, ——___ 
BON (circa 1873), 
12891. Proof of fraudulent intent. N-Z. 
TOBIN v. GANNON (1901), 34 N. S. R. 
5 uAN, PART VI, SECT. 
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. Proof of existence of rumour Bite 


.}—Eyisv. HENDER- 


- (0). 
established.}—A plea did not justify 
material cha 

pee for libel :—Heid : 


ANADA LIFE ASSURANCE CO. : 
O’LOANK (1872), 32 U.G.R. 379.—CAN, 
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on their said trade there improperly & fraudu- 
lently.”’ Deft. pleaded a justification, following 
the innuendo, & saying that the coals delivered, 
as mentioned in the libel, were inferior in quality, 
as pltfs. well knew, & deficient in weight. The 
judge ruled, that deft. having by his plea alleged 
that the fraud of their agent was sanctioned by 
pltfs., he must prove it; & he told the jury that 
they must find for pltfs., unless they were satisfied 
that deft. had shown some complicity on their 
part in the misconduct & fraud imputed to their 
agent. The jury having found for pltfs. :—Held : 
there was no misdirection, & the libel imputed 
personal misconduct & fraud to pltfs.—PRrior v. 
WILSON (1856), 1 C. B. N. 8. 95; 140 E. R. 39. 

1291. ———.]—MorRISON v. BELCHER, No. 1732, 
post. 


(2d) Rumour. 
1292. Proof of existence of rumour—Whether 
sufficient.|-WaATKIN v. HALL, No. 1272, ante. 


(e) Libel containing Several Imputations. 


1293. Whether all charges must be established.] 
—(1) Where a justification is pleaded, under 
Libel Act, 1848 (c. 96), s. 6, to an indictment for 
a defamatory libel, & the libel contains several 
distinct imputations, & the plea alleges the truth 
of all & is traversed generally, if the evidence 
fail as to any one of them the verdict will be 
entered generally against deft. Therefore, where, 
upon the trial of an issue upon a plea justifying 
the whole of such a libel, evidence was offered in 
support of some only of the imputations, & the 
jury found that one only of the imputations upon 
which evidence was offered was proved, the verdict 
was entered up for the Crown on that issue gener- 
ally; & the ct. refused to grant a new trial on the 
ground that the finding as to the other issues 
upon which evidence was offered was against the 
weight of evidence. 

(2) Where deft., having pleaded such a plea, 
is convicted, the ct., in apportioning punishment, 
looks into the evidence given at the trial, for the 
purpose of considering whether the guilt of deft. 
is aggravated or mitigated by the plea & the 
evidence. In such a case deft. may, in mitigation 
of punishment, show by affidavit that, after the 
publication, but before plea pleaded, information 
was given to him which, if true, would have sup- 

orted an allegation in the plea, evidence having 

een given, at the trial, to account for the non- 
production of proof, but no evidence in support 
of the alleg tion itself.—R. v. NEwmaN (1853), 1 


& 
BK. & B. 558; Dears. C. C. 85; 22 I. J. Q. B. 156; 
22 L. T. 0.8.78; 17 J. P. 84; 17 Jur. 617; 118 
EB. R. 544. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. R. v. Labouchere (1880), 14 


Cox, C. C. 419. Refd. Floming v. Dollar (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 
388. Generally, Refd. KR. v. Labouchere, Vallombrosa’s 
Case (1884), 50 L., T. 177. 


1294. ——.]— Where, in libel, deft. had charged 
pltf. with having, on a certain occasion, acted from 
motives of spite & lucre, & pleaded a justification, 
which failed as to the latter feature of the charge : 
—Held: the libel being entire, deft. was not 





1293 ii. .]J—LEONARD v. WHAR- 
TON (1921), 65 D. L. R. 323; revag., 
17 QO. W. N. 127.—~CAN, 


1 N. Z Jur, 34.— 


1203 iii. ——.]}—WILLIAMS vc. SHAW 
(1884), 4 x. D. C. 105.—S. AF, 


1293 iv. .+—When the truth is 
leaded in answer to an action for 
sfamation, deft. to succeed muat 
justify every statement made in the 
alleged defamation—FyNz vo. LES 
(1900), 17 S. C. 251.—8. AF, 
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entitled to a verdict on the plea as it stood, or 


7 aa part of it.—Cory v. Bonn (1860), 2 F. & F. 


1295. 
ante. 


1296. ——.]—ZimRENBERG v. LABOUCHERE, No. 
1310, post. 





-]—MOUNTNEY v. WATTON, No. 1287, 


(f) Other Cases. 


1297. ‘‘ Murderer ’’—Proof of indictment for 
murder.|—An indictment for murder against A. 
is no justification for calling him a murderer. Nor 
that a robbery was committed, & common fame 
charged A. with it, a justification for calling him 
ae Oke (1565), 2 Dyer, 236a; 73 H. R. 


1298. Thief—Proof of theft—Attributed to plain- 
tiff by rumour.]—ANon. (1565), No. 1297, ante. 

1299. ——- ~——— By plaintiff—Offence since 
purged.|—-CUDDINGTON v. WILKINS (1615), Hob. 
81; Owen, 150; Moore, K. B. 872; 74 EH. R. 
ue ; sub nom. CODDINGTON v. WILKIN, 1 Brownl. 
Annotations :—Apld. Scarle v. Williams (1620), Hob. 288 ; 
R. v. aaa (1787), 1 Leach, 454; He Barber (1850), 15 
L. T. O . 500. Folld. Leyman v. Latimer (1878), 3 
Ex. D. 352. Apld. Hay v. Tower Division of London JJ. 

(1890), 24 Q. B. D. 561. Refd. Alexander v. N. E. Ry. 

(1865), 34 L. J. Q. B. 152; Monson v. Tussauds, Monson 

v. Tussaud, [1894] 1 Q. B. 671. 

1800. Proof of loss of chattel--Found in 
plaintiff’s possession—-No averment that chattel 
stolen.]|—ANON. (1624), Win. 115; 124 KE. R. 96. 

1301. ‘* Libellous journalist ’’——Proof of former 
publication of libel.)|—In an action for a libel 
which contained violent imputations against pltf.’s 
character, & in which there was the following 

assage ; ‘‘ There can be no ct. of justice unpol- 
uted which this libellous iouenalieg, meaning 
pltf., this violent agitator, etc. is allowed to dis- 
grace with his presidentship.”’ Deft. pleaded, in 
justification of the words ‘‘ libellous journalist,” 
the publication by pltf. in a paper of which pltf. 
was the publisher of a false scandalous, malicious 
& defamatory libel against one B. C. with intention 
to injure him in his profession :—Held: the plea 
imputed to plif. moral misconduct & malice in 
the publication of the libel, & the production of 
the record in the case stated in the plea, & in 
which action £100 damages had been recovered 
against the now pltf., did not, without other 
evidence, support the plea.—WAKLEY v. COOKE 
(1849), 4 Exch, 511; 19 L. J. Ex. 91; 14 L. T. 
O.S. 158; 154 E. R. 1816. 
Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Ingham (1864), 5 B. & 8S. 257. 

1302. Imputation as to treatment of clients—By 
solicitor—Proof of one client being so treated.]— 
BisHop v. LATIMER, No. 151, ante. 

1803. ‘‘ Felon ’’—Proof of conviction—Punish- 
ment not completed.|—Lzyman v. Latimer, No. 
634, ante. 





C. Question for Jury. 
1304. General rule.|—R. v. SHipLey, No. 1006, 


ante. 
13805. 





.|—-WARMAN v. HINE, No. 1230, ante. 


PART VIL SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 8.—D. & 

g. Admissibility — Evidence as to 
truth of charge—Truth not pleaded. }— 
MANITOBA FREE PRESS Co. v. MARTIN 
(1892), 21 8S. CO. R. 518.—OAN. 
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k. Where just? 


v. Harris (Alta.), [1922] 1 
W. W. R. 677.—OAN. 


ficat leaded,} — 
In an action of libel pltf. alleged that 
deft. had accused him in a newspaper 
article of having made false returna 
to the government in his business of 
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D. Evidence. 

1306. Admissibility—Evidence of plaintiff’s cha- 
racter.|—In an action of slander for imputing 
felony, with a count for maliciously charging 
pltf. with theft before a justice, to which deft. 
pleaded the general issue, & also pleas in justifica- 
tion of the slander, averring that the charge of 
felony was true :—Held: evidence of general good 
character was not admissible for pltf.—COoRNWALL 
v. RICHARDSON (1825), Ry. & M. 305, N. P. 

1307. Questions to witnesses.}— 
Libel, imputing that pltf. had received rosewood, 
knowing it to have been stolen. Pleas of justifica- 
tion, stating that. B. had stolen the rosewood 
from A., & that pltf. had received it, knowing it 
to be stolen :——Held: deft.’s counsel might ask 
what B. said, with a view of proving that B. 
committed the larceny; & pltf.’s counsel might 
ask deft.’s witnesses what was plitf.’s general 
character for honesty.— POWELL v. HARPER (1833), 
5 C. & P. 590, N. P. 








SuB-sEcT. 4.—PARTICULARS. 
A. Necessity for. 

1308. General charge.]—In an action for libel, 
deft. pleaded that the defamatory matter in the 
declaration complained of was & is true in sub- 
stance & in fact. The ct. ordered him to give 
particulars of the facts & matters he relied on to 
justify the libel, or, in default, that the plea 
should be struck out.—JONES v. BEWICKE (1869), 
I. R. 5 C. P. 32. 


Ae :—Distd. Gourley v. Plimsoll (1873), L. R. 8 





1309. -|—STAINBANK v. BECKETT, [1879] 
W.N. 208, C. A. 
1310, ——.]—In an action for libel where the 


charge made against pltf. in the alleged libel is 
general in its nature, deft. who pleads justification 
must state in his particulars the facts on which 
he relies in support of his justification. 

Strictly speaking, deft., having pleaded generally 
a justification of the whole libel, would be bound 
to prove the whole to be true, & if he failed in 
doing so, it might be said that his plea of justifi- 
cation failed altogether. That would have been 
the old practice ; but that seems to be too strict 
a view of the rights of the parties to take at the 
present time, & I think we ought to treat the case 
as if the statements in the claim were statements 
of separate libels, & the general plea of justifica- 
tion as if it applied to each part of the claim 
(Lorp EsHER, M.R.).—ZIERENBERG v. LABOU- 
CHERE, [1893] 2 Q. B. 183; 63 L. J. Q. B. 893 
69 L. T. 172; 57 J. P. 711; 41 W. R. 675; 9 
T. L. R. 487: 4 R. 464, C. A. 
Annotations :——Consd. Wootton v. Sievier, {1913} 3 K. B 

499. Distd. Gaston v. United Newspapers (1915), 3: 


T. L. R. 143. Refd. Yorkshire Provident Life Ass 


; ce. v. 
Gilbert & Rivington, [1895] 2 Q. B 


.148 ; Waynes Merthyr 


Co. v. Radford, [1896] 1 Ch. 29; Arnold & Butler v. 
Bottomley, (1908) 2 K. B. 141. 
1311. -.|}—WooTron v. Sievizr, No. 1817, 





post. 


to a libellous statement in general 
terms should set out the particular 
facts relied on as a justification.— 
EYES v, HENDERSON (circa 1873), 1 
N. Z. Jur. 34.—N.Z. 

m. ——.]— PASCOKE v. BERTRAM 
(1914), 83 « Z. L. R. 646.—N.Z. 


ion Dp 





h. Allegation of publication to distiller. To this deft. pleaded justifi- n. & discovery sought.] —~ 
sons unknown.}—As & general rule, cation :—Held: pltf. was entitled to A deft. in a bel action ba a tae 
n an action for defamation, a pitf. rticulars of the defence intended to leaded a general justification, must 
who pleads publication to persons set up under this plea.—CORCORAN furnish pitf. with the particulars of 
unknown must, if required, give 0- Ross (1879), 8 P. R. 49.—OAN. the facta relied on as a justification 
further particulars.—McCCARTER, BURR lL.——./A plea of justification before he can obtain discovery from 
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Sect. 1.—Justification: Sub-sect. 4, A., B. (a) & (b), 
d& C.; sub-sects. 5 & 6.) 


1812. Specific charge.|—-Where a slander im- 
puting a specific charge is justified in the defence, 
particulars of the plea of justification are unneces- 
sary & will not be ordered.—CUMMING v. QREEN 
(1891), 7 T. L. R. 408. 


B. Sufficiency of. 
(a) In General. 

See R. 8S. C., Ord. 19, rr. 7, 15, &, generally, 
PRACTICE. 

1313. Must be relevant.]|—-Charge that pltfs. 
were “thieves & swindlers in connection with the 
part they have played in financial operations in 
South Africa.’’ Particulars, alleging that pltfs. 
had made politics subservient to their personal 
ends for the purpose of enriching themselves 
were struck out as irrelevant & embarrassing.— 
MARKHAM v. WERNHER, Beir & Co. (1902), 18 
T. L. R. 763, H. L. 3 affg. 8S. C. sub nom. WERNHER, 
BEIT & Co. v. MARKHAM (1901), 18 T. L. R. 148, 
C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Kent Coal Concessions v. 

{1910) 1 K. B. 904. 


1314. Must not be embarrassing.|—-MARKHAM v. 
WERNHER, BEIT & Co., No. 1313, ante. 


Duguid, 


(b) In Particular Cases. 


1315. Libel capable of more than one meaning-— 
Particulars as to which meaning intended to be 
justified.)— An alleged libel was capable of meaning 
either that a charge had been made against plttf., 
or that the charge had been made & was true. 
Deft. pleaded the truth of the libel. Pitf. applied 
for particulars of the plea of justification :—Held : 
pltf. was entitled to information whether dcft. 
intended to justify one or both meanings.— 
HENNESSY v. WRIGHT (1888), 57 L. J. Q. B. 594; 
ae T. 795; 36 W. R. 878; 4 T. L. R. 651, 

nnotation :-—Distd. ; 
si eee Distd. Digby v. Financial News, [1907] 1 


1316. Charge of lying—Particulars of specific 
falsehoods.|—Pltf. applied for an order for par- 
ticulars of a defence of justification pleaded to an 
action for libel contained in a review of a book 
written by him. The review stated that pltf. 
was, by his own confession, a most barefaced liar : 
—Held: pltf. was entitled to particulars of the 
passages in his book on which defts. relied in 
support of the defence of justification, & such par- 
ticulars must specify the pages in the book at which 
the several passages relied on occurred, & the first 
& last words of such passages.—DEVEREUX v. 


pltf— BULLEN v. TEMVPLEMAN (1896), 
5 B. C. R. 43.—CAN., 


———.] —~ HENNEFORTH 9, r. Where 


o.- ° 
MaLoor (1918), 42 0. L. R. 86; 13 
O. Ww. N. 396.—CAN. sufficiont . 
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1313 i. Must be relevant.}—HEratp 
PRINTING & PUBLISNING Co, v. RYALL, 
{1023} 4 D. L. R. 488; 3 W. W. R. 
oe revsg. in part 32 B. C. R. 265.— 


p. Must be ecific.) — Declaration 
for a libel charging deft., an inspecting 
fleid officer of militia, with swearing 
& drunkenness on a ppeotle occasion 
& generally. Plea, that the state- 
ments complained of were true in the 
sense in which they were alleged to 
have been used :—Held: plea bad, 
as being too general—BaRETTO vv. 
Vinix (1867), 26 U. C, R. 468.—CAN. 


q. ——.]—MULIER v. GERTH (1896), 


to plead.|\—Held : 
& deft. not 


17 P. R. 129.—CAN, 
insu. 
struck out.}—Particulars in an action 
for libel cannot be struck out as in- 
if those delivered are too 
general, the judge at the trial will 
exercise his discretion as to the admis- 
sion of evidence thoreunder.—CITIZENS’ 
INSURANCR Co. v. CAMPBELL (1883), B 
10 P. R. 129.—CAN. ets 


t. Sufficient to 


all the information in his possession, 
having sworn that she 
could not plead without further 
ticulars, or that she was ignorant of 
what occasion was complained of, it 
was useloss & unnecessary to order the 
Particulars.— WINNETTv, 
(1894), 16 P. R. 57.—CAN. 


_,& Limited particulars— Postponement 
ite, anni 
ery. na el action 
directed. la give particulars of state- 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


CLARKE & Co., [1891] 2 Q. B. 582; 60 L. J. Q. B. 
773; 7T. L. R. 714, D. CG. 

1817. Charge against racehorse trainer—Of 
making bets on horses irregularly run—-Names of 
persons with whom bets made.|—-Pitf., an owner 
& trainer of racehorses, sued defts. for libel, 
alleging in his statement of claim that the meaning 

f the libel was that pltf. had been guilty of gross 
dishonesty in the training & running of horses, 
& particularly that he had on several occasions 
conspired with other trainers & with jockeys to 
defraud bookmakers & owners of racehorses & 
the public generally for his own pecuniary gain. 
Defts. pleaded justification, & under an order 
made by the judge delivered particulars ranging 
over a period of three years, specifying a number 
of races, jockeys, & horses with the weights carried 
by them, & giving the names of certain trainers. 
The particulars further gave numerous instances 
of races in which horses were asserted to have been 
** pulled ’’ by their jockeys, acting under the pltf.’s 
orders, with the result that other horses backed 
by pitf. had won. A summons for further & better 
particulars, naming the bookmakers with whom 
pltf. was alleged to have backed the horses in 
question & the amounts of the bets respectively, 
having been dismissed by the judge, pltf. epee : 
—Held: the following rules were established, 
namely, where deft. raises an imputation of mis- 
conduct against plitf., pltf. ought to be enabled 
to go to trial with knowledge of the acts which 
it is alleged he has committed & upon which deft. 
intends to rely as justifying the imputation; & 
if the particulars are such as deit. ought to give, 
he cannot refuse to do so merely on the ground 
that his answer will disclose the names of his 
witnesses; & applying these rules, pltf. in this 
case was entitled to have particulars of the names 
of the persons with whom or through whom 
defts. proposed to prove that he had made the 
bets to which they intended to refer, & the places 
or times at which such backings took place; he 
was not, however, entitled to particulars as to 
the amounts of such bets.— WOOTTON v. SIEVIER, 
[1913] 3 K. B. 499; 82 L. J. K. B. 1242; 109 
L. T. 28; 29 T. L. R. 596; 57 Sol. Jo. 609, C. A. 


C. What Particulars may be Given. 


1318. Particulars of similar acts to act charged.| 
—PItf. complained of a libel charging him with 
conspiring with specified persons to defraud the 
underwriters of a certain ship & her cargo by 
pretending that the ship bad been attacked & 
the cargo seized by pirates. Defts. pleaded that 
the words complained of were true in substance 


ment of defence. Without waiting 
for pltf.’s examination for discovery 
particulars to be limited to ground of 
defts.’ belief that words complained of 
are true.—TIMMINS Vv. NATIONAL LIFE 
ead ta Co. (1908), 10 W. L. R. 


L— « 


lent — Whether 


PART VI. SECT. 7 SUB-SECT, 4,— 


hb. Charge of theft.}—THORNTON 4, 
ite nadine on Carstock (1883), 9 P. R. §35.—CAN. 
e. Charge of forgery. LLOWES 


FE 
C. R, 382.— 


v. HUNTER (1861), 20 U. 
ar- CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 1,SUB-SECT. 4.—C. 


18181. Particulars of similar acts to 
act charged.}—DEVI DYAL v. R. (1922), 
i. L. R, 4 Lah. 55.——IND, 

d. As to conduct of public o l 
—After ceasing to hold office.|)—Held: 
the conduct of the holder of a public 
office was not a matter of public 


APPELBE 


of plaintiff vhs 
defts. 
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& fact. In their particulars of justification they 
stated facts concerning cargoes, greatly over 
insured by or with the knowledge of pltf., on two 
other vessels, & alleged that part of the cargo on 
one of them had been transferred to a motor boat 
& seized by foreign revenue authorities, the vessel’s 
log having been altered so as to make it appear 
that the cargo was covered by the insurance 
when in fact it was not; & that the other vessel 
was scuttled, & half her cargo lost, her policy 
having been indorsed with a false warranty of 
her class. Pltf. applied to have these allegations 
struck out of the particulars on the ground that 
they were irrelevant. Defts.’ case being that the 
subject-matter of the libel was a part only of a 
wide scheme for defrauding underwriters. The 
ct. refused to strike out the allegations at that 
stage in the proceedings, but left for future con- 
sideration by the appropriate tribunal the question 
of defts.’ right to discovery in respect of the facts 
alleged, & of the admissibility of these facts in 
evidence at the trial. 

Of course, if he [deft.] were to include anything 
that was obviously irrelevant, pltf. would be right 
in taking the earliest opportunity of striking that 
out. But sometimes deft. seeks to rely on facts 
& matters which may or may not be admissible 
as evidence in chief in support of his plea of 
justification, & the future relevancy of which is 
a matter of doubt at the time when they are 
stated as particulars. This, as it seems to me, 
is one of these cases (BANKES, L.J.).—GODMAN v. 
Times PUBLISHING Co., Lrp., [1926] 2 K. B. 
273; 95 L. J. K. B. 747; 1385 L. T. 291; 70 Sol. 
Jo. 606, C. A. 

Irrelevant particulars.]—See No. 1313, ante. 

Embarrassing particulars.|—Sce No. 1313, ante. 
Arti rae justifying innuendo.|--See Nos. 950, 

, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—EVIDENCE. 


1319. Admissibility—Extracts from _ plaintiff’s 
book.]|— WILLIAMS v. FAULDER (circa 1798), cited 
in 1] Price, at p. 258; 147 BE. R. 466. 

Annotation :—Refd. Jones v. Stevens (1822), 11 Price, 235. 

1320. ——- Evidence of guilt of principal— 
Though previously acquitted—When plaintiff 
charged with being accessory.|—Cook v. FiELp 
(1788), 3 a 133, N. P. 
aanoaHion :-—Refd Helsham v. Blackwood (1851), 11 C. B. 


1321. ——— Opinion of medical witness——Question 
of professional honour.|—Deft. had pleaded truth 
in justification of a libel, part of which alleged 
that a physician in refusing to act with pltf., 
also a physician, had ‘‘honourably & faithfully 
discharged his duty to his medical brethren ’’ :— 
Held: it was not competent to deft. to offer in 
evidence the opinion of a medical witness on this 
head.—RAMADGE v. RYAN (1832), 9 Bing. 333 ; 
2 Moo. & 8S. 421; 2L.3.C. P.7; 1381 BE. R. 640. 

1822. ——— Evidence of existence of rumour—To 
justify slander.|—Evidence of the existence of a 
rumour cannot be admitted to justify a slander. 
Such evidence, however, is admissible by way of 
mitigation, but only when at the time of the slander 
being uttered it was affirmed that the slander 


interest in a political contestin another for libel—Wabr v. News ADVERTISER, 492.—CAN. 


was a rumour.—LOCKHART v. JELLY (1869), 19 
L. T. 659, N. P. 

1323, —— Acts by plaintiff subsequent to libel— 
If within reasonable time after aplication 
Pltf. brought an action against defts. for libel 
which he alleged meant that he had absconded 
with the property of a co., that his solvency was 
doubtful, & that his character & reputation were 
such that he was likely to misappropriate funds 
of co.’s with which he was connected. Defts. 
pleaded that the words taken in that sense were 
true in substance & in fact, & in their particulars 
of defence they stated various acts by pltf. to show 
that he had a tendency to be dishonest. Several 
of these acts had occurred after the date of the 

ublication of the libel, & pltf. applied for an order 
fo strike these out as inadmissible :—Held : in 
a case of libel on character & reputation, where 
justification was pleaded, evidence of facts which 
occurred within a reasonable time after the pub- 
lication of the libel & went to show the existence 
of an alleged tendency was admissible.—MAISEL 
v. FINANCIAL TIMES, p., [1915] 3 K. B. 336; 
84L. J. K. B. 2148; 118 L. T. 772; 31 T. L. R. 
510; 59 Sol. Jo. 596; ©. A. 

See, generally, EviDENcE, Vol. XXII., pp. 53 
et seq. 

Paminandion of witnesses abroad—Order subject 
to terms.]/—See EvipEeNce, Vol. XXII., p. 585, 
Nos. 6429, 6430. 

Whether party entitled to split evidence into two 
parts—aAs part of his case—& partly as evidence In 
reply.|—See EvIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 480, Nos. 
5059, 5060. 


Sus-sEcT. 6.—Costs. 

See, generally, PRACTICE. 

1824, Plaintiff succeeding on justification issue— 
Failing on other issues.|-Where to an action of 
libel there are pleas of not guilty & a justification, 
& deft. gives no evidence of justification, but 
obtains a verdict on the general issue, pltf. is 
entitled to a verdict & his costs on the plea of 
justification.—EMPSON v. FAIRFAX (1838), 8 Ad. 
& El. 296; 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 385; 1 Will. Woll. 
& li. 353; 71. J. Q. B. 194; 2 Jur. 441; 112 
KH. R. 849. 


1325, ———--———-.]—-H arrison v. Busou, No. 1550, 
ost, 
j 1326. —-— —-—-.]|—Where in an action for libel 


pleas of justification & privilege are set up, & deft. 
fails to establish the plea of justification, & judg- 
ment is given for him on the plea of privilege, 
plitf. is not entitled to the costs of witnesses whose 
evidence does not relate exclusively to the plea 
of justification —Brown wv. Houston, [1901] 2 
K. B. 855; 70 L. J. K. B. 902; 85 L. T. 160; 
17 T. L. R. 683, C. A. 

ees :—Distd. Re Wright, Crossley (1902), 86 JL. T. 


1327. Plea containing separate allegations—lIn- 
divisible for purpose of verdict—Some allegations 
only proved.|—If a plea, containing many separate 
allegations, is nevertheless indivisible for the pur- 
pose of the verdict, & deft. fails to establish it 
in its entirety, but proves several of the allegations 
contained in it :—Held: pltf. is still entitled to 


part of the country a number of ycars [1917] 2 W. W. R. 1134.—CAN, 


after such person had ceased to hold 


such office, & when he was not a can- e. Particulara o 


didate or official in the contest in ques particulars ordere 


malice.}-—As tho PART VI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT, 5. 
wore particulars of f. Admissibility — Evidence as_ to 


tion, & particulars of such matters of malice which could not be given, appeal intention—In writing 


alleged public interest, were struck out allowed.—TimMons v. NATIONAL LIFE 


1 letter.j-— 
v, TYRRELL (1858), 27 L. T, 


WHITE 
of the statement of defence in an action ASSURANCE Co. (1909), 12 W, L. R. O.S. 334.—IR, 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect. 1.—Justification: Sub-sect. 6. Sect. 2: Sub- 


sects. 1 & 2, A. ‘7? rica acti . 

er the costs of witnesses calle prov 
tose allegations, although the Jury, at the ie aes 
of the judge, have expressly found the fac ee 
alleged.—-BIDDULPH v. CHAMBERLAYNE (1851), 1 
Q. B. 351; 17 L. T. 0.8. 164; 117 E. R. 1314. 


lds v. Harris (1858), 3 C. B. 
Roh pitewen v. Harris (1862), 3 B. & S. 


Sect. 2.—ABSOLUTE PRIVILEGE. 
SuB-secT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


41328. Privileged communication & privileged 
occasion distinguished.]—-PULLMAN v. HILL & Co., 
No. 1069, ante. 

4329. Meaning of—Exemption from all inquiry 
as to malice.]—(1) The absolute privilege attach- 
ing to the statement of judicial officers, advocates, 
& witnesses is not a privilege to be malicious, but 
a privilege that their statements in judicial pro- 
ceedings should be exempt from any inquiry 
whether they were prompted by malice or not, it 
being for the public interest that such statements 
should be made without any apprehension of 
subsequcnt legal proceedings. 

The real doctrine of what is called ‘ absolute 
privilege ’ is that in the public interest it is not 
desirable to inquire whether the words or acts 
of certain persons are malicious or not. It is 
not that there is any privilege to be malicious, 
but that, so far as it is a privilege of the individual, 
I should call it rather a right of the public, the 
privilege is to be exempt from all inquiry as to 
malice (CHANNELL, J.). 

(2) The report of an official receiver made to 
the ct. under Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890 
(c. 63), s. 8 (2), is absolutely privileged.—Bor- 
TOMLEY v. BROUGHAM, [1908] 1 K. B. 584; 77 
L. J. K. B. 311; 99 L. T. 111; 24 T. L. R. 262; 
52 Sol. Jo. 225. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apprvd. Burr v. Smith, [1909] 2 

K. B. 306. Consd. Copartnership Farms v. Harvey- 
Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405. ApDEY .- Everett v. Griffiths, 
(1920]3 K. B. 163. 4s to (2) Folld. Burr v. Smith, (1909] 
2 K. B. 306. Refd. Copartnership Farms vr. Harvey- 
Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405. Generally, Mentd. Re Tweddle, 

[1910] 2 K. B. 697. 

1330. Nature of doctrine—Public interest.1— 
BOTTOMLEY v. BROUGHAM, No. 1329, ante. 

1331. ———.|—Scotr v. STANSFIELD, No. 
1352, post. 

1332. Inherent power of court—To strike out 
statement of claim—R.S. C., Ord. 25, r. 4.|— 
HODSON v. Pare, No. 1395, post. 

1333, ——- —— —__.]—_Law v. LLEWELLYN, 


No. 1856, post. 

1334, - -]|—(1) An action for libel 
will not lie against an official receiver in respect of 
observations on the affairs of a vo. in liquidation 
published by him to the creditore & contributories 
of the co. in the performance of his duty as pre- 
scribed by Companies (Winding-vp) Act, 1890 
(c. 63), sched. 1, 8 8, such observations being 
absolutely privileged. 

Where an officer appointed by the Board of 
Trade under Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890 
(c. 63), 8. 27, had, in the performance of his duty, 














PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
A. (b). 


so long as it deals only with matters 
within the scope of the inquiry, even 


repared for & delivered to that Board a report 
a Tatler within Sect. 29, sub-sect. 2, of the Act 
for the purpose of its being laid by them before 
Parliament as part of their general annual report 
as directed by that sub-sect.:—Held: an action 
for libel would not lie against him in respect of 
statements contained in that report. be tees 
(2) The ct. has an inherent power of dismissing 
an action on the ground that it is frivolous & 
vexatious, & it is not necessary for the exercise 
of that power that the statement of claim should 
be, on the face of it, demurrable. It may be 
exercised if, upon facts which are brought before 
the ct., or of which they may take judicial 
cognisance, the action is clearly shown to be 
frivolous & vexatious (FLETCHER MOULTON, L.J.). 
I do not see any difference, in point of principle, 
between the position of the official receivers & 
the Inspector-Genera] in Cos.’ Liquidation in 
making these reports & that of a chief clerk of a 
judge in the Oh. Div. in reporting on a case to the 
judge. Noone has ever dreamed of suggesting that 
in such a case the chief clerk would be liable to an 
action for libel (FARWELL, L.J.).— BURR v. SMITH, 
(190912 K. B. 306; 78 L. J. K. B. 889; 101 L. T. 
194; 25 T. L: R. 542; 53 Sol. Jo. 502; 16 Mans. 
210, C. Ae 


Aanalation :—Clenerally, Mentd. Re Tweddle, [1910) 2 K. B. 


See, further, PRACTICE & PROCEDURE. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—SUBJECT-MATTER. 
A. Administration of Justice. 
(a) In General. 


1835. General rule.]|—Words spoken in a course 
of justice are not actionable.—-WESTON v. DOBNIET 


(1617), Cro. Jac. 482 ; 79 E.R. 369. 
Annotations :—Refd. Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 78. 
Mentd. Traverse v. Daws (1673), Freem. K. B. 324. 


1836. Extent of privilege—Whether to state- 
ments made without reasonable & probable cause.]| 
—THOMAS v. CHURTON, No. 1857, post. 

1337. ——.]—Scott v. STANSFIELD, No. 
1352, post. 


(b) To What Tribunals Applicable. 


1338. Military court — Court-martial.|—If a 
court-martial after stating in their sentence the 
acquittal of an officer against whom a charge has 
been preferred subjoin thereto a declaration of 
their opinion that the charge is malicious & 
groundless, & that the conduct of the prosecutor 
in falsely calumniating the accused is highly 
injurious to the service, the president of the 
court-martial is not liable to an action for a libel 
for having delivered such sentence & declaration 
to the Judge-Advocate.— JEKYLL v. MOORE (1806), 
2 Bos. & P. N. R. 341; 127 E. R. 658. 

1339. ———- Court of inquiry.]—It having been 
reported that pltf., an officer in the Army, had 
made charges against his brother officers, the 
Commander-in-Chief directed that a ct. of inquiry 
should be assembled, who should inquire into the 
matter & report thereon to the Commander-in- 
Chief. A ct. was held at which deft., an officer 
in the Army, was required as a witness. Being 


War Act, 1915.}—SLAOK v. BARR (1918), 
82 J. bP. 91.—8C0T. 





1339 i. Milita . though it be malicious.— BAamFrorRD v. PONE, re 
iusry= Statamenta Taal: hese an SUAREE (1876), 14 N.8. W.8. C. R. (L.) 1961), 8 3 (Oh ot Bess) S87 a8 
military ct. of inquiry are absolutely 303.—AUS. ye L. R. 286; 8 8. L. T. 877.—800T. 
privileged; & so is the report of the g. Arbitration tribunal — Committee k. M Land Board.}—In the 


president to the commanding officer, 


on production-— Under Munitions of 


. Maort 
hearing of applications for the con- 
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examined as a witness, he gave vivd voce evidence, 
& then handed in a paper containing, in substance, 
a repetition of his evidence, with some additions 
upon the subject, & this paper was received by the 
ct. A report was made by the ct. to the Com- 
mander-in-Chief. Pltf. applied for a  court- 
martial upon deft. for such his conduct towards 
pitf. The application was not acceded to, & 
plitf. brought an action against deft., in respect 
of the written paper as a libel, & in respect of the 
vivd voce evidence as slander. The judge at the 
trial ruled that the action would not lie if the verbal 
& written statements complained of were made 
by deft., being a military officer, in the course of 
a military inquiry in relation to the conduct of 
pitf., he being also a military officer, & with 
reference to the subject of the inquiry, although 
deft. had acted mala fide, & with actual malice, 
& without any reasonable & probable cause, & 
with a knowledge that the statement made & 
handed in by him as aforesaid was false. A bill of 
exceptions having been tendered :—Held: (1) this 
ruling as to the law was correct; (2) the evidence 
of deft. was but a parcel of the minutes of the 
proceedings of the ct., which when reported & 
delivered to the Commander-in-Chief was received 
& held by him on behalf of the Sovereign, & as such 
was inadmissible in evidence. 

(83) The authorities are clear, uniform & con- 
clusive, that no action of libel or slander lies, 
whether against judges, counsel, witnesses or 
parties, for words written or spoken in the ordinary 
course of any proceeding before any ct. or tribunal 
recognised by law (KELLY, C.B.).—DAWKINS v. 
ROKEBY (LORD) (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255; 42 
L. J. Q. B. 638; 28 L. T. 184; 21 W. R. 544, 
Ex. Ch.: affd. (1875), lu. KR. 7 A. L. 744, H. L. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Dawkins v. Saxe Weimar 
(Prince Kdward) (1876), 1Q. B. D. 499. Consd. Scaman v. 
Netherclift (1876), 2.C. P. D. 53; Royal Aquariuin & 
Summer & Winter Garden Soc. v. Parkinson, [1892] 1 
Q. B. 431. Refd. Dickeson v. Hilliard (1874), L. R. 9 
Exch. 79; Heddon »v. Evans (1919), 35 T. L. R. 642. 

‘As to @) tonsd. Hennessy v. Wright (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 

509. efd. Goffin v. peel (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 307; 

Barratt v. Kearns, [1905] 1 K. B. 504; Copartnership 


Farms v. Harvey-Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405. As to 
(3) Folld. Seaman v. Netherclift (1876), 2 C. P. D. 43. 
Apld. Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588. Expld. 


Royal Aquaritum & Summer & Winter Garden Soc. v. 
Parkinson, [1892] 1 Q. B. 431. Apld. Chatterton v. 
Secretary of State for India in Council, [1895] 2 Q. B. 189; 
Barratt vw. Kearns, [1905] 1 K. B. 504; Attwood v, 
Chapman, (1914]3 K. B.275. Consd. Everett v. Griffiths, 
[1920]3 K. B. 163. Refd. Copartnership Farms v. Harvey- 
Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405. Generally, Refd. R. v. Army 
Council, Hz p, Ravenscroft (1917), 33 T. L. KR. 387; Fraser 
v. Hamilton (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1116. Mentd. Re 
Tufnell’s Petition of Right (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 731; Grant 

v. Secretary of State for India (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 681. 

1340. Justices—Acting as judicial authority 
under Lunacy Act, 1890 (c. 5).|-Hopson v. Parr, 
No. 1895, post. 

1341. Licensing justices—Dealing with ob- 
jections to renewal of licenses.]|—-Licensing justices 
when dealing with an objection to the renewal of 
an old on-license are not a ct. within the rule by 
which defamatory statements made in the course 
of proceedings before a ct. are absolutely privileged. 


Pltf., who was the holder of anold on-license, was 
an appct. at the general annual licensing meeting 
for the renewal of his license. Deft.,a private 
individual, gave notice of his intention to oppose 
pltf.’s application on the ground that, as he alleged, 
pltf. was not a fit & proper person to hold such a 


firmation of alienations of native land 
@& Maori Land Board is exercising judi- 
cial functions, & the president of such 
board while exercis such functions 
possesses absolute immunit from 
actions of libel & slander.—F rrzumr- 





265.—N.Z 


BERT v. ACHESON, [1921] N. Z. L. R. 


1. Bankruptcy proceedings.) — The 
Official Assignee in Bkpcy., 
presiding at a moeting of creditors 
called under the authority of Bkpcy. 
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license. Deft. served a copy of his notice of objec- 
tion on pltf., on the clerk to the licensing justices, 
on the superintendant of police, & on the owners 
of the premises. In an action by itt: claiming 
damages in respect of the alleged defamatory 
statements contained in deft.’s notice of objection, 
deft. pleaded that, as he was taking a necessary 

& proper step in a judicial proceeding, the publica- 

tion of the notice of objection was absolutely 

privileged :—Held : the licensing justives were not 

a ct.in law; & (2) even if they were held to be 

a ct. in law, deft., in objecting to the renewal of 

the license, did not come within the category of 

aera on whose behalf privilege could be claimed ; 

(3) even if deft. came within the category of 
persons who could claim privilege, such privilege 
did not extend to the notices of objection served 
on the superintendent of police & on the owners 
of the premises.—ATTWoOD v. CHAPMAN, [1914] 
3 K. B. 275; 83 L. J. K. B. 1666; 111 L. T. 726; 
79J.P.65; 30T. L. R. 596. 

Annotationa :—-As to (1) Refd. Copartnership Farms v. 
Harvey-Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405; Evorett v. Griffiths, 
[1920] 3 K. B. 163. As fo @) Refd. Copartnership Farms 
v. Harvey-Smith, {1918] 2 K. B. 405. 

1342. Select committee of House of Parliament.| 
—To an action of slander deft. pleaded that the 
statements complained of were part of the evidence 
given by him in the character of a witness before 
a select committee of the House of Commons :— 
Held: the statements so made were privileged, & 
the action would not lie —GOoOFFIN v. DONNELLY 
(1881), 6 Q. B. D. 307; 50 L. J. Q. B. 803; 44 
IL. T. 141: 45 J.P. 439; 29 W. Rt. 440. 

1343. Privy Council—Not acting in judicial 
capacity.|—A communication to the Privy Council 
not in its judicial capacity, containing false & 
libellous matter is not entitled to absolute privilege; 
but the qualified privilege may be displaced by 
proof of express malice. 

Deft. wrote a letter to the Privy Council reflect- 
ing on the character of pltf. in his capacity of 
veterinary inspector under Contagious Diseases 
(Animals) Act, 1878 (c. 74). Pitf., as such 
veterinary inspector, was appointed to his office by 
the local authority, but was liable to be removed, 
after inquiry, if the Privy Council thought fit. 
Pitf. brought this action, & at the trial the jury 
found that deft. had been guilty of express malice 
in sending the communication, & gave a verdict 
for pltf. with damages. Deft. moved for a new 
trial. Deft., both at the trial & the hearing of the 
motion, contended that as the communication 
had been made to the Privy Council, a high 
official body, one of whose duties was to remove 
inspectors under Contagious Diseases (Animals) 
Act, 1878, for good cause shown, it was absolutely 
paves :—Held: the communication havin 

een made to the Privy Council not in its judici 
capacity was privileged only submodo, which 
privilege could be displaced by proof of express 

malice.—PROCTOR v. WEBSTER (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 

112; 55L.5.Q.B.150; 531. T. 765; 2T.L. R 

103, D.C. 

1344. County council—Meeting for granting 
licences— Music & dancing licences.] —— ROYAL 
Aquarium & SumMMER & WINTER GARDEN SOCIETY 
v. PARKINSON, No. 1592, post. 

1345. Stewards of Jockey Club.|—-The question 
arises out of the publication in the Racing Calendar 
of decisions, first of the local stewards ; secondly, 


Act, 1892, Part VII., at which a bkpt. 
s be examined on oath, is not a 
judge of a ct. of tribunal, & is not 
exercising judicial authority & con- 
sequently statements volunteered by 
a creditor at such a meeting during 


when 
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Sect. 2.—Absolute privilege: Sub-sect. 2, 

(c) 4. & i.) ere tigated 
of the fact that the Jockey Clu inves ; 
fhe matter & had remitted it to the local dapebedicd 
& thirdly, of the local stewards on the secon 
occasion... . Two grounds of privilege ae 
been set up. It was said first, though it was no 
strenuously pressed, that the decisions of the 
Jockey Club are of a quasi-judicial character, & 
that the publication of these decisions 1s of such 
public interest as to make the occasion of the 
publication privileged. It seems to me that even 
assuming that the decisions are quasi-judicial 
the decisions are not of such general public interest 
as to make the occasion privileged (COLLINS, M.R.). 
—Ilope v. Y’ANSON & WEATHERBY (1901), 18 
T. L. R. 201, C. A. 

1348. Ecclesiastical Commission—Under Plurali- 
ties Acts, 1838-1885.]—-A commission, issued by 
the bishop of a diocese under the above Acts, to 
inquire into the inadequate performance of the 
ecclesiastical dutics of any benefice, creates a 
judicial tribunal, & the occasion on which a witness 
gives evidence before the Comrs. is absolutely 
privileged, & no action is maintainable in respect 
of evidence so given.—BARRATT v. KEARNS, [1905] 
1K. B. 504; 741. J. K. B. 518; 92 L. T. 255; 
53 W. R. 856; 21 T. L. R. 212, C. A. 


Annotation :—Consd. Copartnership Farms v. Harvey -Smith, 
{1918] 2 K. B. 405. 


1347. Local military tribunal—Under Military 
Service Acts, 1916.]—The local military tribunal 
constituted under the above Acts, & Military 
Service Regulations (Amendment) Order, 1916, 
& the Regulations annexed thereto is a judicial 
body, & defamatory statements made by a member 
in the course of proceedings before it are absolutely 
privileged.—CopARTNERSHIP FarMs v. HARVEY- 
SMITH, [1918)2 K. B. 405; 88 L. J. K. B. 472 ; 118 
LL. T. 541; 847. L. R. 414; 16 L. G. R. 687. 
Se slat :——Apprvd. Gerhold v. Baker (1918), 35 T. L. R. 


A. (b) & 


(c) To What Persons Applicable. 
i. Judges, elc. 
1348. Judge.]—R. v. SKINNER (17 72), Lofft, 54; 


98 HE. R. 529. 


Annotations :—Consd. Kennedy »v. Hilliard ( 1859),1L. T.78; 
Seaman v. Netherclift (1876), 1 C. P. D. 540. Apld. 
Anette Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B.D. 588. Refd. Dawkins 
©. 

1349. ——-.] — ALLARDICE 

ROBERTSON 

610, H. L. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Seam .N 
CLP. D. 835; Law ». Licwellyn, f1g08} re B. Cae : 
1350. J—No action ies for acts done or 

words spoken by a judge in the exercise of his 

judicial office although his motive is malicious 

& the acts or words are not done or spoken in the 

honest exercise of his office (LORD EsuERr, M.R.). 

ANDERSON v. GORRIF, [1895] 1 Q. B. 668; 71 

L. T. 382; 10 T. L. BR. 660; 14 R. 79, C. A. 

erro aoe Everett v. Griffiths, 1921) 1 A. C. 631. 

-———.]— CHAMBERS v. GOLDTHORPE 

RESTELL v. Nyx, (1901] 1 K. B. 624: 70 L. J’ 


& BOSWELL _ v. 
(1830), 1 Dow & Cl. 495; 6 EK. R. 








LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


K. B. 482; 84 L. T. 444; 49 W. R. 401; 17 


T. L. R. 304 Bets Sol. Jo. 825, O. A. 
ions -—~Mentd. Kennedy v. Barrow-in-Furness Corpn. 
An o0D). Hudson’s B. C. 4th ed. Vol. 2, p. 411; Brightman 
v. Tate, pow K. B. 463; Boynton v. Richardson (1024), 
. Jo, ‘ 
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1352. County court.|—Plea to a declara- 
tion for slander, that deft. was a county ct. judge 
& the words complained of were spoken by him 
in his capacity as such judge while sitting in his 
ct. & trying a cause in which present pltf. was deft. 
Replication, that the said words were spoken 
falsely & maliciously, & without any reasonable, 

robable or justifiable cause, & without any 
foundation whatever & not bond fide in the dis- 
charge of deft.’s duty as judge & were wholly 
irrelevant in reference to the matter before him: 
—Held: the replication was bad, & the action not 
maintainable. 

This provision of the law is not for the protection 
of, or benefit of, a malicious or corrupt judge, but 
for the benefit of the public, whose interest it is 
that the judges should be at liberty to exercise 
their functions with independence & without fear 
of consequences (KELLY, C.B.).—Scorr v. STANS- 
FIELD (1868), L. R. 8 Exch. 220; 37 L. J. Ex. 
155; 18 L. T. 572; 323. P.423; 16 W. R. 911. 


Annotations :—Expld. Seaman v. Netherclift (1876), 1 CG. P. D. 
640. Consd. Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588. 
Apld. Anderson v. Gorrio, [1895}) 1 Q. B. 668. Refd. 
Dawkins v. Paulet (1869), L. R. 5 Q. B. 94; Law v. 
Liowellyn, [1906) 1 K. B. 487; Burr v. Smith, {1909) 
2K. B. 306; Everett v. Griffiths, [1921}1 A. C. 631. 


13538. —— In any court.|]-— DAWKINS v. 
ROKEBY (LORD), No. 1339, ante. 
1354. Magistrate.|—R. v. SKINNER (1772), Lofft, 


54; 98 BE. R. 529. 

Annotations :—Consd. Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 
78; Seaman v, Netherclift (1876), 1 C. P. D. 540. 
Apid. Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588. | Retd. 
Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255 ; Copartner- 
ship Farms v. Harvey-Smith, (1918) 2 K. B. 405, 

1355. .|—KENDILLON v. MALTBY, No. 2133, 
post. 

1356. ———.]-A magistrate, when sitting in the 
course of his judicial duties, is a ‘‘ judge ” within 
the rule laid down by Munster v. Lamb, No. 1368, 
post; & Hodson v. Pare, No. 1395, post; that 
defamatory observations by a judge in the course 
of his judicial duties are not actionable. 

(1) A defamatory statement made by a 
magistrate, while sitting in the course of his 
judicial duties, respecting a prosecutor upon or 
with reference to the withdrawal of a criminal 
charge before the ct. :—Held : not to be actionable, 
even though it was alleged that the statement was 
made falsely & maliciously & without reasonable 
cause. 

(2) The statement of claim in an action for 
slander brought by the prosecutor against the 
magistrate on the ground of that defamatory 
statement was ordered to be struck out under 
R. 8. C., Ord. 25, r. 4, as disclosing no reasonable 
cause of action.—Law v. LLEWELLYN, [1906] 1 
K. B. 487; 75 L. J. K. B. 320; 94 L. T. 859; 70 
J.P. 220; 54 W. R. 368; 50 Sol. Jo. 289, C. A. 

1857. Coroner.|—A coroner holding an inquest 
on a dead body, is not liable to an action for words 
falsely & maliciously spoken by him in his address 








the oxamination of the bkpt. are not 


m. Commission 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2, 
A. (0) i. 


1348 i. Judge.}—A 
Tespect to words athena Oe 


the course of judicial proceedings, 


with reference to the case before him, 
an absolute privilege.—PRIMROBE v 


WATERSTON (1902), 4 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 
783; 39 Sc. L. BR. . .L. 8. 
7835 39 8 475; 108. L. T 


1348 fi. ——.}—An action does not 

lle against a judge of a ct. of record 

thing done by him as.a judge 

udicial proceed A county 

ct. Judge or a recorder is within the 
privilege. The privilege is not 


the individual, but for the sake of the 
pabite, & the advancement of justice. 

f impleaded he should rely on his 
privilege. An added alegation of 
malice does not make the action main- 
tainable. The privilege extends to 
words spoken as well as to things done. 
Aree v. Craig, (1918) 1 I. R. 


1348 iii. Vr Ee he CLEMENTS 
(LORD) (1851), 1 L, T, 0, 5, 8,—IR. 


Part VI.—DEFENCES. 


to the jury. dae : if they had been spoken by him 
maliciously, without reasonable & probable 
cause.—THOMAS v. CHURTON (1862), 2 B. & S. 
475; 811. J.Q.B. 139; 6L. T. 320; 8 Jur. N.S. 
795; 26J.P. Jo. 808; 121 H.R. 1150. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Seaman v. Netherclift (1876), 1 
C. P. D. 540; Anderson v. Gorric, [1895] 1 Q. B. 668. 


ii. Advocates. 

1358. General rule.|—If a councillor speak 
scandalous words against one in defending his 
client’s cause, an action does not lie against him 
for so doing, for it is his duty to speak for his 
clicnt, & it shall be intended to be spoken accord- 
ing to his client’s instructions (Cuyn, C.J.).— 
Woop v. GUNSTON (1655), Sty. 462; 82 B. R. 863. 

1359. ———.]—Mackay v. Forp, No. 1370, post. 














1360. -]—DAWKINS v. Rokesy (LORD), No. 
1339, ante. 

1361. .|—LeEwWIs v. Hiaeins (1876), 21 
Sol. Jo. 113. 

1362. Though irrelevant to issue— & 
maliolous or false.| MUNSTER v. LAMB, No. 1368, 
post. 

1363. -I—No action for damages will lic 


for defamatory words spoken by an advocate 
in the course of an inquiry before a judicial 
tribunal (LINDLEY, L.J.).—-WELDON v. MAPLES 
(1888), 4 T. L. R. 629, C. A. 

1364. Extent of privilege—Matters relevant to 
issue.|—A counsellor in law retained has a privilege 
to enforce anything which is informed him by 
his client, & to give it in evidence, it being pertinent 
to the matter in question, & not to examine whether 
it be true or false. But matter not pertinent to 
the issue, or the matter in question, he need not 
to deliver; for he is to discern in his discretion 
what he is to deliver, & what not; & although it be 
false, he is excusable, being pertinent to the 
matter: but if he give in evidence anything not 
material to the issue which is scandalous, he ought 
to aver it to be true, otherwise he is punishable ; 
for it shall be intended as spoken maliciously & 
without cause; which is a good ground for an 
action (per CUR.)..-BROOK v. MONTAGUE (1605), 
Cro. Jac. 90; 79 E. R. 77. 

Annotations :—Folld. Hodgson v. Scarlott (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 


232. Refd. Weston v. Dobniet (1617), Cro. Jac. 432. 
Mentd. Hearne v. Stowell (1841), 11 L. J. Q. B. 25. 














1365. -|—Hvuaus’ Case (1620), Hob. 
328; 80 HE. R. 470. 
1366. |—An action for defamation 


will not lie against a barrister for words spoken 
by him as counsel in a cause pertinent to the 
matter in issue-—HODGSON v. SCARLETT (1818), 
1B. & Ald. 232; 106 BB. R. 86. 
Annotations ®—Consd. R. v. Kiernan (1855) 
Refd. Revis v. Smith (1856), 18 O. B. 126; Kennedy »v. 
Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 78; Thomas v. Churton (1862), 
2B. & 8.475; Dawkins v. Paulet (1869), 9 B. & S. 768; 
Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255; Seaman »v. 
Netherclift (1876), 1C. P. D. 540 ; Munster». Lamb (1883), 
ao B. D. 588. Mentd. Gibbs v. Pike (1842), 9 M. & W. 


7 Cox, C. C. 6. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT, 2,— 
A. (c) ii. 
1358 iii. 





1858 i. General rule.J—NixuNnJA Br- 
HARI SEN v. HARENDRA CHANDRA 
eee (1913), I. L. R. 41 Cale. 514. 


1358 ii. .]—When & complaint is 
made against an advocate in respect 
of a statement made in the course of 


reference to 





entertained.—-MCDONNELL v. KR. (1925), 
I. L. R,. 3 Ran. 524.—IND. 

-}+—On the hearing of an 
information properly laid against pltt., 
deft., the prosccuting counsel, with 
a document, a 
grant, produced by pltf., made use of 
words which it was assumed meant, 
or might mean, that it had been 
fraudulently altered by pltf.:—Held: 
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1367. —— -|—A party in a matter before 
the ct. had kept a sum of money which, by his 
contract, he ought not to have kept: counsel 
in reference to this matter, used the language, 
“ This gentleman has defrauded us,’’ & was inter- 
rupted by the ct. before he had finished his 
sentence :—Held: (1) the words were not action- 
able; & (2) they were not irrelevant to the matter 
before the ct.—NEEDHAM v. DOWLING (1845), 15 
L. J. ©. P. 9. 

Annotation :—Generally, Refd. Dawkins v. Paulet (1869), 9 

B. & S. 768. 





1368. -.|}—(1) No action will lie 
against an advocate for delamatory words spoken 
with reference to, & in the course of, an inquiry 
before a judicial tribunal, although they are uttered 
by the advocate maliciously & not with the object 
of supporting the case of his client, & are uttered 
without any justification or even excuse, & from 
personal ill-will or anger towards the person 
defamed arising out of a previously existing cause 
& are irrelevant to every issue of fact which is 
contested before the tribunal. 

H. was charged before a ct. of petty sessions with 
administering drugs to the inmates of M.’s house 
in order to facilitate the commission of a burglary 
at it. M. was the prosecutor, & L., who was a 
solr., appeared for the defence of H. There was 
some evidence, although of a very slight character, 
that a narcotic drug had been administered to the 
inmates of M.’s house upon the evening before the 
burglary, & H. had been at M.’s house on that 
evening. During the proceedings before the 
ct. of petty sessions, L., acting as advocate for 
H., suggested that M. might be keeping drugs at 
his house for immoral or criminal purposes. There 
was no evidence that M. kept any drugs for those 
purposes :—Held : no action by M. for defamation 
would lie against L. 

A counsel’s position is one of the utmost 
difficulty. He is not to speak of that which he 
knows ; he is not called upon to consider whether 
the facts with which he is dealing are true or false. 
What he has to do, is to argue as best he can, 
without degrading himself, in order to maintain 
the proposition which will carry with it either the 
protection or the remedy which he desires for his 
client. If amidst the difficulties of his position 
he were to be called upon during the heat of his 
argument to consider whether what he says is 
true or false, whether what he says is relevant or 
irrelevant, he would have his mind so embarrassed 
that he could not do the duty which he is called 
upon to perform. For, more than a judge, 
infinitely more than a witness, he wants protection 
on the ground of benefit to the public. The 
rule of law is that what is said in the course of 
the administration of the law is privileged; & 
the reason of that rule covers a counsel even more 
than a judge or a witness. To my mind it is 
illogical to argue that the protection of privilege 








relevant to issue.J— R. v. JACKSON 
(1846),7 L. T. O. 8. 237, 323.— IR. 

n. Extent of privilege — To what 
persons—Proctor in ecclesiastical court. ] 
—A proctor acting for an impugnant 
in an ecclesiastical ct., is not privi- 
leged in making observations reflecting 
on the integrity of an officer of the ct., 
if such observations be not relevant to 
the causce.—HIGGINSON v. O’ FLAHERTY 


Crown 


& judicial proceeding, it is the cts.’ 
duty to presume that the statement 
was made on instruction & in good 
faith & forthe protection of his client’s 
interest, & that unless circumstances 
clearly show that the statement com- 
plained of as defamatory was made 
wantonly or from malicious or private 
motive the complaint should not be 


even if the statements were made 
maliciously, they were absolutely 
privileged.—RICHARDSON v. HARLEY 
(1911), 31 N. Z. L. R. 464.—N.Z. 

1858 iv. -}—BAYNE vw. Mac- 
GREGOR (1863), 1 Maoph. (Ct. of Sess.) 
615; 35 Sc. Jur. 368.—SCOT. 


13641. EHatent of privilege—Matters 





(1855), 4 I. C. L. kh. 125.—IR. 


o. Statements unusually harsh & 
irritating.|—Although the ct. may be 
of opinion that the observations of 
counsel, which provoked the sending 
of the letter, were privileged as being 
pertinent to the issue & not malicious, 
yet when such observations haye been 
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Sect. 2.—Absolute privilege; Sub-sect. 2, 
iii. & i.) i 
ought not to exist for a counsel, who eoetage 
& maliciously slanders another pe Cee 
reason of the rule is, that a counscl, who he 
malicious & who is acting bond fide, may me : 
in danger of having actions brought agains aE 
If the rule of law were otherwise, the most innocen 
i ‘chteously harassed with 
of counsel might be unrig y lo of 
suits, & therefore it is better to make the rule 0 
law so large that an innocent counsel shall never 
be troubled, although by making it so large counse 
are included who have been guilty of malice & 
misconduct (BRETT, M.R.). ' 

(2) With regard to witnesses, the general con- 
clusion is that all witnesses speaking with reference 
to the matter which is before the ct., whether 
what they say is relevant or irrelevant, whether 
what they say is malicious or not, are exempt 
from liability to any action in respect of what they 
state, whether the statement has been made in 
words, that is, on vivd voce examination, or whether 
it has been made upon affidavit (BRETT, M.R.).— 
MUNSTER v. LAMB (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588; 52 
L. J. Q. B. 726; 49 L. T. 252; 475. P. 805; 32 
W. R. 248, C. A. 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Folld. Weldon v. Maples (1888), 4 

T. L. R, 629. Consd. Pedicy & May wv. Morris (1891), 61 

L. J. Q. B. 21. Refd. Law v. Liewellyn, (1906) 1 K. B. 

487: Bottomley v. Brougham, [1908] 1 K. B. 584; Burr 

v. Smith, [1909] 2 K. B. 306; Copartnership Farms v. 

Harvoy-Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405. 

1369. Statements by counsel after trial.! 
—-In an action for a libel which purported to be a 
report of a trial, deft. pleaded that the sup- 
posed libel was in substance a true account & 
report of the trial :—Held: (1) this plea was bad. 

I think the plea ought to show the libel to be a 
true account & report of the trial. I do not mean 
to say that it is necessary that the supposed libel 
should contain every word uttered at the trial or 
that unnecessary matter may not be omitted 
(LITTLEDALE, J.). 

Semble: (2) although it be lawful for a counsel 
in the discharge of his duty to utter matter 
injurious to individuals, yet the subsequent 
publication of such slanderous matter is not 
justifiable, unless it be shown that it was published 
for the purpose of giving the public information 
which it was fit & proper for them to receive, & 
that it was warranted by the evidence.—FLINT v. 
PIKE (1825), 4 B. & C. 473; 6 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
528; 3L. J. 0.8. K. B. 272; 107 BE. R. 1136. 


Annotations :—- As to (1) Folld. Roberts v. Brown (1834), 10 
Bing. 519. Refd. Delega) v. Highley (1837), 3 Hodg. 158. 
As to (2) Refd. Stockdale v. Hansard (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 1; 

ars ~ v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L, T.78; Munster v. Lamb 
Q. B. D. 588. , 

1370. _ To what persons—Solicitor.|—An 
attorney acting as an advocate has the same 
privilege as counsel. 

K. being charged by pltf. with an assault 
committed in turning him out of certain premises 
in which he had agreed to sell wine on commission 
under an agreement with J., deft., an attorney, 
appeared for K., & stated that J. had sufficient 
reasons for determining the agreement; that he 
had been plundered by pltf, to a frightful extent :— 











unusually harsh & irritating, it will 
in making absolute the eondldonai 
order, put a stay upon the issuing of 
the information until further applica- 


tion.—R, », 
foe 6. ny, STERMAN (1855), 7 Cox, 


the cts. & 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT, 2.— 
A. (6) fii. 


p. General 


le.] — 
of witnesses ee The immunity 


in judicial proceedings 


A. (ce) it., | Held: 


from liability for statements made 
therein is not a statutory one, but is 
founded npen @ rule of law declared by 

ased upon grounda of public 
policy & convenience. 
extends to a witness before a commis- CAN. 
sion appointed under the authority 
of a statute to inquiro~ into some 
matter properly cognizable, if such 
evidence be pertinent to the inquiry, 
even though the Act under which 
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no action lay against deft. for the words 
so uttered by him in defence of his client, 
Mackay v. Forp (1860), 5 H. & N. 792; 290 
L. J. Ex. 404; 2 L. T. 514; 24 J. P. 8238; 6 
Jur. N.S. 587; 8 W. BR. 586; 157 BE. R. 1397. 


iii. Witnesses. 
1371. General rule—Words spoken.|—ANFIELD 
v. FEVERHILL (1614), 2 Bulst. 269; 1 Roll. Rep. 


61; 80 B. R. 1113. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. London Corpn. v. Cox (1867), L. R. 
28.4. 239. 














1372. ——.]—ReEvis v. SmirH, No. 1378, 
ost. 
1373. ———.] DAWKINS v. ROKEBY (LORD), 
No. 1839, ante. ; ; 
1374. .|—A witness in a ct. of justice 


is absolutely privileged as to anything he may say 
as a witness having reference to the inquiry on 
which he is called as a witness. A statement, as 
to another matter, made to justify the witness 
in consequence of a question going to the witness’ 
credit, has reference to the inquiry within the above 
rulé, 

Deft., an expert in handwriting, gave evidence 
in the trial of D. v. M. that, in his opinion, the 
signature to the will in  ilipaaeett was a forgery. 
The jury found in favour of the will, & the presiding 
judge made some very disparaging remarks on 
deft.’s evidence. Soon afterwards deft. was called 
as a witness in favour of the genuineness of a 
document, on a charge of forgery before a 
magistrate. In cross-examination he was asked 
whether he had given evidence in the suit of D. v. 
M., & whether he had read the judge’s remarks 
on his evidence. He answered ‘“ Yes.’’ Counsel 
asked no more questions, & deft. insisted on 
adding, though told by the magistrate not to 
make any further statement as to D. v. M.: “I 
believe that will to be a rank forgery, & shall 
believe so to the day of my death.’ An action 
of slander for these words having been brought 
by one of the attesting witnesses to the will :— 
Heid: the words were spoken by deft. as a witness, 
& had reference to the inquiry before the 
magistrate, as they tended to justify deft., whose 
credit as a witness had been impugned; & deft. 
was, therefore, absolutely Bees ee 
v. NETHERCLIFT (1876),2 C.P. D. 53; 46 L. J. 
Q. B. 128; 35 L. T. 784; 41 J. P. 389; 25 W. R. 
159, C. A. 


Annotations :—Expld. Goffin v. Donnelly (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 
307. Refd. Stevens v. Sampson ery ay L. J. Q. B. 120; 


Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 8; B. D. 588: atson v. 
M‘Ewan, Watson v. Jones (1905), 93 L. T. 489. Mentd. 
Law v. Llewellyn, (1906) 1K. B. 487. 








1875. .|—MunsTER v. Lami, No. 1868, 
ante, 

1376. ——_ Affidavit.|—AyREs v. SEDGWICK 
(1620), Palm. 142; 81 E. R. 1018; sub nom. 


AIRE v. SEDGWICKE, 2 Roll. Rep. 195. 

Annotation :—Reftd. Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 78. 
1377. -|—An action will not lie for 

defamation in an affidavit taken in the Ct. of Ch. 

in a cause there depending.— DAWLING v. VENMAN 

sone 3 Mod. Rep. 108; 2 Show. 446; 87 B. R. 








the commission is appointed & the 
method of its appointment are open to 
sound legal objections.— GEORGEBON Uv. 
Mooprig, [1917] 3 W. W. R. 997; 12 
Suchimmunity Alta. L. R. 358; 38 D. L. R. 105.— 


q. -———-.}—A_ witness in a ct. fof 
justice is absolutely privileged as to 
anything he may say as a witness 
having refercnce to the inquiry on 


which he is called as a witness.— 


Parr VI.—DEFENCES. 








13878. ‘]—No action lies against a 
man for a statement made by him, whether by 
affidavit or vivd voce, in the course of a judicial 
proceeding, even though it be alleged to have been 
made ‘‘ falsely & maliciously, & without any 
reasonable or probable cause.’’—REvis v. SmrrH 
(18586), 18 C. B. 126; 25 L. J. C. P. 195; 27 
L. T. O. 8. 106; 20 J. P. 453; 2 Jur. N.S. 614; 
4W.R. 506; 139 BE. R. 1314. 
Annotations :—Expld. Henderson v. 

H. & N. 569; Thomas v. Churton (1862), 2 B. & S. 475. 

Consd. Dawkins vw. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 255. 


Expld. Scaman v. Netherclift (1876), 1 C. P. D. 540. 
Consd. Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588. Refd. 


Broomhead (1859), 4 


tira 6 v. Hilliard (1808) 1 L. T. 78; Fitzjohn v. 
Mackinder (1861), 9C. B.N. S. 605 ; Henwood v. Harrison 
1872), L. R.7 C. P, 606. Mentd. Parsons v. St Matthew, 


ethnal Green, Vestry (1867), 37 L. J.C. P. 62. 
1379. .]|—LENDERSON v. BROOMHEAD, 
No. 1393, post. 
1380 ——~—.]—-MUNSTER v. LAmps, No. 1368, 











ante. 

1381. ——— Written statements.|—DAWKINS v. 
ROKEBY (LORD), No. 1339, ante. 

1882. Extent of privilege—Whether confined to 
statements relevant to issue.|—CHAMBERLAINES 
ra (1565), cited in Palm. at p. 145; 81 HE. R. 
Annotations :—~Refd. Ayres v. Sedgwick 

Seaman v. Netherclift (1876), 35 L. T. 

1383. Certificate sent to civil court— 
By superior military officer.|—-A military person 
cannot maintain an action against his officer for 
acts done by or under orders from his superiors, 
which they would have a right to give, & which 
he would be bound by military law to obey, unless, 
at all events, he has himself caused & procured 
such orders by means of reports or representations, 
malicious, or for some sinister & improper motive, 
& also without any reasonable or probable ground. 
It is not enough, in order to show malice, that the 
report is in some respect untrue in point of fact, 
unless it also appears to have been wilfully untrue, 
& without any reasonable ground. The circum- 
stances that pltf., having been arrested under such 
orders, with a view to his trial, was detained in 
custody by deft. for a considerable period without 
being brought to trial, orders to bring him to trial 
not having been received, & that during his con- 
finement the nature of his custody was changed 
from ‘‘ open” to ‘‘ close”’ arrest, on representa- 
tions from the superior civil authorities, & that 
his release was so arranged with them as to 
facilitate his arrest on civil process for a large debt 
due to the Crown; & the further fact that deft., 
so far as appeared, voluntarily sent to the civil 
ct., before which pltf. was claiming his discharge, 
a certificate, which was relevant to the question 
before it, but might tend to prevent his discharge, 
& might be deemed defamatory or injurious :— 
Held: not sufficient, either to supply evidence of 
malice, or to sustain an action for libel. 

I am clearly of opinion that no action for libel 





(1620), Palm. 142; 
784, 
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could be maintained against deft. for sending that 
certificate to the ct. It would be mischievous in 
the last degree to hold that a person who gives 
evidence in a ct. as witness, is to give it under terror 
of an action against him for libel on account of 
any statement in it which may turn out to be 
untrue. I do not believe that any such action 

will lie (WILLEs, J.).—KEIGHLY v. BELL (1866), 

4F. & F. 763, N. P. 

Annotations :—Retd. Dawkins vy. Rokeby (1866), 4 F. & F 
806. Mentd. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 
255; Marks v. Frogley, [1898] 1 Q. B. 888; R. v. Army 
Council, Ez p. Ravenscroft, [1917] 2 K. B. 504; Fraser 
v. Balfour (1918), 87 L. J. K. B. 1116; Heddon v. Evans 
(1919), 35 T. L. R. 642. 


1384. ——. Communication not on oath—For 
information of court.|—-If a person has a com- 
munication to make to an inquest for their informa- 
tion, not on oath, he is bound to do it in such a 
way as to satisfy a jury, if he is afterwards charged 
with slander, that he was only stating the fact 
for the information of the inquest, & that he did it 
in a proper manner.—WILSON v. COLLINS (1882), 
5C. & P. 373, N. P. 


iv. Parties. 
1385. Words spoken—Denial of affidavit of other 
party.|—-MoLTON v. CLAPHAM (1639), March, 20; 


82 EK. R. 393; sub nom. BOULTON v. CLAPHAM, 

W. Jo. 431. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hodgson v. Scarlett (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 
232; 78; Thomas v. 


Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 
Churton (1862), 2B. &58. 475, 


1386. In furtherance of case.|—MOLTON v. 
CLAPHAM (1639), March, 20; 82 BE. R. 393 ; 
nom. BOULTON v. CLAPHAM, W. Jo. 431. 


Annotations :—Refd. Hodgson v. Scarlett (1818), 1B. & Ald. 
232; Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 78; Thomas v. 
Churton (1862), 2 B. & S. 476. 


1387. .|—Where A. having summoned 
B. his master, before a Ct. of Conscience for wages, 
B. there utters words imputing felony to A. :— 
Held: if this charge be necessary to B.’s defence 
no action can be maintained against him by 
A. for defamation. Aliter: if the words are 
spoken maliciously, though addressed to the ct.— 
TROTMAN v. DUNN (1815), 4 Camp. 211, N. P. 


Annotations :—Refd. Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 
78; Seaman v. Netherclift f1876), 2C. P. D. 53. 


1388. In giving another in charge.]|—No 
action is maintainable for words spoken by a 
party in giving charge of another to an officer, 
or in preferring a complaint before a magistrate.— 
JOHNSON v. EVANS (1799), 3 Esp. 33, N. P. 
ae :—Refd. Scaman v. Netherclift (1876), 1C. P. D. 


1389. In preferring complaint.|—JOHNSON 
v. Evans, No. 1888, ante. 

1390. .|—DAWKINS v. ROKEBY (LORD), No. 
1339, ante. 

1391. Affidavit.|—For libellous words contained 
in an affidavit produced in a ct. of justice on a 
defence against a charge, no action lies.—ASTLEY 




















conduct of his case, upon the way in 


SIRCAR (1888), I. L. R. 15 Cale. 264.— 
IND. 


Yr. ——.J—WOOLFUN BIBI v. JESARAT 
SHEIKH (1899), I. L. R. 27 Cale. 262. 
—IND. 

——.]—Re ALRAJA NaAIDuU (1906), 
Rh. 30 Mad. 222.—IND. 


a. Eutent of abies eam ear 
v. oo (1914), 34 N. Z L. R. 177. 


t. 
I. L. 


b. ———.}—The privilege of a wit- 
ness in giving evidence extends to 
statements made by a@ person on pre- 
cognition with a view to his giving 
evidence.— WATSON v. M‘EWAN (1905), 
7 ¥F. (Ct. of Sess.) 109; 42 Sc. L. R 
837; 138, L. T. 340, H. L.— SCOT. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
A. (6) iv. 


ce. Words spoken—— Without justi- 
fication.)—A complainant who, on 
being asked by a magistrate to state 
his grievance, deliberately makes a 
defamatory statement without the 
slightest justification, docs not enjoy 
the protection given upon principles 


of public pouey 2 an ordinary witness. 


—DINSHAW DALJI KARKARIA 1. 
JEHANGIR CowasjI MisTri (1922), 
£ L. R. 47 Bom. 15.—IND. 


13080 i, .)—SaTisH CHANDRA 
CHAKRAVARTI v. RAM DoyYvaL Dx: 
(1920), I. L. R. 48 Cale. 388.—IND. 


1890 ii ——.]}—Comments in ot., 
made by a litigant boné fide during the 





which ovidence has been obtained by 
his opponent, are privileged, unless 
express Inalice is proved. This privi- 
lege extends to comments made by 
an applicant in person before a Licen- 
8 Court.—JENSEN v. Konia, (1911] 
T. P. D. 133.—S8S. AF. 

d. Affidavit —- Whether relevant or 
not.J—No action lies on the contents 
of an affidavit made in a judicial 
proteene whether the cantents of 

he affidavit be relevant to the matter 
in issue or not, nor even where the 
alleged libellous matter has been ex- 
punged by an order of the ct.— KEN- 
NEDY v, HILLIARD (1859), 1 L. T. 78. 


e. Statement in pleadings.) — No 
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Sect. 2.—Absolute privilege: Sub-sect. 9, A. (ce) iv, 


(d), & B. (a) & (b).] | 
vy. YOUNGR (1759), 2 Burr. 807; 2 Keny. 536; 97 


E. R. 672. y 
‘Annotations :—Consd. Henderson v. Broomhead Cates 


H. & N. 569; Dawkins v. Rokeb (1873), L. NR. . 
‘ kK . Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 783 
eee Ear i364), 4 New Rep. 285; Seaman v. 

Netherclift (1876), 1 C. P. D. 540. se 

1392. J—A., pltf., obtained a rule nisz for 
a criminal information against B., deft., for sending 
him a challenge, & A.’s affidavits contained matters 
of high censure against B. The affidavit of B., 
in showing cause against this rule, was recrimina- 
tory, & would, under other circumstances, have 
been libellous. In an action by A., against B., 
for the libel contained in B.’s affidavit :—Held: 
B. was justified in setting forth any such matters 
respecting A.’s past conduct as he might think 
would disincline the ct. to entertain the applica- 
tion for A.’s rule-—DoyLE v. O’DOHERTY (1842), 
Car. & M. 418, N. P. : 

1393. .|—No action lies against a party who, 
in the course of a cause, makes an affidavit in 
support of a summons taken out in such cause, 
which is scandalous, false & malicious, though the 
person scandalised, & who complains, is not a 
party to the cause.—HENDERSON tv. BROOMHEAD 
(1859), 4H. & N. 569; 281. J. Ex. 360; 33 Ll. T. 
O.S. 302; 5 Jur. N.S. 1175; 7 W. R. 4923 157 
EK. R. 964, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Expld. Thomas v. Churton (1862), 2 B. & S. 

475. Consd. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 

255: Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 588. Refd. 


Fitzjohn v. Mackinder (1860), 8 C. B. N. 8. 78; Mackay 
v. Ford (1860), 5 H. & N. 792; Fitzjohn ». Mackinder 


(1861), 9 C. B. N. 8S. 505; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), 

L. R. 7 C. P. 606; Seaman v. Netherclift (1876), 2. C. P. D. 

53; Pedley & May v. Morris (1891), 65 L. T. 526. 

1394. Written statement.|— DAWKINS v. ROKEBY 
(LoRD), No. 1339, ante. 

1395. Statement in particulars—Petition for 
order for reception of lunatic.]|—A justice of the 
peace, or other judicial authority, to whom an 
application is made, under Lunacy Act, 1890 
(c. 5), on a petition for an order for the reception 
& detention of a lunatic, is acting judicially, & 
consequently defamatory statements made in the 
course of the proceedings are not actionable. 

The statement, therefore, is absolutely privileged 
& the statement of claim should be struck out & 
the action dismissed under R. S. C., Ord. 25, r. 4 
(Chitry, L.J.).—Hopson v. Pare, [1899] 1 Q. B. 
455; 68 L. J. Q. B. 309; 80 L. T.18; 47 W. R. 
2413; 15 T. L. RR. 1713 43 Sol. Jo. 223, C. A. 

A ae i et Everett v. Griffiths, (1920) 3 K. B. 


163 eld. Law v. Llewellyn, [1906] 1 K. B. 487; 
Copartuership Farms v. Harvey-Smith, [1918] 2 K. B. 405. 


(d) To what Proceedings Applicable. 

1396. Proceedings in course of justice—Writ of 
forger.|—An action of scandalum magnatum will not 
lie for bringing a writ of forger of false deeds 
against a peer, more especially whilst that writ is 
pending.—BEAUCHAMPS vy. CROFT (1497), 3 Dyer, 
285; Keil. 26; 73 B. BR. 639. 


Annotations ;—Folld. Buckley v. Wood (1591), 4 Co. R 
14b. Refd. Townsend v. Hughes (1678), I Mod. Rep. 23: : 








action for slander lics for any statement, 
in the pleadings or during the conduct 
of a Byit against a party or witness in 
it.—NATHUJL MULKSHVAR v. LALBHAI 


—, 


an averment of facts & circumstances 
sufficient to infer malice.—CAMPBELL v. 
en aNe (1906), 8 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 205. 


LiseL AND SLANDER. 


, 1 Ld. Raym. 374; Hodgson v. 
Savill v. Roberts see pee Lgso 


Scarlett (1818), 1 B ennedy v. Hilliard 
: | Allen (1621) Palm. 
(1859), 1 L. T. 78. Mentd. Hunter o in. 


188 ; MG ce v. Givin (1713), Gilb. 185; Parker v. 
(1713), Gilb. 163. 
1397. Bill exhibited to Crown.]—Hare & 


MrrrEen’s CASE (1587), 3 Leon. 163; 74 K. R. 607. 
Annotation :—Consd. Proctor v. Webster (1885), 16 Q. B. D. 
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1398. Articles of the peace.]|—No allega- 
tion contained in articles of the peace exhibited 
to justices is actionable, it being a proceeding in 
the course of justice.—CUTLER v. DIXON (1585), 4 
Co. Rep. 14b; 76 E. R. 886. 

Annotations :—Folld. Buckley v. Wood (1591), 4 Co. Rep. 
14b; Anfield v. Foverhill (1614), 2 Bulst. 269; Weston 
v. Dobniet (1617), Cro. Jac. 432. Refd. Wale v. Hill (1611), 
1 Bulst. 149; Hunter v. Allen (1621), Palm. 188 ; Hodgson 
v. Scarlett (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 232; Henderson v. Broom- 
head (1859), 4 H. & N. 569; Pedley & May v. Morris 
(1891), 65 L. T. 526, 

1399. Issue of warrant by justice—Neces- 
sity for prior accusation of plaintiff.|-WINDHAM 
& CLEERS CASE (1589), 1 Leon. 187; Cro. Eliz. 
130; 74 E.R. 172. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Morgan v. Hughes (1788), 2 Term Rep. 
225. Refd. Mills v. Coilett (1829), 6 Bing. 85. 

1400. Court without jurisdiction.}] —To 
charge another with felony or piracy by bill 
in the Star Chamber is actionable, for that ct. not 
having jurisdiction in either of these offences, the 














exhibiting such a bill was not a proceeding in the 


course of justice. 

They were not matters examinable in Star 
Chamber ; & when he exhibited the bill maliciously 
in slander of pltf. for matters not examinable 
there, it is reason he should be punished; & 
especially when he spoke of the matters in the 
country, & published them & affirmed they were 
true (per CUR.).—BUCKLEY v. Woop (1591), 4 
Co. Rep. 14 b; Cro. Eliz. 248 ; 2 And. 28; Moore, 
K. B. 705 ; 2 Brownl. 100; 78 E. R. 503. 


Annotations :—Consd. Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 
78. Refd. Waterer v. Freeman (1619), Hob. 266; Hunter 
ov. Allen (1621), Pabn. 188; Spigurnell v. Jene (1660), 
1 Sid. 12 ; Gwinne v. Poole (1692), 2 Lut. 935 App. 1560 ; 
Hodgson v. Scarlett (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 232; sil) wv. 
Hales, Usill v. Brearley, Usill v. Clarke (1878), 38 L. T, 
65. Mentd. Wynne v. Boughey (1666), O. Bridg. 570. 


1401. Matter spoken outside court.]— 
BUCKLEY v. Woop, No. 1400, ante. 








1402. Application for warrant—To justice.| 
aa v. LAMLEY (1632), Hut. 113; 128 E. R. 
139. 


1403. Bill of costs—Delivered under judge’s 
order.|—BRUTON v. DOWNES, No. 1237, ante. 

1404. Objections.]—Pltfis. & deft. acted 
as solrs. for parties to certain administration 
proceedings, in the course of which an order was 
made that the parties Bx Acres by deft. might 
attend the taxation of pltf.’s coste at the expense 
of the estate. Pltfs. delivered their bill of costs, 
& for the purpose of sustaining objections to the 
taxation thereof deft. lodged his objections in 
writing, pursuant to R. 8. C. Ord. 65, r. 27 (39), (40). 
These objections contained a libel on pies as 
solrs. :—-Held: the occasion of publishing the 
libel was absolutely privileged.—PEDLEY v. Morris 

k. Letler written to justice—By in- 
former, |——-LOWTHER v. BAXTER (1890), 
22 N.S. R. (10 R. & G,) 372.— CAN, 





Ravir " a 
ahs (1889), I. L. R. 14 Bom. 97. vf Petition for eens of, Ae eae PART VI. Sect: hii SECT. 2. 

{. Statement in reply to threat of | trates Se oe aint magia’ | 1. Complaint to magistrate.) — A 
legal procecdings.}—Held: the state- frates.}-Ma Mya SHWE. Mauna é 4 iplain 
ments made in reply to a threat of ee (1924), 1. L, R. 2 Ran. 333.— tee ciel aa ts ebeclutely, rivi: 


legal proceedings & being a relevant 
defence to such proceedings fell within 
the re aa of protection accorded to 
judicial slanders made upen record, 

wero therefore only actionable on 


h. Prosecution 


13.—CAN 


: before magistrate — 

Statement made by defendant's father.) 

——COWAN v. LANDELL (1886), 13 O. R. 
’ 


a 
leged.—Re MUTHUSAMI Nalipu (1912), 
{ L. R. 37 Mad. 110.—IND. 
m. Letter to other party’s solicitor 
—Setilement of outstanding claim.}— 
A communjcation by a party to a lega] 


Part VI.—DEFENCEs. 


(1891), 61 L. J. Q. B. 21; 65 L. T. 526: 40 W. R. 
42: 8T.L. R.23; 36 Sol. Jo. 13, D. 0. 

1405. Affidavit in interlocutory proceedings.]— 
An affidavit in an interlocutory proceeding is 
privileged, & cannot form the subject of a civil 
action. Therefore, where it was alleged that deft. 
has libelled ee in such an affidavit :—Held: 
no action would lie against deft.—GoMras v. WHITE 
(1889), 54 J. P. 22; 6 T. L. R. 20, D.C. 

1406. Complaint against solicitor—Sent to Law 
Soclety—Solicitors Act, 1888 (c. 65).|—A letter of 
complaint against a solr. in respect of his 
professional conduct, with affidavit of alleged 
charges attached, forwarded to the Registrar of 
the Incorporated Law Society, in accordance with 
Form J. in the schedule of the Rules under 
Solicitors Act, 1888 (c. 65), is so essentially, a 
step in a judicial proceeding that statements in 
such letter or affidavit will be absolutely privileged. 
—LILLEY v. Roney (1892), 61 L. J. Q. B. 727; 8 
T. L. R. 642 ; 36 Sol. Jo. 595, D. C. 

Annotation :—-Folld. Bottomley v. Brougham, [1908] 1K. B. 


1407. Preliminary examination of witness by 
solicitor—In preparing proof for  trial.]|—The 
privilege which protects a witness from an action 
of slander in respect of his evidence in the box 
also protects him against the consequence of state- 
ments made to the client & solr. in preparing the 
proof for trial— Watson v. M‘EWAN, WATSON v. 
JONES, [1905] A. C. 480; 74 L. J. P.O. 151; 93 
L. T. 489, H. L. 
Annotations :—Folld. Beresford v. White (1914), 30 T. L. R. 

591. Distd. Gerhold v. Baker (1918), 35 T. L. R. 102. 

1408. .}|—The preliminary examination 
of a witness by a solr. is within the same privilege 
as that which the witness would have if he had said 
the same thing in his sworn testimony in ct.— 
BERESFORD v. WHITE (1914), 30 T. L. R. 591; 58 
Sol. Jo. 670, C. A. 

1409. Report by official receiver—Under Com- 











panies Act, 1890 (c. 63).] — BoTrromMLEyY v. 
BrovueHam, No. 1329, ante. 

hed ——. -|—Bourr v. SmitrH, No. 1334, 
ante. 


1411. Report by Inspector-General in Bank- 
ruptcy—Under Companies Act, 1890 (c. 63).]— 
Burk v. SmitH, No. 1334, ante. 

1412. Report of chief clerk—To judge in 
lease Division.|—Burr v. Smiru, No. 1334, 
ante. 

1413. Notices of objection—Under Licensing Act, 
pir (c. 24).)—ArTrwoop v. CiapmMan, No. 1341, 
ante. 


B. Proceedings in Parliament. 
(a) Statements by Members in Either House. 

See, generally, PARLIAMENT. 

1414. General rule.|—If a member of Parlia- 
ment publish in the newspapers his speech as 
delivered in Parliament, & it contains charges 
of a slanderous nature against an individual, 
an. information will lie for a libel ; though had the 
words been merely delivered in Parliament, they 


proceeding directly to the solr. of the 
other party, that communication 
being reasonably necessary for the 
purpose of enclosing money & settling 
an outstanding claim, must be regarded 


L. R. 18.—AUS. 


as a privil one.—WAaARD wv. MC- 
INTYRE (1920), 48 N. B. R. 233; 56 
D. L. R. 208.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (a). 


the part 
ciously 
RODGERS v. 


14141. General rule.|—No action for 
defamation will lie upon any quostion 
put by a member of a colonial parlia- 


ment in the course of its proceedings.— 
Giprs v. MCELHONE (1881), 2 N.S. W. 


PART VI. SECT. 2 
B. (b) 


n. General rule.) — An action for 
libel contained in communications to 
the govt. with a view of obtaining 

, cannot be sustained, 
making them acted mali- 
without probable cause.— 
SPALDING 
U. Cc. R. 258.—CAN, 
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would be dispunishable in the cts. at Westminster. 

—R. v. ABINGDON (LORD) (1794), 1 Esp. 226, N. P. 

Annotations :—-Folld. R. v. Creevey (1813), 1 M. & 8. 273. 
Apld. Flint v. Pike (1825), 4 B. & C. 473. Dbtd. Stockdal 
v. Hansard (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 1. Consd. Davison v. 
Duncan (1857), 7 K. & B. 229. Distd. Wason v. Walter 
(1868), L. R.4Q.B. 73. Refd. Hodgson v. Scarlett (1817), 
Holt, N. P. 621; HK. v. Carlile (1819), 3 B. & Ald. 167 ; 
Lewis v. Walter (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 605: R. v. Harvey 
(1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 464; Roberta v. Brown 

1834), 10 Bing. 519; R. vo. Munslow, [1895] 1 . B. 758 

Ones v. Hulton, (1909) 2 K. B. 444. Mentd. R. v. 

Pembridge (1842), 3 Q. B. 901. 

1415. .|—A member of the House of 
Commons may be convicted upon an indictment for 
& libel in publishing in a newspaper the report of 
a speech delivered by him in that House, if it 
contain libellous matter, although the publication 
be a correct report of such speech, & be made in 
consequence of an incorrect publication having 
appeared in that & other newspapers.—R. v. 
CREEVEY (1813), 1M. & S. 273; 105 E. R. 102. 
Annotations :—Folld. R. v. Harvey (1823), 2 B. & C, 257. 

Apld. Flint v. Pike (1825), 4 B. & C. 473. Dbtd. Stockdale 

». Hansard (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 1. Distd. Wason v. Walter 

(1868), L. R. 4 Q. B. 73. Refd. R. v. Carlile (1819), 3 

B. & Ald, 167 ; Lewis v. Walter (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 605 ; 

Saunders v. Mills (1829), 6 Bing. 213; Roberts v. Brown 

1834), 10 Bing. 519; Davison v. Duncan (1857), 7 E. & B. 

29; Stecle v. Brannan (1872), T. R.7C. P. 261. Mentd. 

tt 7 Pexant (1839), 7 Dowl. 680; King wv. It. (1849), 14 

1416. .|—It is clear that statements made 
by members of either House of Parliament in 
their places in the House, though they might be 
untrue to their knowledge, could not be made the 
foundation of civil or criminal proceedings, how- 
ever injurious they might be to the interest of a 
third person (COCKBURN, C.J.).—Hx ». WASON 
(1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 573; 10 B. & S. 580; 38 
L. J. Q. B. 302 ; 17 W. R. 881. 

Annotations :—Mentd. R. v. Adamson, etc. Tynemouth JJ. 
& Spence (1875), 24 W. R. 250; Kae p. Reid (1885), 49 
J. P. 600; Hz p. Lewis (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 191; Re 
Boaler, Re Vexatious Actions Act, 1896, [1914] 1K. B. 122. 
1417. Subsequent publication of speech—By in- 

dividual member.|—-It. v. ABINGDON (LORD), No. 

1414, ante. 

1418. ———- In consequence of previous in- 
correct publication.|—R. v. CREEVEY, No. 1415, 


ante. 











(b) Petition to Either House. 


1419. Presentation of scandalous  petition— 
Whether indictable.|—-Publishing a scandalous 
petition presented to the House of Lords, or a 
scandalous affidavit made in a ct. of justice is 
an indictable offence.—R. v. SALISBURY (1698), 
1 Ld. Raym. 341; 91 E. R. 1124. 

1420. Publication of copies of petition—To 
members concerned.|—If a petition to Parliament 
be referred to a committee, an action will not lie 
for printing & distributing a numbcr of copies for 
the use of the members, although the matter be 
false & scandalous.—-LAKE v. K1InG@ (1670), 1 Mod. 
Rep. 58; 1 Lev. 240; 1 Saund. 131; 86 Hi. R. 729. 
Annotations :—Consd. Rt. v. Creevey (1813), 1 M. & 8. 273 ; 

Stockdale v. Hansard (1839), 9 Ad. & Il. 1. Refd. Astley 


v. Younge (1759), 2 Burr. 807; Hodgson v. Scarlett 
(1818), 1 B. & Ald, 232; Lewis v. Walter (1821), 4 B. & 


o. Petition to Lieutenant-Governor.) 
—A petition to the Lieutenant- 
Governor complaining of the conduct 
of comrs. of the ct. of requests, & 
charging them with partia ty cor- 
ruption & connivance at extortion, 
signed by a number of persons, & 
raying for redress, is absolutely privi- 
eged, even though deft. had circulated 
it & been the means of obta sig- 
natures to it of individuals who ew 
nothing of the facts stated in it, & 
supposed it to be a totally different 
matter.— STANTON v. ANDREWS (1836), 
5 O. 8S. 211.—CAN. 


SUB-SECT. 2.— 


ess 


(1844), 1 
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Sect, 2.— Absolute HG Sub-sect. 2, B. (b) & 
(c), & C. (a), (6) & (c).] 
Ald. 605; Flint v. Pike (1825), 4 B. & C. 473 ; Clement v. 
Chivis (1829), 9 B. & C. 172; Harrison v. Bush (1855), 5 
i, & B. 344: Henderson vy. Broomhead (1859), 4 _H. & 
N. 569; Kennedy v. Hilliard (1859), 1 L. T. 78; Brem- 
ridge v. Latimer (1864), 12 W. R._878; Wason v. Walter 
1868), L. R. 4 Q. B. 73; Usill v. Hales, Usill v. Brearley, 
sill v. Clarke (1878), 38 L. _T. 65; Proctor v. Webster 
(1885), 16 Q. B 112. Mentd. Howard v. Gossett, 


. B. . 112, 
Gossett v. Howard (1847), 6 State Tr. N. 8S. 319. 


(c) Reports of Proceedings. 

1421. Publication by Speaker.]|— lt. v. WIL- 
LIAMS (1686), 2 Show. 471; Comb. 18; 13 State 
Tr. 1870; 89 BE. R. 10483; subsequent proceedings 
PETERBOROUGH (EARL) v. WILLIAMS, mb, 43; 


2 Show. 508. 
Annotations :—Consd. R. ». Wright (1799), 8 Term Rep. 


293. N.F. Stockdale v. Hansard (1839), 9 Ad. & Hl. 1. 
Refd. k. v. Woodfall (1770), 5 Burr. 2661. 
The ct. re- 


1422. Publication by bookseller.] 
fused to grant a criminal information against a ' 
bookseller for printing a report of the House of 
Commons, though it reflected on the character of 
an individual. R. v. Wriacut (1799), 8 Term Rep. 
293; 101 H. R. 1896. 

Annotations :—-Consd. R. v. Creevey (1813), 1M. & S. 273; 
Stockdale v. Hansard (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 1; Wason »v. 
Walter (1868), L. R.4 Q.B. 73. Refd. R. v. Fisher (1811), 
2 Camp. 563; Duncan v. Thwaites (1824), 3 B. & C. : 
Lewis v. Levy (1858), E. B. & KE. 537; Allbutt v. Medical 
General Counci) (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 400; R. v. Evening 
News, Ex p. Hobbs, [1925] 2 K. B. 158. 

1423. Publication by printer—By order of the 
House of Commons.|—-The House of Commons, in 
the years 1835 & 1836, made resolutions that 
Parliamentary papers & reports, printed for the 
use of the House, should be publicly sold by their 
printer ; & afterwards a report from: the Inspectors 
of Prisons was ordered by the House to be printed : 
—Held: if this report contained a libel on an 
individual, the printer of the House of Commons 
who sold it was liable to an action, & the resolu- 
tions of the house did not render this a privileged 
publication —-SToOcKDALE v. HANSARD (1837), 7 
c : P. 731; 3 State Tr. N. S. 723; 2 Mood. & 
Angeline -—Refd. Stockdale v. Hansard (1839), 2 Per. & 

av. i. 

1424. ———.]——It is no defence in law to an 
action for publishing a libel, that the defamatory 
matter is part of a document which was, by order 
of the House of Commons, laid before the House, 
& thereupon became part of the proceedings of 
the House, & which was afterwards, by orders of 
the House, printed & published by deft.; & that 
the House of Commons heretofore resolved, de- 
clared, & adjudged ‘‘ that the power of publish- 
ing such of its reports, votes, & proceedings as 
it shall deem necessary or conducive to the public 
interests is an essential incident to the constitu- 
tional functions of Parliament, more especially to 
the Commons’ House of Parliament as the repre- 
sentative portion of it.” On demurrer to a plea 
suggesting such a defence, a ct. of law is competent 
to determine whether or not the House of Commons 
has such privilege as will support the plea.— 
STOCKDALE v. HANSARD (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 
1; 3 State Tr. N. S. 723; 2 Per. & Dav. 1; 8 
L. J. Q. B. 294; 3 Jur. 905; 112 E. R. 1112. 


Annotations :—Consd. Wason v. Walter (186 
. B. 73; Bradlaugh v. Erskine (1883); te te 
Bradlaugh v. Gossett (1884), 12 Q. B.D. 271. Reta’ 
v. Howard (i847), 10 3. "B. 411; Henwood ». Harrison 
(872), ,L, Ral. P. 606; Mangena v. Liovd (1908), 98 | 
° mandea (1881\ 2 Re KT (1844), 10 CL. . Fin. 534 ; 
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(1870), L. R. 3 P. C, 268. 
See, now, Parliamentary Papers Act, 1840 (c. 9). 
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1425. —— Speaker’s certificate.|— Under 
Parliamentary Papers Act, 1840 ic: 9), s. 1, the 
ct. will stay proceedings in an action, upon @ cer- 
tificate by the Speaker, properly verified, that the 
publication mentioned in the declaration, reciting 
a description of it as therein given, & in respect 
of which the action is brought, was published by 
order & under the authority of the House of Com- 
mons; the declaration being verified by affidavit, 
& appearing to be for the publication of an alleged 
libel, the description of which corresponds with 
that in the Speaker’s certificate. It is not neces- 
sary that the certificate itself should further 
describe the action or declaration. Qu.: whether 
the declaration need be verified at all.—Srock- 
DALE v. HANSARD (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 297; 8 
Dowl. 669; 8 Per. & Dav. 346; 9 L. J. Q. B. 
218; 4 Jur. 338; 113 E. R. 428. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Howard v. Gossett (1845), 9 J. P. 
BG: ah Mentd. Grubb v. Inclosure Comrs. (1861), 3 
Publication of extracts—From Parliamentary 

papers.|—-See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, C., post. 


C. Affairs of State. 
(a) Advice to the Sovereign. 

1426. General rule.|—(1) Plea to a declaration 
for libel, that deft. was the superior officer of pltf. 
& pltf. was under his command, & it was deft.’s 
duty as such superior officer to forward to the 
Adjutant-General of the Army letters written 
& sent to him as such superior officer, in relation 
to their military conduct, duties, & qualifications 
by the officers under his command, & to make, 
for the information of the Commander-in-Chief, 
reports in writing to the Adjutant-General on the 
subject of such letters ; that deft., as such superior 
officer, had received from pltf. letters in relation 
to his military duties & to certain orders received 
by him as such officer, & which pltf. requested 
might be forwarded by deft. to the Adjutant- 
General; & deft., in the course of military duty 
& as an act of military duty, forwarded the letters 
to the Adjutant-General; & for the information 
of the Commander-in-Chief, when forwarding such 
letters, deft. made certain reports in writing in 
relation to the letters of pltf., which was the libel 
complained of. Replication, that the libel was 
written by deft. of actual malice, & without any 
reasonable, probable, or justifiable cause, & not 
bond fide, or in the bond fide discharge of deft.’s 
duty as such superior officer :—Held: the replica- 
tion was bad; for that no action would lie against 
a military officer for an act done in the ordinary 
course of his duty as such officer, even if done 
maliciously & without reasonable or probable 
cause. 

(2) Ministers of the Crown cannot, from reasons 
of the highest policy & convenience, be called to 
account in an action for any advice which they 
might think right to tender to the Sovereign, 
however prejudicial such advice may be to in- 
dividuals (MELLOR, L.J.).—DAWKINS v. PAULET 
(Lorp) (1869), L. R. 5 Q. B. 94; 9 B. & S. 768; 
39 L. J. Q. B. 53; 21 L. T. 584; 34 J. P. 220; 
18 W. R. 336. 

Annotations :-— As to Q) Apld. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), 

L. R. 8 Q. B. 255. Refd. Hart v. Gumpach (1872), L. R. 

4 P. C. 439; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 0. P. 

606; Dawkins v. Saxe Weimar Gaiuee Hdward), Dawkins 
v. Wynyard, Dawkins v. Stephenson (1876), a4 W. R. 
er Beda Resear st tals fey taal ash 
Edmondson» Rundle (1903) 1b TLR. S665 Re ve 


586 . v. 
Army Council, Ez p. Ravenscroft, [1917] 2 K. B. 604; 
Frasor 9. Balfour (1018), 87 L J. KK. B. tiie. F 


1427, |—DAWKINS v. RoOKEBY (LORD), 
No. 1339, ante. 


Q 
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(b) Official Communications on State Matters. 

1428. Communication made by officer of state— 
In course of official duty.|—A communication re- 
lating to state matters made by one officer of state 
to another in the course of his official duty is 
absolutely privileged & cannot be made the sub- 
ject of an action for libel.—CHATTERTON v. 
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA IN COUNCIL, 
(1895) 2 Q. B. 189; 64 L. J. Q. B. 676; 72 L. T. 
ae 59 J. P. 506; 11 T. L. R. 462; 14 R. 504, 
Annotation :—Apld. Isaaca v. Cook, [1925] 2 K. B. 391. 

1429. ..—(1) A report by the High 
Commissioner of Australia in the United Kingdom 
made in his official capacity to the Prime Minister 
of Australia in the execution of his duty & in pur- 
suance of the powers conferred & the duties 
imposed upon him in that behalf under the High 
Commissioner Act, 1909, of the Commonwealth 
of Australia, & the instructions given to him by 
the Prime Minister of Australia, is absolutely 
privileged as being a communication relating to 
State matters. 

(2) A communication may be absolutely privi- 
leged as an act of State although it relates to 
commercial matters.—Isaacs (M.) & Sons, Lrp. 
v. COOK, [1925] 2 K. B. 891; 94 L. J. K. B. 886; 
41 T. L. R. 647; 69 Sol. Jo. 810. 

—— Foreign state.]—See No. 1444, post. 

As to privilege attaching to production of official 
Soe en ree EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., pp. 392 
et seq. 








(c) Reports of Naval and Military Officers. 

1430. Reports made at military .courts.]— 
JEKYLL v. Moore, No. 1338, ante. 

1431. -|—The Commander-in-Chief of the 
Army, having directed an assemblage of commis- 
sioned military officers to hold an inquiry into 
the conduct of H., a commissioned officer in the 
Army; & H. having sued the president of the 
inquiry for a libel stated to be contained in the 
report thereupon made :—Held: this report was 
@ privileged communication; it was properly re- 
jected as evidence at the trial; & an office copy 
of same was also properly rejected.—HOoOME v. 
BENTINCK (1820), 2 Brod. & Bing. 130; 8 Price, 
225; 1 State Tr. N. S. App. A. 1848; 4 Moore, 
C. P. 563; 129 KH. R. 907, Kx. Ch. 

Annotations :—Distd. Blake v. Pilfold (1832), 1 Mood. & R. 


ae Folld. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B 


Consd. Hennessy ». Wright (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 
509. Apld. Chatterton v. Secre 
Council, [1895] 2 Q. B. 189. 


ary of State for India in 
_f Refd. Dawkins v.' Paul 

sheet) 9B. & S. 768; 

1432. 


aulet 
Isuacs v. Cook, [1925] 2 K. B. 
1339, ante. 

1433. Reports made to superior officers—Con- 
versation thereon with Member of Parliament.]— 
DICKSON v. WILTON (HARL), No. 1881, post. 

1434. -|—In an action against a late 
Secretary of State for War, a Lord Lieutenant 
(Commandant of the Militia of the district) & the 
Colonel of a regiment of Militia, for causing, by 
means of false charges, the removal of pltf. from 
the office of Lieutenant-Colonel of the regiment ; 
the first count being for a conspiracy to cause 
his removal, & making such charges in pursuance 
of the conspiracy ; & the second for making such 








-]|—DAWKINS v. ROKEBY (LORD), No. 
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CURSETII ¥. 
iADe (1902), I. L. R. 27 Bom. 189.— 


surveyor te 
vincial Secretary.}-—Plti. was a land 
surveyor, appointed by the govt. of 
deft. wrote a letter 
be Provincial Secretary, 
piosing of piti.’s pone & making 


oertain aga 
upon pltf. proceeded 
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charges, maliciously & without reasonable or 
probable cause ; it appeared that charges, chiefly 
of neglect, based on a report of a regimental 
board, had been sent by the Colonel to pltf., in 
writing, for the purpose of being answered by him, 
& that the charges, & his written answers, in effect 
admitting a certain amount of neglect of military 
duty, were, with all the papers he ap ended 
thereto, sent by the Colonel-in-Chief the 
Commandant, who first saw the Colonel, & then 
pltf., upon the subject, & heard their: statements 
& counter-statements; & afterwards, & at the 
instance of the Colonel, & after both of them had 
applied to, & had an interview with, the Secretary 
of War, with a view to plti.’s removal, sent to the 
Secretary of War a formal list of charges drawn up 
by the Colonel, & including some which were 
new & of a graver character, & as to which there 
had been no inquiry ; but which, with the others, 
had been sent to pltf. for his answers, & were 
sent, with his answers in writing: & the Secretary 
of State thereupon, after perusing the nial is 
& written answers, without further inquiry de- 
clared that pltf. must be desired to resign; & 
afterwards, on remonstrance, appointed a military 
board of inquiry, before whom pltf. was fully heard, 
but against whose conduct of the inquiry certain 
complaints were made by pitf.; & ultimately, 
after their report, directed the dismissal of pltf. 
upon the charges of neglect, as admitted upon 
his own statements :—Held: (1) as there was a 
discretionary power of removal vested in the 
Crown, there was no necessity for any judicial 
inquiry ; (2) the action could not be maintained 
against the Secretary of State unless he had acted 
dishonestly ; of which there was no evidence, 
&, therefore, there was no case as against him ; 
(83) any irregularities in the conduct of the inquiry 
would not be evidence even against him, unless 
he were shown to have been aware of & to have 
sanctioned them: nor unless they amounted to 
a wilful & substantial denial of justice; (4) to 
sustain a verdict for pltf. upon the first count, 
both the other two defts. must be convicted, as 
it charged, in substance, a conspiracy; but, on 
the other count, either might be convicted; 
(5) assuming the charges (or those of them on 
which pitf. was really dismissed) were founded 
upon facts, as they appeared, or were represented, 
to the Colonel, there was reasonable ground for 
preferring them; (6) if the Commandant acted 
honestly on the representation made to him by 
the Colonel, he was not liable; (7) therefore, on 
either count, the question for the jury, in sub- 
stance, was, whether defts. acted honestly & bond 
fide ; or without any belief in the truth of the 
charges, & from a bad & improper motive.— 
DICKSON v. COMBERMERE (VISCOUNT) (1863), 3 
F, & F. 627, N. P. 


Annotations :— As to AG 
2-0. 


Refd. Grant v. Secretary of State 
for India a 877), 


. D. 445. de to (7) Reid. Dawkins 
R. 5 Q. B. 94. 





v. Paulet (1869), L. 
1435. -|—DAWKINS v. PAULET (LORD), No. 
1426, ante. 


1436. Report not made in course of official duty.] 
—An officer in the Navy has no right to ® 
communications upon subjects, with which he 
becomes acquainted in his professional capacity, 
except to the Govt., &, therefore, a letter, written 


Pro- libel. Deft. pleaded that his letter 


was @& privileged communication. The 
Oomr. of Crown Lands, net the 
Provincial Secretary, was the person 
to whom the letter should proper 

have been addressed :—Held: a =p 


t him, where- leged communication—KEER », 
against him for - 


BON (1873), 9 N.S. R. 354.—CAN 


com: 
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Sect. 2.—Absolute privilege: Sub-sect. 2, C. (c). 
Sect. 3: Sub-sect. 1, A.] 


to Lloyd’s coffee house, about the conduct of the 
captain of a transport ship, by a lieutenant, who 
was superintendent on board, is not a privileged 
communication; nor can evidence of its being 
the practice for persons so circumstanced to make 
communications to Lloyd’s, be received in an action 
for libel against such a person, either as furnishing 
a defence, in conjunction with other circumstances, 
or in mitigation of the damages to be recovered. 
—JIARWOOD v. GREEN (1827), 3 C. & P. 141, N. P. 


Sect. 3.—QUALIFIED PRIVILEGE. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—NATURE OF DEFENCE. 
A. In General. 


1437. General rule.}—(1) A communication 
made bond fide in performance of a duty or with a 
fair & reasonable purpose of protecting the interest 
of the party making it is privileged, & the onus 
of proving malice lies on pltf. 

Where deft. had dismissed pltf. from his service 
on suspicion of theft, &, upon the latter coming 
to his counting-house for his wages, called in two 
other of his servants, &, addressing them in the 
presence of plitf., said, ‘“‘I have dismissed that 
man for robbing me: do not speak to him any 
more, in public or in private, or I shall think you 
as bad as him :’’—Held: a privileged communica- 
lion; for, that it was the duty of deft., & also 
his interest, to prevent his servants from 
associating with a person of such a character as 
the words imputed to pltf., inasmuch as such 
association might reasonably be apprehended to 
be likely to be followed by injurious consequences, 
both to the servants & to deft. himself. 

(2) To entitle pltf. in such a case to have the 
question of mulice left to the jury, it is not enough 
that the facts proved are consistent with the pre- 
sence of malice as well as with its absence ; for, 
in cases of privileged communication, malice, must 
be proved, & therefore its absence must be pre- 
sumed until such proof is given.—SOMERVILLE v. 
HaAwKiIns (1851), 10 C. B. 583; 20 L. J.C. P. 131; 
16 L. T. O. S. 283; 15 Jur. 450; 138 BH. R. 231. 


Annotations :--~As to (1) Consd. Taylor v. Hawkins (1851), 
16 Q. B. 308. Distd. Senior v. Medland (1858), 4 Jur. 
N. 8S. 1039. Apld. Lawless v. Anglo-Egyptian Cotton 
Co. (1869), L. RK. 4 Q. B. 262; Hunt o. G. N. Ry. (1890), 
55 J. b. 234. Refd. Harrison v. Bush (1856), 5 E. & B. 
344; Revis v. Smith (1856), 20 J. P. 453; Henwood v. 
Harrison (1872), L. KR. 7 C. P. 606. As to (2) Consd. 
Taylor v. Hawkins (1851), 16 Q. B. 308; Harris », 
Thompson (1853), 13 C. B. 333. Apld. Caulfield v, 
Whitworth (1868), 18 L. T. 527; Laughton v. Sodor 
& Man (Bp.) (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 495. Distd. Clark v. 
Molyneux (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 237. Consd. Murdock v. 
Funduklian (1885), 2 T. L. BR. 215. Gilpin ». 
Fowler (1854), 9 Exch. 615; Cooke v. Wildes (1855), 5 
EK. & B. 328; Senior v. Medland (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 1039: 
Jackson ». Hopperton (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 829; Nevill 
v. Fine Arts & General Insce., [1895] 2 Q. B. 156. 





Pit ——.]—TaYLor v. HAWEINS, No. 1931, 
: oe ———.]—HARRISON v. Busu, No. 1550, 
tae ——.]—Morcan v. LINGEN, No. 106, 
eas ———.]—WHITELEY v. ApaMs, No. 1615, 


1442, ——.]—W. was surveyor to the own 
of an estate, to which estate he W., also acted a7 
steward. The owner directed W. to make in- 
quiries as to the existence on the estate of a house 
of bad character. W. in the course of his in- 
quiries was referred to the house of B., but doubt- 
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ing the accuracy of his information made further 
inquiries & in the course of doing so mentioned 
what he had heard of the character of B.’s house. 
He then ascertained that the address of B.’s house 
had been given him erroneously, & that, by a 
mistake in the number of the street, a reference 
had been made to B.’s house which was intended 
for another residence. In an action filed for libel 
by B. against W. for the statements made by W. 
while following up the inquiries directed by his 
employer, & the further pursuit of which inquiries 
had been suggested by the erroneous information 
he W. had received as to B.’s house, the judge 
directed the jury to consider whether the state- 
ments made by W. had been made in the course 
of the inquiries he had been directed by his em- 
ployer to make, & whether such inquiries were in 
excess of his duty, & beyond the directions he had 
received from his employer or not, but did not 
direct them, that if the statements relied upon as 
slanderous were only made in the necessary course 
of pursuing the inquiries he had been directed 
by his employer to make, he would have been 
within his duty, & they, the jury, should then 
consider whether there was any proof of express 
malice or not :—Held: this direction was wrong, 
& in the absence of evidence of actual malice, 
the judge ought to have pointed out to the jury 
all the evidence bearing upon the character of 
deft.’s employment & the course of duty in which 
the statements charged as slanderous were made, 
in order that the jury might have expressly found 
whether such statements were or were not made 
in pursuance of his duties under his employment, 
& the ct. have been enabled to decide upon such 
finding whether there was or was not existing 
such malice as would be implied by law & which 
might be rebutted by the character of privileged 
communication attaching to such statements.— 
BRETT v. WATSON (1872), 20 W. R. 723. 

1443. .|\—LAUGHTON v. Sopor & MAN 
(Bp.), No. 1451, poat. 

1444. -|\—In an action brought in Her 
Majesty’s Supreme Ct. for China & Japan, for 
false representations made by the deft., occupy- 
ing an official post in the setvice of the Emperor 
of China, to the Tsung-li-Yamen, the head of the 
Foreign Board at Pekin, respecting the conduct 
of pltf. as a professor in the college established 
there, which led to his dismissal by that Board, 
the alleged misrepresentations being, that pltf. 
had asked to be relieved from his duties & de- 
clined to perform them, & that he had absented 
himself from Pekin at a time when his active 
services might be required at the college. Deft., 
in reply, denied that he had made any false re- 
presentations, & asserted that such representations 
as he had made were contained in a report made 
by him in the course of his duty as an officer of 
the Chinese Govt. The judge, in his summing 
up, directed the jury that, whether deft. had made 
false representations, & the Chinese Govt. had 
dismissed pltf. in consequence, was a thing specially 
for the jury to consider, & whether the repre- 
sentations were warranted by facts. The jury 
found for plitf. & gave large damages. A rule 
nist was afterwards obtained for a nonsuit or new 
trial, on the ground of misdirection, & that the 
verdict was against evidence. The misdirections 
complained of were (a) that the judge did not 
direct the jury that the representations were 
privileged ; (5) not leaving to the jury the ques- 
tion -whether the representations were wilfully 
false; & (c) that there was no evidence eae to 
the sha? iar the representations were ully 
false. The Supreme Ct. discharged the rule. 
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On appeal :—Held: (1) the judge’s summing up 
was erroneous, the representations complained of 
were privileged communications, the judge ought 
to have sr apenas to the jury the relation & 
position of the parties, & have told them that the 
action would not lie, if the statements were made 
honestly & in a belief of their truth, without proof 
of express malice, & not whether they were 
warranted in fact; (2) thé burden was on pltf. 
to prove that they were not so made.—HArrT v. 
GumpacH (1873), L. R. 4 P. C. 439; 9 Moo. 
Pp. 0. C. N.S. 2413; 42 L. J. P. C. 25; 21 W. R. 
365; 17 E. R. 505, P. C. 

1445. .|—A. interested herself in obtaining 
subscriptions for the relief of pltf., a lady in dis- 
B., who was interested 





in the case, applied to deft., the secretary of the 
_ charity organisation society, for information as 


to pltf.’s character, & received an unfavourable 
report which, by leave of the secretary, she com- 


- municated to A. The subscriptions were there- 


Sh. al 


upon withdrawn. Pltf. then sued the secretary 

for libel. The society was formed for the purpose 

(inter alia) of investigating the cases of applicants 

for charitable relief [i.e. for the suppression of 

mendicity] :—Held: (1) the report was a privi- 
leged communication, & in the absence of proof 
of malice, the action could not be maintained. 

(2) According to Harrison v. Bush, No. 1550, 
post, a communication which a person makes 
bond fide in discharge of a moral or social duty of 
imperfect obligation, is privileged. To which I 
may add, that such is the case where the person 
giving the information bond fide thinks that he 
is discharging a moral or social duty, & this is so 
whether the communication is made in answer to 
an inquiry or voluntarily (JEssEL, M.R.).— 
WALLER v. LOcH (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 619; 51 
lL. J. Q. B. 274; 45 L. T. 242; 46 J. P 484; 30 
W. R. 18. 

Annotations :—.As to (1) Refd. London Assocn. for Protection 
of Trade v. Groenlands, [1916] 2 A.C. 15. 48 to (2) Dbtd. 
Stuart v. Bell, (1891) 2 Q. B. 341. His [Jusset M.R.) 
observation, if intended to apply to privileged o- casions, 
is not in conformity with other authorities (LINDI Y, L.J.). 
1446. .|—The rule as to a privileged com- 

munication is that it must be made “ in discharge 

of a moral or social duty of imperfect obligation,” 

i.e. as between the person who makes the com- 

munication & the person to whom it is made.— 

JONES v. WILLIAMS (1885), 1 T. L. R. 572, D. C. 
1447. Necessity for absence of malice.|— 

WRIGHT v. WOODGATE, No. 1635, post. 

1448. -]—(1) In an action for slander, deft. 

leaded a confidential communication, justified 
by circumstances, & a firm belief upon his part 
in the truth of that which he communicated. 

Upon special demurrer :—Held: the plea was 

ad, inasmuch as, to render a confidential com- 
munication a complete defence to an action, there 
should be a combination of two circumstances, 
the propriety of the occasion on which the com- 
munication is made, & the absence of express 
malice or malice in fact against pltf.; & the plea 

did not negative, either in express terms, or 

impliedly, the absence of such malice, but confined 

itself to the grounds of a communication justified 
by circumstances, & deft.’s belief in the truth of 
that which he had asserted. 

(2) A plea in bar which merely denies that pltf. 
has sustained special damage is bad, where the 
words are actionable in themselves.—SMITH v. 
THOMAS (1885), 2 Bing. N. C. 872; 4 Dowl. 333 ; 
ia ; 2 Scott, 546; 5L.53.C. P. 52; 132 


Hod. 168. ~da to (1) Refd. Delegal v. Highloy (1837), 8 
-VOL. XXXII, 
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1449. ——.] —MOoRGAN Vv. LINGEN, No. 1 06, 


ante. 

1450. J—(1) In an action for slander, 
where the words are spoken on a privileged occa- 
sion, pltf. will be nonsuited, unless evidence of 
express malice is given. ; 

(2) Proof that the words are false, without evi- 
dence that they are false to deft.’s knowledge will 
not entitle pltf. to have the question of malice 
left to the jury. ee ; 

(3) The mere pleading a justification is no 
evidence of malice.—CAULFIELD v. WHITWORTH 
(1868), 18 L. T. 527; 16 W. R. 936. 

Annotation :—As to (3) Refd. Mangena v. Lloyd (1908), 98 
L. T. 640. 

1451. ——.J]—-(1) The charge of a bishop to | 
his clergy in Convocation is, in the ordi sense 
of the term, a privileged communication ; on the 
well known principle that a communication made 
bond fide upon any subject-matter in which the 
party has an interest, or in reference to which he 
has, or honestly believes he has, a duty, is privi- 
leged, or made to a person having a corresponding 
interest or duty, although it contains criminatory 
matter which without that privilege would be 
defamatory & actionable; provided that the 
occasion on which the communication is made 
rebuts the primé facie inference of malice in fact 
arising from a statement prejudicial to the character 
of pltf., & the onus is upon him to prove that 
there was actual malice, that deft. was actuated 
by motives of personal spite or ill will independent 
of the occasion on which the communication was 
made. So, held, where the Bishop of Sodor & 
Man, in a charge to his clergy in Convocation, 
commented on a speech made by a barrister in 
his character of an advocate instructed to oppose 
a bill before the House of Keys promoted by the 
Govt., vesting additional ecclesiastical patronage 
in the bishop, in which he impugned the conduct 
of the bishop, & attributed to him motives & 
conduct unworthy of his character & position. 

(2) The circumstances of the case warranted 
the bishop in sending such charge to a newspaper 
for publication; & such course being in self- 
defence rebutted any presumption of malice on 
the part of the bishop. 

(3) Some expressions here used undoubtedly 
go beyond what was necessary for self-defence, but 
it does not therefore follow that they afford evi- 
dence of malice forajury. To submit the language 
of privileged communications to a strict scrutiny, 
& to hold all excess beyond the absolute exigency 
of the occasion to be evidence of malice would in 
effect greatly limit, if not altogether defeat, that 
protection which the law throws over privileged 
communications (STR ROBERT COLLIER).—LAUGH- 
TON v. SopoR & MAN (Bpe.) (1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 
495; 9 Moo. P. C. C. N. 8. 318; 42 L. J. P. C. 
11; 28 L. T. 377; 37 J. P. 244; 21 W. R. 204; 
17 EK. R. 534, P. C. 

Annotations :—.As to (1) Apld. Adam v. Ward, [19 
309. Refd. Hart v. Gumpach (1873), L. R. 4 P. C. 4393 
Murdock v. Funduklian (1885), 2 T. L. R. 215. Aa to 
(3) Consd. Jenoure v. Delmege, [1891] A. C. 73. Apprvd. 
NeviJl v. Fine Arts & General Insce., eee ye - 156. 


Consd. Adam v. Ward, [1917] A. C. 309. Gerhold 
v. Baker (1918), 63 Sol. Jo. 135. 


1452. .|—TURNER Vv. BOWLEY & Son (1896), 
12 T. L. R. 402, C, A. 

1458. ———.]—Applts. were merchants in Eng- 
land & had customers in South America. Respas. 
were a German banking co. with a branch in 
London & were agents for the South American 
branches of another German bank. When war 
broke out in Aug. 10914, resps. held bills drawn 
upon applts. & applts. held bills drawn. in their 





17] A. C. 
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Sect. 3.—Qualified privilege: Sub-sect. 1, D.; aub- 
sect. 2, A. & B. (a).] 

1478. ——— Through misdirection of letter.)— 
Deft. wrote defamatory statements of pltf. in a 
letter to W. under circu ces which made the 
publication of the letter to W. privileged, but by 
mistake deft. placed it in an envelope directed to 
another person who received & read the letter. 
In an action for libel :—Held: the letter having 
been written to W. under circumstances which 
caused the legal implication of malice to be re- 
butted, the publication to the other rson, 
though made through the negligence of deft., was 
privileged in the absence of malice in fact on his 
part.—ToMPSON v. DasHwoopD (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 
ae oe J. Q. B. 425; 48 L. T. 943; 48 J. P. 


Annotations :-—Anpld. Jones v. Thomas (1885) 


53 L. T. 678. 
Dbtd. Hebditoh rv. MacIlwaine, [1894] 2 Q. B. 54. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—EFFECT OF PRESENCE OF THIRD 
PARTY. 
A. Action for Libel. 

1479. Occasion privileged—-No evidence of 
malice.|——-Deft., the manager of a business of 
which A. was owner, at the request of B., wrote 
down & signed as a witness a confession wherein 
B. declared himself guilty of having robbed A. 
his late employer, & implicated pltf. who had been 
discharged from the service of A. three weeks 
before, as having shared with him, B., in the 
proceeds of the theft. There were present, when 
the document was written, B., A., deft., deft.’s 
wife, & one C., a person also in the employ of A. 
Pitf. brought an action for damages for libel 
against deft., which was tried in the county ct., 
where he recovered a verdict & £10 damages :— 
Held: (1) deft. had acted in performance of a 
social duty, & there being no inference of malice, 
the communication was privileged by reason of 
the occasion being privileged; (2) the fact of 
deft.’s wife & C. being present did not divest the 
occasion of being privileged.—JONES v. THOMAS 
(1885), 53 L. T. 678; 50 J.P. 149; 34 W. BR. 104; 
r rh R. 95, D. C. 

n —— . 

ble rae te (2) Refd. Wenuhak v. Morgan (1888), 57 

ila ———.]— PULLMAN v. Hitt & Co., No. 1069, 
ante. 

1481. Whether privilege avoided—Mode of pub- 
lication reasonable & necessary——Causing report to 
be printed.|—Pitf. was the agent of defts., a trading 
co., & it was part of his duty to furnish them with 
an account of his transactions, to enable them to 
prepare the balance sheet for the inspection of the 
shareholders. This balance sheet was prepared 
& duly referred to the auditors, who reparted: that 
there was a deficiency for which pltf. was respon- 
sible, & that his accounts had been badly kept. 
There was cvidence that an explanation had 
been offered to the auditors, which they had 
disregarded ; but no evidence that the directors 
had any knowledge of this explanation. The 
directors, after laying the accounte before a general 
meeting of the s holders, caused a letter con- 
taining the part of the report which affected the 
character of pltf. to be printed & forwarded to the 
absent shareholders :—Held : (1) this letter was 
published on a privileged occasion, as it was the 
duty of defts. to communicate to all the share- 


by a person believing he was 
48 & constable in an eudeavsee A phic 
out a crime & bring the guilty party 


nndear ordara 


to justice, but who was as a matter of 
t not a constable, & was not acting 
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of the report of the auditors 
which ma y affected the accounts of the co. ; 
(2) there was no intrinsic or extrinsic evidence 
of malice to be left to the jury, as the report of the 
auditors was published without comment, & the 
explanations offered to the auditors did not come 
before defte.; & causing the letter to be printed 
was a reasonable & necessary mode of publishing 
it to the absent shareholders.—LAWLESS v. ANGLO- 
EGyprian Cotton Co. (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 262 ; 
10 B. & S. 226; 38 L. J. Q. B. 129; 33 J.P. 693; 


holders any 


eee aly to (1) Reta. Edmondso Birch & 
An tons --—~—A8 nondson wv. re 
Horner, {1907) 1 K. ) 371. 4s to (2) Apid. Edmondson 


; , 11907) 1 K. B. 371. rall 
Fienwoods e. Harrison (1872), L. R.7'C. P. 606; Pittard 
v. Oliver, (1891] 1 Q. B. 474. 

1482. ——— Transmission by cable.|—The 
transmission unnecessarily itd a post office tele- 
gram of libellous matter, which would have been 
privileged if sent in a sealed letter, avoids the 
privilege.—WILLIAMSON v. FREER (1874), L. R. 9 
C. P. 393; 43 L. J. C. P. 161; 30 L. T. 332; 22 
W. R. 878. 

Annotations :—Distd. Pittard v. Oliver, [1891] 1 Q. B. 474. 

Refd. Sadgrove v. Hole, {1901) 2 K. B. 1. 

1483. ———- —__ -—-—_.]—_ EDMONDsON v. BIRCH 
& Co., Lrp. & Horner, No. 1486, post. 

1484, ———~ Transmission by post card— 
Words not understood by third party in defamatory 
sense.}|—Deft. sent a post card through the post 
On an occasion which, as between deft. & the 
person to whom the post card was sent, was 
privileged. The statements contained in the 
post card had reference to pitf., & would, if con- 
nected with him, have been defamatory of him, 
but the post card did not disclose the name of 
pitf. or contain any indication that the statements 
in it referred to him, & no evidence was produced 
to show that those statements were understood to 
refer to the pltf. by any i sateee through whose 
hands the post card passed except the person to 
whom the post card was sent :—Held: pltf. had 
failed to show publication of a libel on him other 
than on a privileged occasion, &, though the mere 
fact that a communication had been sent by a 
post card instead of by a closed letter would 
generally be evidence of malice, in the present 
case, inasmuch as the communication would not 
be understood by the persons through whose 
hands it passed as referred to pitf., there was no 
evidence of express malice to avoid the privilege.— 
SADGROVE v. HOLE, (1901]2 K.B.1; 70L.J. K. 5B. 
455; 84 L. T. 647; 49 W. R. 473; 17 T. L. RK. 
332; 45 Sol. Jo. 342, C. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Huth v. Huth, {[1915) 3 K. B. 32. 

1485. —_—- ——~ Letter dictated to clerk-——Copied 
by another.|—A solr., acting on behalf of his client, 
wrote & sent to pitf. a letter containing defamato 
statements about her; the letter was dictate 
to one clerk & copied into the letter-book he 
another :—Held: the occasion was privileged, 
since the communication, if made by the solr. 
direct to plitf., would have been privileged, & the 
Seager nc to the clerks was necessary & usual in 
he uischarge of his duty to his clients, & was made 
in the interest of his client. 

It seems to me clear that there was evidence of 
publication by communicating the letter to the 
clerks (Lops, L.J.)}.—Boxs1us v. GOBLET Freres, 
{1894} 1 Q. B. 842; 63 L. J. Q. B, 401; 70 L. T. 
368; 58 J. P. 670; 42 W. R. 302; 10 T. L. R. 
324; 38 Sol. Jo. 311; 9 R. 224, 0, A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Edmondson v. Birch & Horner, 


authority, is not privileged.—-TRarron 
v. DESCHENE (1917), 44 N. B. R. 552; 


™m™ YF 











Part VI.—DrErFences. 


95; Isaacs v. [1925] 2 K. B. 39 
Greenlands v, Wilmsh London Assocn. for Pro- 
sche of rede, 1913] 3 K. B. 507; Roft v. British & 
¥ on Cems anufacturing Co. & Gibson, [1918] 2 
1486. ——- ——- —- ——..]—A co. in Japan 
engaged pitt. as their mining manager for three 
months, the engagement to be continued perma- 
nently if their correspondents, a London co., 
approved. The former co. having consulted the 
latter, the ma: director of the latter sent in 
reply a letter, in which he expressed a fear that 
pltf. might acquire information at his employers’ 
expense & use it not for their benefit, but his 
own; & he subsequently sent a cablegram in 
code words meaning that the Japanese co. should 
have no dealings with pea but should give him 
notice of dismissal. The letter was dictated by 
the managing director to a clerk in the employment 
of his co., by whom it was taken down in short- 
hand, typewritten, & el te into the co.’s open 
letter book; & the cablegram was dictated to 
a clerk, by whom it was typewritten, &, along 
with its translation, copied into the co.’s cable 
book ; & it was then delivered to the employees of 
the telegraph co., by whom it was transmitted to 
the Japanese co. Pltf. brought an action for libel 
ag the London co., in respect of the state- 
ments in the letter & the cablegram. The evidence 


* ‘a 


1907] 1 K. B. 871. Apld. Morgan v. Wallis (1917), 
it es reas P08 
Urs 


showed that these communications had been sent 
in accordance with the ordinary course of business 
in the offices of the London co., & that it was 
necessary in the circumstances to send the second 
communication by cable :—Held: the publication 
by defts. of the statements complained of to the 
Japanese company was privileged ; &, as they had 
been transmitted to that co. by the usual & 
necessary means, their incidental publication to 
the clerks of the London co. & of the telegraph co. 
was also pry need Men peo v. BircH & Co., 
Lrp., & Horner, (1907) 1 K. B. 371; 76 L. J. 
K. B. 346; 96 L. T. 415; 23 T. L. R. 234; 51 
Sol. Jo. 207, C. A. 
Annotations -—Apld. Roff v. British & French Chemical 

Manufacturing Co. & Gibson, (1918) 2 K. B. 677; Isaacs 

vw. Cook, [1925] 2 K. B. 391. 

1487. ——_— ——— Letter opened in ordinary course 
of business—By addressee’s clerk.}—-A dispute 
with reference to a commercial transaction between 
defts. & M. & C. having been referred to arbitra- 
tion, M. & C. proposed to appoint pltf. as their 
arbitrator. Defts. objected to his appointment & 
wrote to M. & C. a letter containing defamatory 
statements concerning pltf. The letter was 
opened in the ordinary course of business by a 
clerk of the firm, who placed it on the desk of 
another clerk, who handed it to one of the princi- 
pals. In an action for libel defts. pleaded that 
the letter was written on a privileged occasion. 
At the trial the jury found that the letter was a 
libel, but that there was no malice, & assessed the 
damages. Upon these findings judgment was 
given for pltf.:—Held: (1) the letter was a com- 
munication between parties having a common 
interest in its subject-matter, the occasion was 
therefore privileged; (2) the privilege was not 
lost by the publication to the clerks of M. & C., & 
judgment ought therefore to be entered for defts. 
—Rorr v. British & FRENCH CHEMICAL MANU- 
PART VI, SECT, 8, SUB-SECT. 2— (OHEN (1904), 24 

B, (a). a 
1489 i. Whether privilege avoided 
* of malice, |}—Hons v. MORRISON 


1920), 30 8. R. N.S. W. 163; 37 
\ 8. Ww. Ww. x 31.—AU8. , 
1489 i, ——~ ———,}-—-MacinTosH vv, 





1489 iv. 


N. ZL. R. 625.— 


1489 iii. ——-_ ——.] -HI 
KIND, [1918] N. Z. L. R. 740.—-N.Z. 
——.}+—Where 
famatory publication is addressed 
to some person to whom the speaker 
is privileged to make it, the presence 
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FACTURING Co. & GrBson, [1918] 2 K. B. 677; 87 
L. J. K. B. 996; 119 L. T. 486; 34 T. L. R. 485; 
62 Sol. Jo. 620, C. A. 


B. Action for Slander. 
(a) In General. 

1488. Liability for false charges.)—-If an ap- 
prentice, whose master’s business lies in precious 
articles constantly lying about, is an habitual 
thief, the master may discharge him; & charges 
of theft made to his father will be privileged, but 
the master will be liable in slander for false charges 
made to third parties.—Cox v. MaTHEws (1861), 
2¥F. & F. 397, N. P. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Lewis v. Peacey (1862), 10 W. R. 

797; Learoyd ». Brook, (1891) 1 Q. B. 431. 

1489. Whether privilege avoided — Proof of 
malice.J—A., the tenant of a farm, required some 
repairs to be done at the farm house, & B., the 
agent of the landlord, directed C. to do the work. 
C. did it, but in a negligent manner, &, during the 
progress of it, got drunk; & some circumstances 
occurred which induced A. to believe that C. 
had broken open his cellar door & obtained 
access to his cyder. A., two days afterwards, 
met C. in the presence of D. & charged him with 
having broken his cellar door, & with having got 
drunk & spoilt the work. A., afterwards told D. 
in the absence of C. that he was confident C. 
had broken open the door. On the same day 
A. complained to B. that C. had been negligent 
in his work, had got drunk, & he thought he had 
broken open his cellar door :—Held: (1) the com- 
plaint to B. was a privileged communication, if 
made bond fide, & without any malicious intention 
to injure C.; (2) the statement made to C. in the 
presence of D. was also privileged, if done honestly 
& bond fide ; & the circumstance of its being made 
in the presence of a third person does not of itself 
make it unauthorised, & it was a question to be 
left to the jury to determine from the circum- 
stances, including the style & character of the 
language used, whether A. acted bond fide, or was 
influenced by malicious motives ; (3) the statement 
to D. in the absence of C. was unauthorised & 
officious, & therefore not protected, although made 
ne Pg belief of its truth, if it were in point of fact 

alse. 

(4) The law considers such publication as 
malicious, unless it is fairly made by a person in 
the discharge of some public or private duty, 
whether legal or moral, or in the conduct of his 
own affairs, in matters where his interest is con- 
cerned. In such cases, the occasion prevents the 
inference of malice, which the law draws from 
unauthorised communications, & affords a quali- 
fied defence depending upon the absence of actual 
malice. If fairly warranted by any reasonable 
occasion or exigency, & honestly e, such com- 
munications are protected for the common con- 
venience & welfare of society ; & the law has not 
restricted the right to make them within any 
narrow limits (PARKE, B.)..—-TooGoop v. SPynIne 
(1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 181; 4 Tyr. 582; 31. J. Ex. 
347; 149 B. R. 1044. 

Annotations -—As to (1) Consd. Stuart v. Bell, (1891) 2 

Q. B. 341. As to (2) Folld. Padmore v. Lawrence (1840), 


11 Ad. & El. 380; Taylor v. Hawkins (1851), 16 
308. Consd. Jackson ». Hopperton (1864), 16 C. B. N. 8. 


of other people does not eae f the 
privilege, ess the fact that the 
statement was made in their hearing 
is sufficient either alone, or with other 
circumstances Of the case, to prove 
the existence of actual malice on the 


{the —TORaEL | 9. 
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Sect. 8.— Qualified privilege: Sub-sect. 1, D.; sub- 
sect. 2, A. & B. (a).] 

1478. ——— Through misdirection of letter.) 
Deft. wrote defamatory statements of pltf. in a 
letter to W. under circumstances which made the 
publication of the letter to W. privileged, but by 
mistake deft. placed it in an envelope directed to 
another person who received & read the letter. 
In an action for libel :—Held: the letter having 
been written to W. under circumstances which 
caused the legal implication of malice to be re- 
butted, the | tert to the other person, 
though made through the negligence of deft., was 
privileged in the absence of malice in fact on his 
part.—ToMPpson v. DASHWooD (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 
Pare J. Q. B. 425; 48 L. T. 948; 48 J. P. 

, D.C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Jones v. Thomas (1885), 53 L. T. 678. 
Dbtd. Hebditch v. MacIlwaine, [1894] 3 Q. B. 54. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—EFFECT OF PRESENCE OF THIRD 
PARTY. 
A. Action for Libel. 

1479. Occasion privileged—-No evidence of 
malice.|—Deft., the manager of a business of 
which A. was owner, at the request of B., wrote 
down & signed as a witness a confession wherein 
B. declared himself guilty of having robbed A. 
his late employer, & implicated pltf. who had been 
discharged from the service of A. three weeks 
before, as having shared with him, B., in the 
proceeds of the theft. There were present, when 
the document was written, B., A., deft., deft.’s 
wife, & one C., a person also in the employ of A. 
Plitf. brought an action for damages for libel 
against deft., which was tried in the county ct., 
where he recovered a verdict & £10 damages :— 
Held: (1) deft. had acted in performance of a 
social duty, & there being no inference of malice, 
the communication was pevaeees by reason of 
the occasion being privileged; (2) the fact of 
deft.’s wife & C. being present did not divest the 
occasion of being privileged.—JONEs v. THOMAS 
(1885), 53 L. T. 678; 50 J. P.149; 34 W. R. 104; 
y ore R. 95, D. C. 

%2NO —— co. 

aes ay Pid (2) Refd. Wonnhak v. Morgan (1888), 57 

iia ——.]— PULLMAN v. H1xi & Co., No. 1069, 
ante. 

1481. Whether privilege avoided—Mode of pub- 
lication reasonable & necessary—Causing report to 
be printed.]|—Pitf. was the agent of defte., a trading 
co., & it was erat of his duty to furnish them wit: 
an account of his transactions, to enable them to 
prepare the balance sheet for the inspection of the 
shareholders. This balance sheet was prepared 
& duly referred to the auditors, who reported that 
there was a deficiency for which pltf. was respon- 
sible, & that his accounts had been badly kept. 
There was evidence that an explanation had 
been offered to the auditors, which they had 
disregarded ; but no evidence that the directors 

ad any knowledge of this explanation. The 
directors, after laying the accounts before a general 
meeting of the s holders, caused a letter con- 
taining the part of the report which affected the 
character of pltf. to be printed & forwarded to the 
absent shareholders :—Held : (1) this letter was 
published on a privileged occasion, as it was the 
duty of defts. to communicate to all the share- 





to justice, but w 
party 
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| holders any part of the report of the auditors 
which 


materially affected the accounts of the oo. ; 
(2) there was no intrinsic or extrinsic evidence 
of malice to be left to the jury, as the report of the 
auditors was published without comment, & the 
explanations offered to the auditors did not come 
before defte.; & causing the letter to be printed 
was a reasonable & necessary mode of publishing 
it to the absent shareholders.—LaWwLgss v. ANGLO- 
EGYPTIAN CorTrTron Co. (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 262 ; 
10 B. & S. 226; 88L. J. Q. B. 129; 33 J. P. 693 ; 
17 W. R. 498. 


Annotations Ae to (1) Refd. Edmondson v. Birch & 
Horner, {1907} 1 K. ) 371. As to (2) Apld. Edmondson 
v. Birch & Horner, [1907] 1 K. B. 37 all 


1. 
Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 606 : Pittard 
wv. Oliver, [1891] 1 Q. B. 474. 
1482. —— Transmission by cable.|—The 
transmission unnecessarily by a post office tele- 
gram of libellous matter, which would have been 
privileged if sent in a sealed letter, avoids the 
rivilege.—-WILLIAMSON v. FREER (1874), L. R. 9 
RB P. 393; 4. L. J. C. P. 161; 30 L. T. 332; 22 
W. R. 878. 
Annotations :—Distd. Pittard v. Oliver, (1891) 1 Q. B. 474. 
Refd. Sadgrove v. Hole, (1901) 2 K. B. 1. 














1483. eer aeed v. BIRCH 
& Co., Lrp. & HORNER, No. 1486, post. 
1484. ——— Transmission by post card— 





Words not understood by third party in defamatory 
sense.|—Deft. sent a post card through the post 
on an occasion which, as between deft. & the 
person to whom the post card was sent, was 
privileged. The statements contained in the 
post card had reference to pltf., & would, if con- 
nected with him, have been defamatory of him, 
but the post card did not disclose the name of 
pitf. or contain any indication that the statements 
in it referred to him, & no evidence was produced 
to show that those statements were understood to 
refer to the plitf. by any person through whose 
hands the post card pase except the person to 
whom the post card was sent :—Held: pltf. had 
failed to show publication of a libel on him other 
than on a privileged occasion, &, though the mere 
fact that a communication had been sent by a 
post card instead of by a closed letter would 
generally be evidence of malice, in the present 
case, inasmuch as the communication would not 
be understood by the persons through whose 
hands it passed as referred to pltf., there was no 
evidence of express malice to avoid the privilege.— 
SADGROVE v. HOLE#, [1901]2 K.B.1; 70L.J.K.B. 
455; 84 L. T. 647; 49 W. R. 473; 17 T. L. R. 
332; 45 Sol. Jo. 342, C. A. 

Annotation :—Consd. Huth v. Huth, [1915) 3 K. B. 32. 

1485. —— Letter dictated to clerk—-Copied 
by another.|—A solr., acting on behalf of his client, 
wrote & sent to pitf. a letter containing defamatory 
statements about her; the letter was dictated 
to one clerk & copied into the letter-book by 
another :—Held: the occasion was privileged, 
since the communication, if made by the solr. 
direct to pltf., would have been privileged, & the 
publication to the clerks was necessary & usual in 
the uischarge of his duty to his clients, & was made 
in the interest of his client. 

It seems to me clear that there was evidence of 
publication by communicating the letter to the 
clerks (Lopes, L.J.).—-Boxsius v. GOBLET FREREs, 
{1894} 1 Q. B. 842; 63 L. J. Q. B. 401; 70 L. T. 
368; 58 J. P. 670; 42 W. R. 302; 10 T. L. R. 
324; 38 Sol. Jo. 311; 9 R. 224, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Kdmondson v. Birch & Horner, 





wae as a matter of { authority, is not privileged 


fact. not a constable, & was not act v. DESUHENE (19 1) “ N B. R. 552; 
x orders from any person with —OAN, : 


36D. L. R. 4 
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1907) 1 K. B. 371. A Mo , 
tL. Ie 495; Isaacs v. aan [1925] 2 RB Bul. Bote 
Greenlands v. Wilmshurst & London Assocn. for Pro- 
tection of Trade, {1913} 3 K. B. 507; Roff v. British & 
French, Chemical Manufaeturing Co. & Gibson, [1918] 2 
1486. a co. in Japan 
sr a as their mining manager for three 
mo , the engagement to continued perma- 
nently if their correspondents, a London co., 
approved. The former co. having consulted the 
latter, the ma director of the latter sent in 
reply a letter, in which he expressed a fear that 
pitt. might acquire information at his employers’ 
expense & use it not for their benefit, but his 
own; & he subsequently sent a cablegram in 
code words meaning that the Japanese co. should 
have no dealings with pltf., but should give him 
notice of dismissal. The letter was dictated by 
the managing director to a clerk in the employment 
of his co., by whom it was taken down in short- 
hand, typewritten, & copied into the co.’s open 
letter book; & the cablegram was dictated to 
a clerk, by whom it was typewritten, &, along 
with its translation, copied into the co.’s cable 
book ; & it was then delivered to the employees of 
the telegraph co., by whom it was transmitted to 
the Japanese co. Pltf. brought an action for libel 
against the London co., in respect of the state- 
ments in the letter & the cablegram. The evidence 


showed that these communications had been sent 
in accordance with the ordinary course of business 
in the offices of the London co., & that it was 
necessary in the circumstances to send the second 
communication by cable :—Held : the publication 
by defts. of the statements complained of to the 

Japanese company was privileged ; &, as they had 

been transmitted to that co. by the usual & 

necessary means, their incidental publication to 
the clerks of the London co. & of the telegraph co. 
was also privileged.—EDMONDSON v. BircH & Co., 

Lrp., & Horner, [1907] 1 K. B. 371; 76 L. J. 

K. B. 346; 96 L. T. 415; 23 T. L. R. 234; 51 

Sol. Jo. 207, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Roff v. British & French Chemical 
Manufacturing Co. & Gibson, {19138] 2 K. B. 677; Isaacs 
v. Cook, [1925] 2 K. B. 391. 

1487, ——— Letter opened in ordinary course 
of business—By addressee’s clerk.]—-A dispute 
with reference to a commercial transaction between 
defts. & M. & C. having been referred to arbitra- 
tion, M. & C. proposed to appoint pltf. as their 
arbitrator. Defts. objected to his appointment & 
wrote to M. & C. a letter containing defamatory 
statements concerning pltf. The letter was 
opened in the ordinary course of business by a 
clerk of the firm, who placed it on the desk of 
another clerk, who handed it to one of the princi- 
pals. In an action for libel defts. pleaded that 
the letter was written on a privileged occasion. 
At the trial the jury found that the letter was a 
libel, but that there was no malice, & assessed the 
damages. Upon these findings judgment was 
given for pltf. :—-Held: (1) the letter was a com- 
munication between parties having a common 
interest in its subject-matter, the occasion was 
therefore privileged; (2) the privilege was not 
lost by the publication to the clerks of M. & C., & 
judgment ought therefore to be entered for defts. 
—Rorr v. Brarrish & FRENCH CHEMICAL MANU- 
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(8 


1480 i. Whether privilege avoided— 
Proof of malice.) —ROns vw. MORRISON Pama emt 
HH) 40 S. RN. 8. W. 163; 37 L489 lv 

» 8. W. W. N, 31.—AUs. to some person 

1489 


N. Z. L. R. 625.-— 


— —-.]}—- 


1489 iii. . ILL v. 
KIND, [1918] N. Z. L. R. 740.—N.Z. 


* - +~- Whe: 
famatory publication is ad tthe T 
to whom the speaker pele o reg ‘ORBEL 9%. 
is privileged to make it, the presence “ABRANT (1909), T. 8S. 693.—§, AF. 
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FACTURING Co. & Gipson, [1918] 2 K. B. 677; 87 
L. J. K. B. 996; 119 L. T. 486; 34 T. L. R. 485; 
62 Sol. Jo. 620, C. A. 


B. Action for Slander. 
(a) In General. 

1488. Liability for false charges.])—-If an ap- 
prentice, whose master’s business lies in precious 
articles constantly lying about, is an habitual 
thief, the master may discharge him; & charges 
of theft made to his father will be privileged, but 
the master will be liable in slander for false c 
made to third parties.—Cox v. MaTHEws (1861), 
2F. & F. 397, N. P. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Lewis v. Peacey_ (1862), 10 W. R. 

797 ; Learoyd v. Brook, [1891] 1 Q. B. 431. 

1489. Whether privilegé avoided — Proof of 
malice.]—A., the tenant of a farm, required some 
repairs to be done at the farm house, & B., the 
agent of the landlord, directed C. to do the work. 
C. did it, but in a negligent manner, &, during the 
progress of it, got drunk; & some circumstances 
occurred which induced A. to believe that C. 
had broken open his cellar door & obtained 
access to his cyder. A., two days afterwards, 
met C. in the presence of D. & charged him with 
having broken his cellar door, & with having got 
drunk & spoilt the work. A., afterwards told D. 
in the absence of C. that he was confident C. 
had broken open the door. On the same day 
A. complained to B. that C. had been negligent 
in his work, had got drunk, & he thought he had 
broken open his cellar door :—Held : (1) the com- 
plaint to B. was a privileged communication, if 
made bond fide, & without any malicious intention 
to injure C.; (2) the statement made to C. in the 
presence of D. was also privileged, if done honestly 
& bond fide; & the circumstance of its being made 
in the presence of a third person does not of itself 
make it unauthorised, & it was a question to be 
left to the jury to determine from the circum- 
stances, including the style & character of the 
language used, whether A. acted bond fide, or was 
influenced by malicious motives: (3) the statement 
to D. in the absence of C. was unauthorised & 
officious, & therefore not protected, although made 
in the belief of its truth, if it were in point of fact 
false. 

(4) The law considers such publication as 
malicious, unless it is fairly made by a person in 
the discharge of some public or private duty, 
whether legal or moral, or in the conduct of his 
own affairs, in matters where his interest is con- 
cerned. In such cases, the occasion prevents the 
inference of malice, which the law draws from 
unauthorised communications, & affords a quali- 
fied defence depending upon the absence of actual 
malice. If fairly warranted by any reasonable 
occasion or exigency, & honestly made, such com- 
munications are protected for the common con- 
venience & welfare of society ; & the law has not 
restricted the right to make them within any 
narrow limits (PARKE, B.).--Tooagoop v. SPYRING 
(1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 181; 4 Tyr. 582; 3 L. J. Ex. 
347; 149 BE. R. 1044. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Stuart cv. Bell, [1891] 2 

Q. B. 341. As to (2) Folld. Padmore v. Lawrence (1840), 


11 Ad. & El. 380; Taylor v. Hawkins (1851), 18 Q. B. 
. Consd. Jackson v. Hopperton (1864), 16 C. B. N, 8. 


of other people does not destroy the 
privilege, unless the fact that the 
statement was made in their hearing 
is sufficient either alone, or with other 
circumstances Of the case, to prove 
the existence of actual malice on the 


vw. BAL- 


re a de- 
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Sect. 8.—Qualified privilege: Sub-sect. 2, B. (a) & 
(bi; sabe. 8, A. (a) & (6) 4.) 


829; Adam v. Ward, [1917] A. OC. 309. Refd. Griffiths v. 
Lewis (1845), 7 Q. B. 61; Cooke oe. Wildes (1855), 5 E. & 
B. 328; Senior v. Medland (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8. 1039; 
Lawless v. Anglo-Egyptian Cotton Co. (1869), L. R. 4 
606. As to (3) ie OC. aa qg pias ra & W. 297; 
Manby v. Witt (1 , . B. : 
v. Sewell (eee) \ & W. 297; Black 
1846), 2 C. B. A ° X. F 
Cc. . 569: Harrison ». Bush (1855), 5 EK. : 2 
Apld. Croft v. Stevens (1862), 7 H. & N. 570; Whiteley oe. 
Adams (1863), 15 C. B. N. 8. 393. Consd. Cowles v. Potts 
(1865), 6 New Rep. 289. Apld. Harrison v. Fraser (1881), 
29 W,. R. 652. nad. Capita! & Counties Bank v. Henty 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 741. Apld. Jones v. Thomas (1885), 
53 L. T. 678; Stuart v. Bell, [1891] 2 Q. B. 341. Apprvd. 
Macintosh v. Dun, [1908] A. C. 390. Apld. London 
Assocn. for Protection of Trade & .Greenlands, {1916] 2 
A.C. 15. Refd. Bennett v. Deacon (1846), 2 C. B. 628 ; 
‘Taylor v. Hawkins (1851), 16 Q. B. 308; Revis v. Smith 
(1856), 20 J. P. 453; Crisp v. Gill (1857), 5 W. R. 494; 
Shufflebottom v. Aliday (1857), 28 L. T. O. S. 292: 
Senior v. Medland (1858), 4 Jur. N. 8S. 1039; Hamon vw. 
Falle (1879), 4 App. Cas. 247; Hebditch wv. MacIlwaine, 
[1894] 2 Q. B, 54. 


1490. ——- -——.]— TAYLOR v. 


No. 1931, post. 

1, -} — Deft., who had _pur- 
chased a piece of lamb from a butcher, went into 
the butcher’s shop on the following day, & in the 
hearing of several t Padigeas said to the butcher, 
‘‘T meant to have dealt with you in future; but 
you changed a piece of lamb I bought yesterday & 
substituted a coarse piece of mutton” :—Held: 
if used honestly the words were privileged by 
reason of occasion.—CRISP v. GILL (1857), 29 
L. T. O. 8S. 82; 5 W. R. 404. 


HAWKINS, 





1492. ——.|—DavIEs v. SNEAD, No. 
1455, ante. 
1493. ——— Not made to more persons than 


necessary.|——Deft., in the presence of a third 
erson, not an officer of justice, charged pltf. with 
ving stolen his property, & afterwards repeated 
the charge to another person, also not an officer of 
justice, who was called in to search pltf. with the 
consent of the latter :—Held: the charge was 
rivileged, if deft. believed in its truth, acted 
ond fide, & did not make the charge before more 
persons, or in stronger language, than was neces- 
sary; & that it was a question for the jury, & not 
the judge, whether the facts brought the case 
within this rule.—PADMORE v. LAWRENCE (1840), 
11 Ad. & El. 380; 2 Per. & Dav. 209; 9L. J.Q. B. 
137; 4J.P.42; 4 Jur. 458; 113 E. R. 460. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Jones v. Thomas (1885), 53 L. T. 678. 
Refd. Griffiths v. Lewis (1845), 7 Q. B. 61; Taylor v. 


Hawking (1851), 15 Jur. 746; Campbell v. Spottiswoode 
ee 27 J. P. 501; Collins v. Cooper (1902), 19 T. L. R. 


1494. ——— Warning plaintiff’s fellow servants.| 
SOMERVILLE v. Hawkins, No. 1437, ante. 

1495. Presence of reporters at meeting.|— 
A shareholder of a railway co. having summoned 
a meeting of shareholders which he invited others, 
& especially the reporters for the public press, 
to attend, & at this meeting made defamatory 
comments on the conduct of pltf., one of the 
directors, relating to the affairs of the co. :—Held : 
though a discussion of the matter before a meeting 
of shareholders would have been excused, there 








by third 


1494 i. Warning aes 8 
vX. Y.,C. D. evidence 


fellow servanis.}—A. B. v. 
tv. xX, Y., {1917) 8. C. 15.—8C iT. 
rangers at oe }~—Hopors 
B. & e 66.—N.Z. 


- sh heard by them. 
v. GLASS (1879), O. 


a: Overhearing a 
possibility.) — Words cha the 
offence of adultery uttered the 
presence of the accused persons consti- 

ute a privileged communication, & 
the privilege is not lost by the fact that 
the words might have been overheard 


TBONS, 
t the words were over- 


—GORMAN 
HART (1897), 34 N. B. H. 322.—OAN. 
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1800 {. General rule.}-—-BOURGARD v. 
an (1897), 24 A. R. 431.— 


1500 li, ——.J—An occasion !s privi- 


LIBEL AND SLANDER, 


was not excuse for a publication to others than 
shareholders.—-PARSONS v. SuRGEY (1864), 4 


1496. ——— grees ei a meeting of.a board of 
guardians, of which pltf. had been the clerk, a 
member of the board, in the course of a discussion 
concerning pltf.’3 accounts, made certain defa- 
matory statements concerning pltf., without 
malice & bond fide believing that what he said was 
true. In accordance with the regular custom of 
the board, reporters were present at the meeting : 
—RHeld: the privilege which would have attached 
to the statements, if made in the presence of 
guardians only, was not taken away by the presence 
at the meeting of reporters or persons other than 
guardians.—PITTaRD v. OLIvER, [1801] 1 Q. B. 
474; 60L. J. Q. B. 219; 64 L. T. 758; 55 J. P. 
100; 39 W. R. 311; 7T. L. R. 188, C. A. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Tenby Corpn. v. Mason (1908), 6 
L. G. R. 238. 


(b) Answers to Inquiries. 

1497. Whether privilege avoided—Answer in 
presence of third party.|—Pitf., a dissenting 
minister, accompanied by a friend, went to deft., 
who, in answer to quemeens put by pltf. & his 
friend, stated that his, deft.’s, wife had been 
cautioned against pltf. as a drunkard, etc. :— 
Held: (1) this was a privileged communication, 
& slanderous expressions used in it were not 
actionable, if deft. spoke bond fide, & was not 
actuated by malice ; (2) it was incumbent on pltf. 
to prove that deft. was actuated by malicious 
ee ean v. JOLLY (1834), 6 C. & P. 496, 


Annotation :— 1g to (1) Consd. Griffiths ». Lewis (1845), 7 
1498. — 

1931, ei 
1499. 


——.]—TaYLor v. Hawkins, No. 





—— Answer a repetition of the 
slander.|—Pitf. inquired of deft. if he had accused 
her of using false weights in her trade. Deft., 
in presence of a third person, answered: ‘‘ To 
be sure I did. You have done it for years ’’ :— 
Held: the latter words were actionable, & not 
privileged by reason of pltf.’s inquiry ; the evi- 
dence showing that such inquiry was caused by a 
former statement of deft. himself.—GRIFFITHS v, 
Lewis (1845), 7 Q. B. 61; 14 L. J. Q. B. 197; 
6 L. T. O. S. 52; 9 Jur. 370; 115 BE. R. 411; 
subsequent proceedings (1846), 8 Q. B. 841. 





SuB-sSECT. 3.—TO WHAT STATEMENTS PRIVILEGE 
EXTENDS. 
A. Statements in Discharge of Public or Private 
Duty. 
(a) In General. 

1500. General rule.}|——Every wilful unauthorised 
ublication, injurious to the character of another, 
is a libel; but where the writer is acting on any 
duty, legal or moral, towards the person to whom 
he writes, or where he has, by his situation, to 
protect the interest of that person, that which he 


rgon who makes 
& communication ap interest or a 
duty to make {it to the person to whom 
he does make it, & the person to whom 
he does make {t has a corresponding 
interest or duty to receive it.— 
BANCROFT v. CANADIAN Paciric Ry. 


Co. pacrigt 2 W. W.R. 865; 58D. L. R. 
v. 272; 30 . L. R. 401.—CAN, 


in the absence of tleged where the 


v. URqu- 


1500 itl. ———.}—-OweEns v. ROBERTS 
(1851) 9 LT, OS. SO IR, 
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writes under such circumstances is a privileged 
communication, & no action will lie for what is 
eu written, unless the writer be actuated by 


A.; being a tenant of B., was desired by B. to 
inform him if he saw or heard er phlei 
the game. <A. wrote a letter to B., informi 
that his gamekeeper sold game :—Held: A. 
had been so informed, & believed the fact to be 
so, this was a privileged communication, & the 
gamekeeper could not maintain any action for a 
libel.—CoCKAYNE v. HODGKISSON (1833), 5 C. & 


P. 643. 

Annotation :—Consd. Coxhead ». Richards (1846), 2 C. B. 
1501. ——-.|—-SHIPLEY v. TODHUNTER, No. 896, 

ante. 


ante. 


SNEAD, No. 1455, 


(b) In Answer tio Inquiries. 
i. Statements in Character given to Servant. 


1503. Whether privileged.) EDMONDSON v. 

STEPHENSON (1766), Bull. N. P. 8. 

notations :—Folld. Rogers eA (fittton, co), 3 Bos. 
; Child w. Affleck (1829), 9 C. 403. Reta. 
ev. ona Ae5), 4 % & é ony | Blackburn v. 

2 C. B. "N69; J 

8. 829. 


Coxhead v. Richards 
Hopperton (1864), 16 


Bing. 395; 
ackson v. 


1504. -|-—-LOWRY v. AIKENHEAD (1768), 
cited in 3 Bos. & P. at p. 594; 127 E. Rt. 821. 


Annotations :—Consd. Rogers v. Clifton (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 
587. Refd. Coxhead v. Richards (1846), 2 C. B. 


1505. ———.]|—A servant cannot cern an. 
action against his former master for words spoken, 
or a letter written, by him, in giving a character 
of the servant, unless the latter prove the malice 
as well as falsehood of the charge ; even though 
the master make specific charges of fraud.— 
WEATHERSTON v. HAWKINS (1786), 1 Term Rep. 
110; 99 BE. R. 1001. 

‘Annotations :—Folld. Rogers v. Clifton (1803), — Bos. & P. 
587. Consd. Bromage pv. Prosser (1825), 4 & C. 247; 
Blackburn v. Blackburn (1827), 1 Moo. on %. 33. Refd. 
Pearson v. Le Maitre (1843), 12 L. J. C. P. 253. 


1506. -|—If pltf. has applied to the under- 
sheriff of Mi diesex to appoint him a sheriff’s 
officer, &, in answer to the inquiries of the under 
sheriff as to his fitness, deft., another officer, to 
whom pltf. had been a bailiff’s follower, says he 
robbed him; such communication is confidential, 
& is as much privileged as the communication of 
a& master in ae is a character to a servant; & in 
such a case it is competent to the master, "under 
the general issue, to put in proof any part which 
goes to show, that, in making the slanderous 
assertions, he was not actuated by malice.—SIMs 
v. 1507, (1824), 1 OC. & P, 279, N. P. 


& he tha he was about to be esa by B., 
wrote a letter to B. & informed him that he had 
discharged him for misconduct. B., in answer, 
desired further information. A. then wrote a 
second letter to B. stating the grounds on which he 
had discharged the servant. In an action by the 
servant against A. for a libel contained in this 
letter :—Held : assuming the letter to be a privi- 




















———.}—-BRADNEY 0. VIRTUE 
ast), % N. Z L. R. 828.—N.Z. 
——.}—KINGAN v0. WATSON 


ase, i Murr. 485. mahi 1.—AU, 


v privilege—As between banker & cus- 
ee }—MCNICKLE ¥. 
SouTH eas (1881), 2N. 8. W. L 
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leged communication, it was properly left to the 
jury to consider, whether the second letter was 
written by A. bond fide, or with an intention to 
injure the servant. 

Semble: a character of a servant, if given bond 
fide, is a privileged communication, though it 
had not been applied for.—PATTISON v. JONES 
(1828), 8 B. zo 718; 30. & P. 383; 3 Man. & 


Te aed 7. J. O. 8. K. B. 26; 108 EB. R. 
Annotations :—Consd. Coxhead v. Richards (1846), 2 B. 
569. Refd. Brooks v. Blanshard (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 779; 
Ese ood v. Spyring eee 4 Tyr. 58 i oeTeer . a 
rsley (1863), 15 C, B. 423. Hen . Harrison 
a 1872), L TC. P. Os Stuart’ v. Bell, ood 1 2°Q. B 
1608. ———_ 


ae an action for libel, it ce 
that deft., with whom pltf. had lived as servant, 
in answer to inquiries respecting her character, 
wrote a letter imputing misconduct to her whilst 
in that service, & after she left it; & deft. also 
made similar parol statements to two persons that 
had recommended pltf. to her :—Held: neither 
the letter itself nor the parol statements proved 
malice, &, consequently, the letter was a privileged 
communication, & pitt. "not entitled to recover.— 

CHILD v. AFFLECK (1829), 9 B. & C. 403; 4 Man. 

& Ry. K. B. 338; 7L. J. O. 8S. K. B. 272; 109 

EB. R. 150. 

Annotations :—Consd. Coxhead v. Richards (1846), 2c. B. 
569. d. Toogood v. Spyring (1834), yr. 582; 
Fountain v. Boodle (1842), 3 Q. B. 5; No cninat vo. Ash 
(1853), 13. B. 836; Jackson v. Hopperton (1864), 16 


o be 


1509. ———.]—CocKAYNE v. HopexKisson, No. 
1500, ante. 

1510. ——.]—RuMsgEy v. WEBB, No. 1541, poat. 

1511. ———.]—In answer to an inquiry as to the 


character of a governess deft. wrote a letter in 
which she said, ‘“‘ I parted with her on account of 
her incompetency, not being ladylike nor good 
tempered.”’ 

To this letter there was the following post- 
script: ‘‘ May I trouble you to tell her that, this 
being the third time I have been referred to, I 
beg to decline any further applications.’’ In an 
action by the governess against deft. for writing 
this letter, she gave evidence tending to negative 
the statement in it of her qualifications, & she 
proved that previously the writer had recom- 
mended her as a governess. The judge directed 


the jury that the letter being an answer to an 
inquiry into the character of a servant primé facie 
it was privileged, but that the letter itself & the 


facts proved were some evidence for them, that 
the writer was actuated by express malice, to 
rebut any inference of which deft. might have 
given evidence to show that the statement itself 
of the character was a true one, or that she 
believed or had reason to believe it to be a true 
one :—Held: this ae was right.— FOUNTAIN 
v. BOODLE (1842), 3 Q. B. 5; 2 Gal. & Dav. 455 ; 





114 kK. R. 408. 

Annotations —Reli. Brine v. Bazalgette (1849), 3 Exch. 
692 ; Gardner v. Slade (1 eer ae . B. ee Harris v 
Thompson (1853), 13 C. tish Bret Trafic & 
Electric Co. v. C. R. C. Co. Be “o. C., (1922) 2 K. B. 260. 
1512. -|—JACKSON ¥, ceaarON, No. 

1942, post. 


the master to give a character, but b} 
law ho is justified in giving a true oné 
He is not, however, entitled to publis] 
it at his jovial meetings, or anywhere 
without sufficient cause for sta’ 
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399), 16 16 B FG ot 8 of Sess.) 87; 28 PART VI. SECT. 3, a es: Sa en ome (rere 
- Cc. I statements.) — 
tt saat BE =8. AF. sine Pieation | tade tor the chasasen F. (ch. “of Boas) 10 1083 ; 208 coe 
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b. Misrepresentation not protected ofa servant, the law does not compel 781; 98. L. T. 146 8 ROOT. 
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Sect, 3.—Qualified privilege: Sub-sect. 3, A, 
di. & vit., & (c) 4. & i.) 

1513. ——.]—-A_ letter written in answer to 
inquiries about the character of a servant is 
privileged in this sense only, that although it 
contains defamatory statements it will not support 
an action for libel unless malice is shown ; but it 
is not privileged in the sense of being privileged 
from production, such privilege being confined to 
communications with the legal advisers of the 

arty.— WEBB v. East (1880), 5 Ex. D. 108; 49 

.J.Q. B. 250; 41 L. T. 715; 445. P. 200; 28 

W. R. 336, C. A. 


Annotations -—Mentd. McLean & Rigg v. Jones (1892), 66 
L. T. 653; Spokes v. Grosvenor Hotel Co., [1897] 2 Q. B. 


124. 
1514. ———.]—EDMONDSON v. Biren & OCo.,, 
Lrp., & HorRNER, No. 1486, ante. 

1515. ———_ Inquiry with view of obtaining 


actionable answer.}—Though a letter, giving a false 
character of a servant, may be the ground of an 
action, yet if written as an answer to a letter sent, 
not with a view of obtaining a character, but with 
an intention of obtaining such an answer as should 
be the ground of an action, no action can be sus- 
tained.— KING v. WARING (1803), 5 Esp. 13, N. P. 

Volunteered statements as to servants.] —- See 
Sub-sect. 3, A. (ce), post. 


ii. Statements as to Credit of Traders. 

1516. Whether privileged.|—STorEY v. CHAL- 
LANDS, No. 2144, post. 

1517. -|—Kina v. Watts, No. 2145, post. 

1518. .|—A. having contracted to build a 
house for B. employed C., a carpenter, to do some 
wood work, for which A. had given an estimate. 
The amount of the bill for this work exceeded the 
estimate, & B. applied to D. to recommend him 
a surveyor, upon which D. told B. that he had seen 
C. take away some of the quarterings. B. in- 
formed A. of it, who came to D., & asked him if 
he said so, & D. replied ‘‘ Yes, I saw the man 
employed by you, take from B.’s house two long 
pieces of quartering. I hallooed to the man.’’ 
In an action of slander brought by C. against D. : 
—Held: this was a privileged communication, & 
pltf. could not recover unless it appeared that 
deft. was actuated by malicious motives.—KINE 
v. SEWELI. (1838), 3 M. & W. 297; 1 Horn & H. 
83; 7L. J. Ex. 92; 150 E. R. 1157. 
Annolgtion +-Held. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 


1519. .]—Deft., manager of a bank, having 
been applied to for information respecting plttf., 
who had had business transactions with the bank 
in which appct. was interested, gave to appct. 
&n anonymous letter, which he had received a year 
previously, & which contained libellous charges 
against pltf.:—Held: the communication was 
privileged.— Rosshaw v. Smiru (1878), 38 L. T. 











Annotations :—Consd. Waller v. Loch (1881), 51 L. J. Q. B. 
274. N.F. Greenlands ¢. Wilmshurst & London Assoc 
for Protection of Trade, (1913} 3 K. B. 507. me me 


1520. Communications by trade protection 
society.|—A verdict for damages having been 
obtained in an action for libel against resps., who 
carried on the business of a trade protection 
society, that is, of obtaining information with 
reference to the commercial standing & position 
of persons in New South Wales & elsewhere, & in 
communicating such information confidentially 





LIBEL AND 


‘ 


to subscribers to the agency in response to their 
specific & confidential inquiries, the Full Ct. of 
New South Wales ordered a new trial, & the High 
Ct. of Australia entered judgment for resps. :— 
Held: the orders of both Cts. must be reversed. 
The occasion was privileged if the communication 
injurious to pltfs.’ character was made in the 
general interest of society & from sense of duty ; 
not so, if it was made from motives of self-interest 
by those who for the convenience of a class trade 
for profit in the characters of other persons, & who 
offer for sale information which, however cautiously 
& discreetly sought, may have been improperly 
obtained.—MACINTOSH v. Dun, [1908] A. C. 390; 
7L. J.P. C0. 118; 99 L. T. 64; 24 T. L. R. 


#00, F C. 7 ae , 
Y — \ Assoon. for 
Annotations pid n on ace 


Elkington v¢. 
Protection of Trade (1911), 28 T. L. ; 
London Assocn. for Protection of Trade v. Greenlands, 


(1916) 2 A. C. 15. 

1521. .|—An unincorporated body 
called the London Assocn. for Protection of Trade, 
now comprising over 6,000 members, was formed 
for the purpose (inter alia) of making inquiries as 
to the commercial stan & credit of traders. 
No qualification for membership was required 
beyond the payment of an annual subscription, 
which entitled each member to a certain number 
of inquiries free, & to a further number for an 
additional payment, but subject to a condition 
in every case against eager the information 
so acquired. The assocn. not trade for 

rofit. A member of the aasocn. applied for 
information as to the commercial credit of a 
trading co. with whom he proposed to deal. 
The secretary of the assocn. having applied to W. 
for the information, W. made a report, for which 
he was paid a small fee, containing untrue & 
defamatory statements of the co. The secretary 
sent a report in substantially the same terms to 
the member. In respect of the secretary’s report 
the co. brought an action for libel against W., the 
assocn., & the secretary. The jury returned a 
verdict of £750 ies po W. against whom they 
found express ce, & of £1,000 against the 
assocn. & the secretary, & judgment was entered 
accordingly. An application to the Ct. of Appeal 
by the two latter defts. for judgment on the 
und that the report was published on a privi- 
eged occasion was refused. In the House of 
Lords plitf. co. consented to the judgment obtained 
2 them against the assocn. being set aside :— 
eld: the secretary in making the inquiry & the 
report was acting, not as the agent of the assocn. 
as a whole, but as the confidential agent of the 
icular member, & the publication was there- 

ore made on a privileged occasion.—LONDON 
ASSOCN. FOR PROTECTION OF TRADE v. GREEN- 
LANDS, Lrp., [1916] 2 A. C. 15; 85 L. J. K. B. 
698; 114 L. T. 434; 32 T. L. R. 281; 60 Sol. Jo. 
272, H. L.; reveg. 8. C. eub nom. GREENLANDS, 
Lrp. v. WitLMsHURST & LONDON ASSOCN. FOR 
PROTECTION OF TRADE, [1913] 3 K. B. 507, C. A. 
im A v. Ward, 17 - C. 309. 

AUG. "Haber Leng. {1914} oe 4 ees A Wilten : 

Bailey & Romford U. D. ©. (1914), 112 L. T. 274; Thomas 

v. Moore, (1918) 1K. B. 555; Pratt v. British Medical 

Assocn., [1919] 1 K. B. 244, 


See, also, Nos. 1582-1589, post. 


ili. Other Cases. 
1522. Statement substantiating previous volun- 
teered statement.|—Where a person originates 








PART VI. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
es As (BS i a 8.— — F{Ct. of Boss.) 408 ; 38 Sc. L. R. 308; panr vi. SECT. 3, SUB-GECT. 3. 
- Whether pri — Compan 0. —— Mercantile inquiry agents.} * : 

or protection of tr 8. }-—-BAYNE —FiTzamons «. DUNCAN & KEMP ~ . Statement by shopkeeper—. 
OMgON v, STUBBS, Lrp. (1901), 3 Co., {1908} 2 I. R, 607.—IR, = ins removal of, portrait from 
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false reports prejudicial to a tradesman, & being: 
called on by the employers of the tradesman 
to examine the matters complained of, repeats 
to them the false statements, such statements 
are not privileged communications.—Smitu v, 
MATHEWS (1831), 1 Mood. & R. 151, N. P. 
nnotations :—A Griffiths v. Lewla (1845), . B. 61. 
At Grecnlatie’y Wileasharee Ua oe eR ase 

1523. Statement by subscriber to charity—In 
answer to inquiry by another subscriber.]— 
MARTIN v. STRONG, No. 1602, post. 

1524. Report by public society—Society for sup- 
pression of mendicity.]—- WALLER v. LocH, No. 
1445, ante. 

1525. Statement by servant—aAs to character of 
fellow servant—In answer to inquiry by master.| 
Statements made by a servant in answer to 
inquiries made by her mistress with reference to 
the conduct & character of another servant are 
privileged.—MEap v. HuGHEs (1891), 7 T. L. R. 
291. 

1526. Statement to military representative— 
Pending appeal—Against refusal of exemption from 
military servict.|—Pltf. who had been refused 
exemption from military service by the local 
tribunal, appealed to the appeal tribunal. While 
the ap was pending, defts. in answer to a 
letter from the military representative, wrote a 
letter, which pltf. alleged was a libel on him. 
The judge held that the letter was entitled to 
qualified, but not to absolute, privilege. The 
jury found malice, & awarded damages :—Held : 
on the facts, the privilege was not absolute, but 
there was no evidence on which any reasonable 
man could find malice, & therefore deft. was 
entitled to judgment.—GERHOLD v. BAKER (1918), 
ea ae 102; 63 Sol. Jo. 185; 82 J. P. Jo. 
5 ) C. e 





(c) Volunteered Statements. 
i. By Master concerning his Servants. 

1527. Statements to fellow  servants.|— Deft. 
having given notice of dismissal to his footman & 
cook, they separately went to him & asked his 
reason for discharging them, when he told each, 
in the absence of the other, that he, or she, was 
discharged because both had been robbing him ; 
whereupon each brought an action for the words 
so spoken to the other:—Held: a privileged 
communication.—MANBY v. WITT, EASTMEAD v. 
Wirt (1856), 18 C. B. 644; 25 L. J. C. P. 204; 
27 L. T. O. S. 187; 20 J. P. 646; 2 Jur. N.S. 
1004; 4 W. R. 618; 139 E. R. 1482. 

Annotations :—Expld. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 


dian.}—GoOR&T tt. 
O. R, 644.—CAN. 
h. Statements in 


-——Artist defamed.|—-BROWN v. Mc- 
CURDY (1888), 21 N.S. R. (9 R. & G.) 
201.~CAN. 


gs. Statement by doctor —- That ma- 
ternily nurse was addicted to drink.}— 
Applt., a medical practitioner, who had 
special means of knowing resp.’s quali- 
fication as a maternity nurse, i 
asked aa to her character by a friend, 


casual b 


servant of theft. 


servants.}—A master is not necessarily 
liable in damages 
presence of fellow servants or even of 
tanders, 
Such an accusation 
is prima facie privileged, & to destroy 
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C. P. 606. Befd. Senior v. Medland (1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 
1039; Caulfield v. Whitworth (1868), 18 L. T. 527; 
Davies v. Snead (1870), L. R. 5 Q. B. 608. 





1528. .|—Defts. in a printed monthly 
circular issued to their servants stated they had 
dismissed pltf. for gross neglect of duty :—Held: 
the occasion was privileged, in the absence of 
evidence of malice or abuse of authofity, as it was 
clearly to the interest of defts. that their servants 
should know that gross misconduct would be 
followed by dismissal.—HuUNT v. GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co., [1891] 2 Q. B. 189; 60 L. J. Q. B. 498; 
55 J. P. 648; 77. L. R. 493, C. A. 


Annotations :—Retd. Greenlands v. Wi'mshurst & London 
Assocn. for Protection of Trade, (1913) 3 K. B. 507; 
Myroft v. Sleight (1921), 90 L. J. K. B. 883. 


1529. Statements to parent or guardian.|—Cox 
v. MATHEWS, No. 1488, ante. 

1530. ——.]—Letter written by mistress of 
servant girl to a person, in loco parentis :—Held : 
privileged.—ABERDEIN v. MACLEAy (1893), 9 
T. L. R. 539, N. P. 

1531. Statement to servant libelled.|—Deft., 
the wife of a tradesman, being informed that a 
female assistant in her husband’s employment 
was dishonest, wrote at his request & sent a letter 
accusing her of theft, & strongly reproaching her. 
On an indictment for libel :—Held : the occasion 
was privileged, &, therefore, in the absence of 
malice deft. was not liable; (2) the terms of a 
letter written under such circumstances ought 
not to be too nicely criticised.—R. v. PERRY 
(1883), 15 Cox, C. C. 169. 


ii. By Former Master concerning Servanis. 


1532. Whether privileged.|Lowry v. AIKEN- 
HEAD (1768), cited in 3 Bos. & P. at p. 594; 127 


| EK. R. 321. 


Annotations :—Consd. Rogers v. Clifton (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 

587. Refd. Coxhead v. Richards (1846), 2 C. B. 569. 

i ———.]— PATTISON v. JONES, No. 1507, 
ante. 

1534. ——-_.|—Where deft., the captain of a ship 
of which pltf. was chief mate, made a communica- 
tion to the chief clerk of the J. coffee house, by 
whom pltf. & deft. had been introduced to one 
another, to the effect that pltf. was addicted to 
drinking, by reason of which pitt. lost an expected 
appointment :—Held: a privileged communica- 
tion, in the absence of proof of malice; the rule 
being, that if a man give a character of a servant 
& utter what he verily believes to be true, though 
it should afterwards turn out not to be true, that 
would not be proof of malice. But if it be proved 
that he knew it to be untrue when he uttered it, 


13. 309.—-AUS. 


1532 fi. -}—S. dismissed pltf. for 
alleged dishonesty : & by his directions 
placards describing the offence & 
stating pltf.’s dismissal were posted 
up in the co.’s private offices & in 
circular books for the information & 
warning of theco.’s employees :—Held: 
the communication to the employees 


BARR (1887), 





presence of fellow 
use, in the 


he accuses his 


strongly advised him not employ the qualified privilege there must be was privil » as e by @ person 
er, a8 she was addictod to drink. some cvidence of malice, such as want having a duty or interest to per- 
Subsequently he volunteered informa- of belief in the accusation, intemperate sons neving = corresponding duty or 
tion of a similar nature to the same uage, seeking the opportunity to interest.—TENcH v. GREAT WESTERN 


rivil — 


la 
person. Applt. honestly believed in make the accusation ont icly, or the Ry. Co. (1872), 33 U. C. R. 8.—CAN. 
he truth of his statements, & was not Jike.—GILDNER »v. Busse (1902), 22 1583 ii. ———.}+— Watson v. BURNET 
actuated by ill-will to resp.:—Held: C.L.T.137; 30. L. R. 561.—CAN. (1862), 94 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 494; 34 
. Jur. 359.—SCOT. 


the communications were 





. k. Statement to ‘ice — Concern- 
REvno gt Ainatey (1904), T. 8. ing alleged theft oO ee Geese, "/— Fangonan o, Nita 
: ° : A, v. B. (1853), 16 ipsa tee of Seas.) (1890), 17 R. (Ct. of -) 7183 27 
PART VI. SECT. 83, SUB-SECT. 3.— 269; 26 Sc. Jur. 129.—S T. Se. L. R. 549.—8SCOT, 
A. (0) 1. 1532 v. ——.}—Watson v. GowAN 
1827 i. Statements to fellow servants.) PART VI. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 3.— (1900), 15 E. D. C. 43.—8. AF. 


—A. B.v. X. x. C.D. 0. X. ¥., (1917) 


8. CG, 15.—-800 
‘Statements to parent or 


A. (6) if. 


41882 1. Whether privileged 
(1882), 3 N. 8. W. LR. 


l. That servant member of family 


--—Rrane. of rege eter ae v. JOHNBTON 
(1874), 23 C. P. 580.—CAN, 
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that would be proof of malice, & would deprive 
him of any claim to privilege.—TREMAINE v. 
PARKER (1849), 12 L. T. O. S. 312, N. P. 3 subse- 
quent proceedings, 12 L. T. O. 8. 831. 

1535. .]|—Case for slanderous words. Plea, 
not guilty. ltf., a domestic servant, about to 
enter the service of B., referred B. for her character 
to deft., in whose service pltf. had been. Deft. 
being then unwell, her husband answered the 
application, & gave pltf. a good character; & 
B. took pltf. into service. Deft. recovered, & 
in a letter written to B. on. other matters, said 
that she, deft., had lately been much imposed upon 
in her kitchen. B. in consequence made further 
inquiries of deft. as to pltf.’s character; & deft., 
in answer, spoke the words complained of, viz. 
that she suspected pltf. of dishonesty. The jury, 
in answer to the judge, found that deft. intended 
By her letter to induce inquiries on B.’s part as to 
pitf.: & they found a verdict for pltf., subject to 
leave to move for a nonsuit. On motion to enter 
a nonsuit :—Held: (1) deft. was bound to correct 
any error, as to pltf.’s character, into which she 
supposed B. to have been led by the answer to 
B.’s former application ; & the words were spoken 
under such circumstances as prima facie to be 
privileged ; (2) the facts that deft. alluded to pltf., 
& induced inquiries about her, were not evidence 
of malice.—GARDNER v. SLADE (1849), 13 Q. B. 
796; 18 L. J. Q. B. 334; 18 L. T. O. S. 282; 13 
J. P. 490; 13 Jur. 826; 116 B. R. 1467. 
Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), 








L. R.7C. P. 606. yy to (2) Refd. Owens v. Roberts (1856), 
29 L. T. O. S. 39. 
1536. .|—A letter addressed to a person on 


whose recommendation the writer had taken plttf. 
into his service, to the effect that his conduct had 
not justified the character given of him, that he 
had left a balance unaccounted for, & that he 
ought not to be recommended for morality or 
honesty :—Held: a privileged communication.— 
DIXon v. PARSONS (1858), 1 F. & F. 24, N. P. 
1537. -}—Deft. received pltf. into his 
service as gardener, upon recommendation of A., 
who, as secretary to the Horticultural Society, 
was frequently applied to by members of that 
society who required gardeners. Deft. discharged 
ite & subsequently wrote to the secretary a 
etter containing (inter alia) the words following : 
‘‘ He ran towards me several times with an open 
knife, with eyes starting from their sockets, a 
perfect raving madman” :—Held: whether the 
occasion created a privilege or not, the terms 
“raving madman,” etc., went beyond what any 
privilege would have justified —Fryer v. KIN- 
NERSLEY (1863), 15 C. B. N. 8. 422; 3 New Rep. 
125; 33 L. J.C. P. 96; 9L. T. 415; 10 Jur. N.S. 
441; 12 W. R. 155; 143 E. R. 849. 
Ay tons 5 Consd. Cowles ». Potts (1865), 6 New Rep. 


289 - Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 
>; Clark v. Molyneux (1877), 3 go B. b. 237. 





iii. To Master concerning his Servants. 
1538. Whether privileged.J—Creaver v. SaAR- 
we (circa 1800), cited in 1 Camp. at p. 268; 


Annotations : Fairman v. Ives (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 


—Consd. 
642; Coxhead v. Richards (1846), 15 L. J. 


LIpeL AND SLANDER. 


B., a stranger, a letter charging A., the captain, 
with co misconduct. B. shows this letter to 
D., the owner, who es <A. :—Held: 
(TiINDAL, C.J., Erie, J.) the showing of the 
letter by B. to D. was a privileged communica- 
tion (CoLTMAN & CRESSWELL, JJ.) not privileged. 
—COXHEAD v. RICHARDS (1846), 2 C. B. 569; 15 
L. J. O. P. 278; 10 Jur. be Pos EK. ree - 

:-—Consd. . n . B. 
Ane ie d. Davies soeea” 1870), L. & 5 9. B. 608. 

Conad. Stuart v. Bell, {1801} 2 q. 3, $41, Retd. Blackham 

v. Pugh (1846), 2 C. B. 611; Revis v. Smith (1856), 20 

J. P, 453; Owens v. Roberts (1857), 29 L. T. O. 8. 39; 

Broomhead (1859), 5 Jur. N, 8S. 1175; 

Amann v. Damm (1860), 29 L. J. C. P. 3133 Fryer v. 
Kinnersley (1863), 9 L. T. 415; Clark v. Molyneux (1877), 
37 L. T. 694; Robshaw v. Smith (1878), 38 L. T. 423; 
Waller v. Loch (1881), 51 L. J. Q. B. 274. 

1540. Statement by person on whose pre- 
mises servant engaged.|—TooGooD v. SPYRING, 
No. 1489, ante. 

1541. Statement by neighbour.]-—(1) Deft. 
spoke to pitf.’s mistress words charging pltf. with 
irregularity in her conduct as a servant girl, in 
consequence of which plitf. lost her place. The 
only plea on the record was ‘“ not guilty’ :— 
Held: deft. might, under that plea, disprove 
malice in the various methods by which it is 
usually disproved; yet he was estopped from 
giving evidence of the truth of the facts as re- 
butting the malice, because he had not pleaded 
that the facts were true. 

(2) Though in such case the absence of the proof 
of special damage, that pltf. thereby lost her 
place, cannot affect the verdict, yet the jury may 
consider it in assessing damages. 

(3) If a neighbour make inquiry of another 
respecting his own servants, that other may state 
what he believes to be true; but the case is 
different when the statement is a voluntary act ; 
yet, even in this case, the jury is to consider 
whether the words were dictated by a sense of 
the duty which one neighbour owes to another.— 
RUMSEY v. WEBB (1842), Car. & M. 104, N. P.; 
subs nt proceedings, 11 L. J. C. P. 129. 

1542. -— Statement vindicating defendant’s 
own character.|—If B. a tradesman, be dismissed 
from serving A., one of his customers, A. stating 
as the reason of it that B. charged for goods 
never delivered, & B. after this write a letter to 
A. vindicating himself, & imputing the dishonesty 
to a servant of A., this is a privileged communica- 
tion, if it be bond fide & without malice.—COWARD 
v. WELLINGTON (1836), 7 C. & P. 531, N. P. 
Annotation :—Expld. Blackham r. Pugh, (1846), 2 C. B. 611. 

15438, ———.|—-MasTERS v. Buroeess (1886), 3 
T. L. R. 96, N. P. 

1544. ——- Confession by fellow servant.|-— 
JONES v. THOMAS, No. 1479, ante. 

1545. ——— Statement by host to guest—Repeat- 
ing suspicions.}—-Deft. told S., who was a guest in 
his house, that the police had informed him that 
S.’s valet was suspected of theft. 8. thereupon 
dismissed his valet, who sued deft. for slander : 
Held: the occasion was privileged, deft. being 
under a moral & social, if not a legal, obligation 
to communicate to S. the information he had 
received from the oe v. BELL, {1891} 
2 Q. B. 341; 60 L. J. Q. B. 577; 64 L. T. 633; 


Henderson v. 








Cc. P. 278; 89W.R. 612; 77. L. R. 502, 0. A. 

Hebditch v. Macliwaine (1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 587. Refd. Annotations ——Consd. Hebditch v. Macllwaine, (1804) 2 
. 267; Harrison v.  Q. B. 54, | Refd. Andrews v. Nott Bower, [1895] 1 Q. B. 
888; Adam ve. Ward, (1917] A. C. 309; Myroft v. Sleight 
PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.— 1538 i. ———.}—RuckLey v. Kier- an oon on 
A. is) iif, sare NAN (1857), 30 L. T. 0. 5, 203 -—-IR- whose prem ga acroant | eployed 

+} — HAR- ‘ ‘FADYEN 1%. ENCER ‘ 
SINCLAIR (1862), 1 O. 15 19 R. (Ct. of Bess.) 350; 39 Se. L, a 


$8 ili. ———.}—_-Simmonpa r,. Dunn 
(1871), I. R$ Cc. lL. 358,—IR, r 
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Macintosh v, Dun, [1908] A. C. 390; London Assoon for 
Protection of e v. Greenlands, London Ro ie : 
Pratt v. British Medical Assocn., {1919} 1 K. B. 244 


iv. Complaints of Misconduct of Publie Officials. 

1546. General rule.|—A letter written by a 
private individual to a public officer, complaining 
of the misconduct of a person under him, is not 
privileged from disclosure as an official communi- 
cation. But if made bond fide & without malice, 
such communication is not actionable as libellous, 
though some of the charges may not be true,— 
BLAKE v. PILFOLD (1832), 1 Mood. & R. 198, N. P. 


Annotations :—Refd. Coxhead v. Richards (1846), 2 C. B. 
569; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 606. 


1547. Complaint as to postmaster—Addressed to 
Postmaster-General.|—A letter written to the 
Postmaster-General, or to the secretary to the 
General Post Office, complaining of misconduct 
in a postmaster, is not a libel, if it was written as 
a bond fide complaint to obtain redress for a 
grievance that the party really believed he had 
suffered ; & particular expressions are not to be 
too strictly scrutinised, if the intention of deft. 
was good.—WoopDWARD v. LANDER (1834), 6 
C. & P. 548, N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Blackham v. Pugh (1846), 2 C. B. 
611; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 606. 
1548. Charges against constable of district— 

Made to meeting of ratepayers.}—-Charges made 

by a ratepayer against the constable of a district, 

to a meeting of ratepayers met to investigate the 
constable’s ee oar of the money of the inhabi- 
tants, are privileged, & may be made by letter, if 
the ratepayer be prevented from attending. The 
party alleging such letter to be libellous must 
prove the absence of the ratepayer to have been 
wilful.—SPENCER.v. AMERTON (1835), 1 Mood. 

& R. 470, N. P.; subsequent proceedings, sub 

Hi SPENCER v. HAMERTON (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 

Annotations -—Refd. Blackham v. Pugh (1846), 2 C. B. 
611; Ramsey v. Foord (1900), 64 J. f 427. 

1549. Complaints addressed to Home Secretary— 
Not being the competent authority—Concerning 
town clerk of a borough.|—-BLaace v. Sturt, No. 
1908, post. 

1550. —— Concerning a county magis- 
trate.|—-A communication made bond fide on any 
subject-matter in which the party making the 
communication has an interest, or in reference to 
which he has a duty, & relating to the duty or 
the interest, is privileged if made to a person 
having @ corresponding interest or duty, although 
it contain matter which, without the privilege, 
would be slanderous & actionable. Qu.: if. it 
be not also privileged if made to a person who has 
not, but by the maker of the communication is 
bond fide believed to have, the corresponding duty 
or interest. 

(1) A declaration for libel set forth as the libel- 
lous matter complained of, certain parts of a 
memorial sent by deft., an elector & inhabitant 
of the borough of F., whereby pltf., who was a 
magistrate of the county, was charged with having 
committed, during an election, gross acts of 
violence, & the Secretary of State was prayed to 
cause an inquiry to be made into the conduct of 
pit. during that election, &, if the charges should 

€ substantiated, to recommend to Her Majesty 
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n. Complaint ae to __ post-office 

0. y inapector.|—W ATERBURY 

v. Dew (1876), 16 NB, R. (3 Pug.) 


670.—CAN. 


p. Complaint 


-~}}—DEWE tv. WATERBURY 
(1880), 6 8S. C. R. 143.—CAN, 


as to 
complaint addressed to a public body 
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ated arg from the ; : 
Deft. pleaded not guilty, & a justification. At 
the close of pltf.’s case, the judge, in consequence 
of what had been said in Blagg v. Sturt, No. 1208, 
ante, refused to nonsuit, & deft. went into evidence 
to prove the justification & also that he had 
acted bond fide. The evidence failed to make out 
the whole justification, but the jury found that 
the memorial had been bond fide:—Held: the 
communication was privileged in respect of the 
interest & the duty of deft., & also in respect of 
& corresponding interest in the Secretary of State, 
inasmuch as the memorial was substantially a 
petition to the Queen to remove pltf., & the 
Secretary of State had a corresponding duty to 
cause to be made the inquiry prayed for, although 
the Crown usually removes magistrates by the - 
advice & agency of the Lord Chancellor. 

(2) At the taxation of costs the master allowed 
deft. the costs of all witnesses whose testimony 
was applied by him to show that he was not 
guilty on the ground of bona fides, although they 
were called to make out the plea of justification : 
—Held: the taxation was right, for that deft. 
was entitled to all the costs of the cause, except 
those exclusively applicable to the issue found 
against him.—HARRISON v. BusH (1856), 5 E. & 
B. 344; 3C. L. R. 1240; 25 L. J. Q. B. 25, 99; 
25 L. T. O.S. 194; 26 L. T. O. S. 196; 20 J. P. 
147; 1 Jur. N.S. 846; 2 Jur. N. 8.90; 3W.R. 
474; 4W. RR. 199; 119 E. R. 509. 


Annotations :— As to (1) Consd. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), 


L. R. 7 C. P. 606; Dickeson v. Hilliard (1874), L. R. 9 


Exch. 79; Hebditch v. MaclIlwaine, [1894] 2 Q. B. 54. 
Refd. Dickson v. Wilton (1859), 1 F. 


& F. 419; Campbell 
v. Spottiswoode (1863), 3 B. & 8. 769; Kryerv. Kinnersle 
oe. 15C. B 


y 
3. N. S. 422; Whiteley v. Adams (1863), 15 
.N.S. 392; Lawless v. Anglo-Egyptian Cotton & Oil 
Co. (1869), 17 W. R. 498 ; Waller v. Loch (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 
619; Allbutt v. General Council of Medical Education 
& Registration (1889), 23 2: B. D. 400; London Aasocn. 
for Protect Trade v. Greenlands, (1916) 2 A. C. 15; 


‘tion of 
Adam v. Ward, [1917] A. C. 309. 4s to (2) Consd. Brown 
Refd. Davis v. Clifton 


v. Houston, [1901] 2 K. B. 855. 

(1856), 2 Jur. N.S. 490. 

1551. Charges against overseer—Made at vestry 
meeting.|—(1) Pitf. being one of the overseers, & 
deft. assistant overseer of a township, a rate was 
made on a railway co., against which they appealed. 
Shortly before the hearing of the appeal a meeting 
of the overseers was called to consider the matter, - 
when it was resolved to abandon the rate; & a 
vestry meeting was called to choose fresh over- 
seers, & consider the propriety of removing deft. 
from his office. At that meeting pltf. imputed to 
deft. neglect of duty in collecting the rates, & 
having made a rate which the overseers were 
obliged to give up; to which deft. retorted by 
saying that pltf. had sold the ratepayers to the 
railway co., & had received a bribe from them for 
that purpose. After the meeting a person re- 
marked to deft. that he ought not to have said 
what he did without some foundation for it; to 
which deft. replied that he believed there was 
reason for thinking that pltf. had had communi- 
cations with the officers of the railway co. Qu.: 
An action having been brought for the words used 
by deft. at the meeting, whether the words were 
spoken under circumstances which rendered them 
a privileged communication :—Held: assuming 
they were, there was evidence of malice to be left 
to aj 


(2) 





"The question under discussion at the vestry 


or to the govt. respecting the conduct 
of an officer, in this case a sheriff, under 
their control, he in not n 
privileged. That depends on 


sherif.J—A  rnotives with which it was made— 
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t. 
Arabs, Charges against medical officer of 
By clerk of guardians-—To relieving © 
A. was clerk to the board of guardians of a u 
of which B. was the medical officer, 
lieving officer. 
AaothcE district, & had previously to be 


by B. 


pose of getting him 
not get B. to do so. 


C. at the same time that when he, A., saw B. on 


the preceding evening B. (in the words of the 


declaration) *‘ was not sober;’’ whereupon C. 


served B. with a formal order to examine the 


pauper, & B. did so. In an action by B. against 
A. for slander :—AHeld: the communication 
between A. & C. was privileged, & B. must be non- 
suited. 

(2) It having been proved by the evidence that 
the actual words used were ‘‘ as drunk as a sow,” 
which words were relied on in proof of malice on 
the authority of Fryer v. Kinnersley, No. 15387, 
ante, the judge refused, under the circumstances 
of the case, to amend the declaration by inserting 
these words; & leave to move was refused to 
pitf.—SvutTron rv. PLUMRIDGE (1867), 16 L. T. 
741, N.P. 

1554, -—— Contained In letter to chairman of 
parish council.|—-The president of a charitable 
association, founded for the benefit of the sick 
poor of a parish, wrote a letter to the chairman 
of the parish council, calling his attention to the 
fact that the medical officer of the parish had not 
called in the services of the nurse supplied by the 
association in cases in which her services might 
have been of value, & specifying one case in par- 
ticular of an old age pensioner. In an action of 
libel brought by the medical officer against the 
writer of the letter:—Held: the occasion was 
privileged.—Batrp v. WALLACE-JAMES (1916), 85 
L. J. P. C. 193, H. L. 

1555. Charges against local contractors—By 
borough councillors—In letter to press. |——Pitfs. 
were contractors for the erection of a gaol in the 
borough of H. Defts. were members of the town 
council, & from their business competent judges 
of the work. They published in a local newspaper 
a letter in which they charged pltf. with serious 
omissions & deviations from his contract, for which 
libel this action was brought :—Held: although 
the charges in the libel would have been privi- 
leged if made by defts. to the town council in their 
characters as councillors, they were not privileged 
in the form of a letter in a public newspaper.— 
SIMPSON v. Downs (1867). 16 L. T. 391, N. P. 

1556. Notice of removal of military officer—In 


CORBETT 0, 
Lae OA, TO RSON (1844), 1 U. C. R. 


qd. ———.] — DESBARRES vv. TRE- 
MAINE 1843), . 8. 
Do GAN LON. 8S. R. 4 R. & G.) 
t. Complaint as to postmaster — 


ish— 
cer.|— 
on 
& C. cola aa 

er was to be remove 

erode examined 
A., in pursuance of directions from the 
board of guardians, called twice on B. for the pur- 
to see this pauper, but could 

A. then went to C. & asked 


him to try & get B. to examine the pauper, telling 













revenge! ty Member of Parliament. }-— 
OTR OA. ROZIER (1879), 44 U. C. BR. 


t. Complaint as 
clerk. j— here deft., 
Reoeivyer-General'y 


able time allowed him for that purpose, & that 
Itf. was compelled to subscribe to a military 
‘und to provide for widows and orphans of officers, 
& that iP he had continued in the service his widow 
would have been entitled to an allowance out of 
a fund called ‘‘ Lord Clive’s Fund.”’ That after 
the Indian forces had been transferred to the 
Crown he, while in the performance of military 
duty, & in all respects physically & mentally com- 
tent to perform any duties which were or might 
be required of him, was, without any charge of 
misconduct, called upon to retire from the service, 
in pursuance of a general order made by the 
Governor-General of India with the sanction of 
deft., by which order unemployed officers ineligible 
for employment by reason of clear misconduct, or 
proved physical or mental inefficiency, etc., might 
required to retire upon a pension; &, upon 
his declining voluntarily to retire, he was com- 
pulsorily placed upon the pension list ; & the fact 
of his removal to the pension list was notified in 
the usual way by a general order of the Com- 
mander-in-Chief published in the Gazette :—Held : 
the claim disclosed no cause of action, for the Crown 
acting by deft., had a general power of dismissing 
a mili officer at its will pleasure, & deft. 
could e no contract with a military officer in 
derogation of such power; & the customs regula- 
tions, etc., relied on by plitf. must be taken to be 
always subject to it, & incapable of superseding it, 
& further, the publication in the Gazette was an 
official act under the authority of the Crown for 
which deft. could not be responsible in an action 
for libel—GrRaNT v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR 
Inp1a (1877), 2 C. P. D. 445; 46 L. J. Q. B. 681 ; 
37 L. T. 188; 25 W. R. 848. 
Annotation :—Refd. Raphael 88. v. Brandy (1911), 80 L. J. 

K. B. 1067. 

1557. Charges against officer removable by Privy 
Council—To Privy Councll.|—Procrok v. WEB- 
8STER, No. 1348, ante. 

1558. Charges against police superintendent—To 
member of watch committee.|—-Pitf. was a super- 
intendent of police in a borough. Deft., a rate- 
payer, made a verbal statement to a member of 

he watch committee of the borough respecting 
aba in his capacity of superintendent. The jury 
ound that the statement was defamatory, but 
there was no malice on the part of deft. :—Held ; 
the occasion was privileged.—BANNISTER 1. 
KELTY (1895), 59 J. P. 703, N. P. 

1559. Charges against overseer—-By chairman of 
board of guardians.|——Deft., the chairman of a 
board of , at a meeting of the board, 
uttered certain defamatory statementa concerning 
the method in which the rates were collected by 
pltf. in his capacity of assistant overseer of a 


that plitf., another clerk, had 


princi 
eneral, there 


rob him, the errs 


no p t any monoy had 

to government goryoe cena it Shea : 
i sus — : 

a clerk in the | notpri — PRENTICE 0, HAMILTON 
office, told his! (1881), Dra, 410. eo ie 


1560. What statements are privileged—Charge 
against person reasonably suspeeted.)—An action 
for defamation cannot be maintained against a 
man whose property has been stolen, & who upon 
reasonable grounds of suspicion charges an inno- 
cent person with having stolen it.—Fow Ler ». 
Homer (1812), 3 Camp. 294, N. P. 

Annotation ;—Refd. Padmore v. Lawrence (1840), 4 J. P. 








1561. —— ——.]— Hooper v. Truscorr, No. 
1870, : 
1562. -)—An action for slander not 


maintainable for information given with regard 
to a supposed pagent Such information when 
made bond fide & without malice, is a privileged 
communication, though no robbery has been 
committed.—N1xon v. SEWELL (1838), 2 J. P. 
151. 


15638. ——— ———.]— PADMORE v. LAWRENCE, No. 
1493, ante. 

1564. ——- ——-.]—Horwoop v. Tuorn, No. 
344, ante. 

1565. ——- ——-.]—_H. & C. having made a 
charge against a medical practitioner affecting 
his moral character he proposed that certain 


persons should investiga it; these persons 
signed a resolution that it was groundless. H. 
& C. being dissatisfied it was proposed to them, 
by one of the last-mentioned persons, to recon- 
struct the same tribunal, & proceed again with 
the investigation. H. & C. in declining, wrote 
that they were anxious to convince the  aepaers 
who had investigated the charge that they had not 
arrived at the truth; that no self-constituted 
tribunal was satisfactory ; that they were desirous 
to afford the person charged an opportunity to 
expunge from his character the stain at present 
resting on it; that they had afforded him an 
epponuny to meet them in a ct. of law; & that 
if he withheld, they would not consider that he 
had cleared himself, etc.:—Held: the letter was 
a privileged communication; it did no more 
than refer to the charge which had been investi- 
gated & was not sufficient foundation for a criminal 
information.—Re HimtTon & CARTER (1854), 2 


W. R. 417. 

1566. ——— .|—Deft. being robbed of £50 
in a crowd, gave a description of the offender, of 
whom he caught a glimpse, to a police constable, 
by whom pltf., upon the strength of that descrip- 
tion, was apprehended on suspicion. Pltf. had a 
considerable sum of money on his person. Deft. 
met the constable while on his way to go before 
a magistrate with pltf. & deft. said, ‘ That is 
the man,’’ & he accompanied them to the magis- 
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secution having been brought :—Held: (1) deft. 
was not pe Sena for the remand, that being 
the act of t e magistrate; (2) he was not liable 
for falsely saying to the constable that pltf. was 
we thief, as upateineau was privileged.— 

FFLEBOTTOM v. ALLDAY (1857), 28 L. T. O. 8S. 
292; 213. P. 263; 5 W. Rogie sad 


1567. ———- ——.]-AMANN v. Damm, No. 229, 


ante, 

_ 1568. —- ——.]—Saying to a policeman, “ I 
give this man in charge for taking from me £45; 
take him into custody ” :—Held: not to amount 
to slander or to false imprisonment under the 
circumstances detailed in the case.—M'‘CLEAN v. 
GREENING (1867), 16 L. T. 433. 

1569. -|—An employer accused his 
porter of theft, & subsequently searched his house 
with a policeman. An action was brought for 
slander & trespass, when deft. contended that he 
bond fide believed-a robbery had been committed, 
that there was no express malice, & that the 
search was made with pltf.’s permission. The 
jury found that the words were uttered in the 
honest belief that a robbery had been committed 
by pitf. & that there had been no trespass :—Held : 
there was no evidence of express malice, & on the 
findings of the jury judgment entered for deft.— 
Horne v. Jones (1884), 1 T. L. R. 19. 

1570. ——.]—CoLLins v. CooPER (1902), 
19 T. L. R. 118, C. A. 

1571. ——- Repeated to third person— 
Third person disinterested.}|—(1) A., suspecting B. of 
stealing meat from his shop, accused her of having 
done so, no one being by at the time. B. thereupon 
applied to a police magistrate for a gummons 
against A. <A. meeting a third person, who was 
in his shop at the time the supposed larceny was 
committed, told him that proceedings had been 
taken against him, & said to him: ‘‘ You were in 
the shop: did not you see her take it ?’’ :—-Held: © 
a@ privileged communication. 

(2) A. having accused B. of stealing meat, a 
friend of the latter, to whom she had mentioned 
the fact, called at A.’s shop, & asked him if he had 
accused B. of stealing; to which A. answered, 
‘“ Yes; & I believe it to be true’’ :—Held: not 
a privileged communication. 

ceedings had been taken or threatened - 
against deft.; he had therefore an interest in 
making inquiry of a supposed eye witness in order 
to protect himself & also a public duty to sub- 
stantiate the charge. But as to the words spoken 
to the other witnesses, I cannot see that there was 
any privilege. Deft. was not acting in pursuance 

















of either interest or duty in repeating the charge 
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8 
Hoaan (1920), 
1560 iii. 


1560 i. What statements are privileged 
—Charge against person reasonably 
reek tert — Wilcox +. 
(19 5), 38 N. 8. R. 409.—CAN. 


1560 i, —————.}—Whore deft. had 
lost a valuable fur collar & for the 
purpose of recovering it called in the 
services of a police detective, & during 
her conversation with bim certain stato- 
men ‘were necessarily made, 
information in her possession & within 





ing a crime, cha. 


absence of mali 


her knowledge was communicated to 
the detective :—Held: the statements | 989; 
vileged.—LUPEE. ¥. 
N. B. R. 492.—CAN. 


——.}—Where a per- 
son, in answer to a constable investigat- 
8 another with the 
coramiasion of that orime the com- 
munication is privileged, 


o mado were pri 
4 


ice, is 
BowLes v. ARMSTRO 
N. Z. L. R, 409.—N.Z. 

1560 iv. —— ——-.} -BLACKETT v. 


Lane (1854), 16 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 
; 26 Se. Jur. 455.—SCOT. 

1560 v. —— ——.}—Statements made 
by a person interested in the detection 
of a crime, & material thereto, are 

Saas provided they are made 
Fond in investigation thereof.— 


8. 
&, in the 
not actionable,— a. —— Statement to son 
Na (1913), 33 | "0 connection with 


plai }—BYERS v MaDonacn ini, 
to We Le R. 370; 4 Sask. L. R, 58 > 


LIBEL AND 


; 126 
Sect. 3.— Quali, privilege: Sub-sect. 3, A. (0) v., 
Daehn aes 
to her Cur.).—ForcE v. WARREN (1864), 15 


C. B. NTS’ 806 ; 143 E. R. 1002. 
1572. ——— Words spoken to officer about to 
execute search warrant.|—DANCASTER v. HEWSON, 


No. 995, ante. 

15783. Statement to person having no con- 
nection with matter—Wife of plaintiff.|—-WEN- 
MAN wv. ASH, No. 1086, ande. 

1574. ——.]—Deft., having a primd facie 
ground of suspicion, which afterwards proved to 
be unfounded, that he was being robbed by one 
of his assistants & pltf., made certain inquiries 
from two persons having no connection with the 
matter. To each person deft. said that pltf. had 
robbed him & that he would get him imprisoned : 
—Held: the occasion was not | aa 
SON v. FRASER (1881), 29 W. R. 652. 


vi. Statements by Relatives on Matters of 
Family Interest. 

1575. Whether privileged.]—A widow lady being 
about to marry pltf., deft., who had married her 
daughter, wrote her a letter, containing imputa- 
tions on plitf.’s character, & desiring a diligent 
& extensive inquiry into pltf.’s character :—Held : 
this was a letter written on a justifiable occasion, 
& deft. was justified in writing the letter, provided 
the jury be satisfied that, in writing it, deft. acted 
bond fide, although the imputations contained in 
the letter were false, or based upon the most 
erroneous information; &, if deft. used expres- 
sions, however harsh, or untrue, yet bond fide, 
& believing them to be true, he was justified in 
so doing. 

Communications of this kind should be viewed 
liberally by juries, & unless they see clearly that 
there was a malicious intention of defaming pltf., 
they ought to find for deft.—Topp v. HAWKINS 
(1837), 8 C. & P. 88; 2 Mood. & R. 20, N. P. 
Annotations :—Refd. Coxhead v. Richards (1846). 2C. B. 

569; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 606. 

1576. -|—ADAMS v. COLERIDGE (1884), 
1T. L. R. 84. 
ae :~Conad. Hesketh v. Brindle (1888), 4 T. L. R. 











vii. Statements by Solicitors, etc. 

1577. By solicitor’s clerk—Confidential com- 
munication—To witness—Communication un- 
eee v. COOPER (1843), 1 L. T. 

.S. 76. 

1578. By solicitor—In vindication of client’s 
character—Against charges of prosecution.)—A 
letter published by an attorney honestly, in 
vindication of the character of a client against 
charges published & circulated against the client 
by the prosecutor, is privileged. 


PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
A. (¢) vi. 


1575 i. Whether privileged. }—A nicoo 
wrote to her aunt, with whom she was 
on terms of great intimacy, & with whom 
she was in the habit of staying, a letter 
Making, on the authority of a corre- 
spondent, statements derogatory to 
the character of a gentleman well 
known to nieoe & aunt, who was a 
ireguent visitor at the aunt’s house :— 
Held; such a moral & social duty 
existed as made the communication 
a wate ita one.—FENTON +t. Mac- 
DONALD pe 2) C,. Bie 


was not 


ee 





adultery :—Held ; the communication 
Ha a 

HERTLEIN (1913), 22 W. L. 
D.L. R. 72; 3 W. W. R. 752.—CAN. 
1876 iii. «}--A 
GREVE (1857), 30 L. 
1575 iv. ——.] — 
DONALD, (1920) App. D. 
PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.— 

A. (0) vil. 

15801. By solicitor—Acting in ordinary 
course of duty to client.)J—HANNA 1. 


libel, it ap- 


all 
On an indictment for an alle Teles 


peared that the libel was co ed 

published by deft., an attorney, in answer to 

c against a client, which had been ublished 

by the prosecutor, & it described the c es as 

false & wicked :—Held : if the letter was published 
honestly, to vindicate the client’s character, & 
was such as the circumstances might reasonably 
warrant, the publication was a ae or pro- 

tected.—R. v. VELEY (1867), 4 F. & F. 1117; 16 

L. T. 122. . 

1579. ——— To cHent—Prior to being retained— 

Reasonable anticipation of retainer.|——If a solr. 

reasonably believes that his services may be re- 

quired by a possible client’: who does afterwards 
retain him, all communications passing between 
the solr. & the client, leading up to the retainer 

& relevant to it, & having that, & nothing else, 

in view are privileged.— BROWNE v. DUNN (1893), 

6 R. 67, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Morgan v. Wallis (1917), 33 T. L. R. 
495. Refd. Pratt v. British Medical Assocn., [1919] 1 
K. B. 244; British Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. v. C. R. C. 
Co. & L. G. C., (1922) 2 K. B. 260; Yorkshire Insce. v. 
Craine, [1922] 2 A. C. 541. 

1580. ——— Acting in ordinary course of duty to 
client.|—A solr., on behalf of his client, gave 
written notice to an auctioneer not to part with 
the proceeds of sale of certain goods intrusted to 
him for sale on the ground that the owner of the 
goods had committed an act of bkpcy. upon which 
an order in bkpcy. might be made against him. 
In an action by the owner of the goods against the 
solr. for libel :—Held: the occasion was privi- 
leged, since the solr. was acting in the ordinary 
course of his duty to his client, & the occasion 
would have been privileged had the client himself 
written the letter.—BAKER v. CARRICK, [1894] 1 
Q. B. 838; 63 L. J. Q. B. 800; 70 L. T. 366; 
58 J. P. 669; 42 W. R. 338; 38 Sol. Jo. 286; 
9 R. 283, C. A. 
Annotations :—Apld 


Smith v. Streatfeild, [1913] 3 K. B. 764 
fon v. Birch (1907), 76 L. J. K. B. 346 


1581. ——— Statements inserted in bill of costs— 
For necessary information of recipient.])—-MorGAN 
v. WALLIS, No. 1084, ante. 


. Boxeius v. Goblet, (1894) 1 Q. B. 842; 
64. Refd. Edmond- 


viii. Statements by and to Trade Protection 
Societies. 

1582. Whether publication privileged—State- 
ment by soclety—-Trade circulars.|——A circular 
letter sent by the secretary to the members of a 
society for the protection of trade against sharpers 
& swindlers, furnishing information respecting 
certain bill transactions, is not a privileged com- 
munication. Semble: if such letter state par- 
ticular facts, it will not be a libel, though some of 
the persons receiving it, believed that it was sent 
to intimate that the parties mentioned in it were 


aro ieliciously defamatory & ir- 
relevant.—MAUWARAJ KumMaR JaAGaT 
MOHEN NATH San Dre v. KALIPADA 
nue (1922), I. L. HR. 1 Pat. 371,— 


RTLEI 


N Ww. 
R. 959 ; 


9 


TKINSON v. CON- 
TRONIP v. Mc- | S0licitor’s instructions—During search 
—~S8. AF. for papers.|--DRYSDALE v. ROSEBERY 


rag Nee lee C.1121; 468c.L. R. 
95; 28. L. T. 2.—8COT. 


PART VI. SECT. 8, SUB-SEOT. 3.— 
A. (0) vill. 


28; 1 | DEBLaqur 854), Cc. R. : : : 
0. LR —tAN tr pe ERE (1854), 11 Cc. R. 310 1582 | Cnt iy publication a 
; In or an anony- 1880 ii. ——- ——.}—State culars.)~— LEMAY |v. ad 

mous letter written by doft. to his logal practitioners made in Gre aauree (1886), 10 O. R. 638.—CAN. 
Brathan o wits sp rel ltf., the | of thoir profesaional duty are absolutely 15821, ——--—--- ---—-.] —-The seore- 
» charging her with { privileged even though the statements | tary of a trade assocn., prepared a 


Part VI.—DEvFENCES. 


common. & ewindlers. Aliter, if it con- 
tain a general statement, such as, that the party 
mentioned in it is considered an improper person 
to be pro to be balloted for as a member 
of the ety. At all events, in the former case, 
it is a question for the jury, whether the society 
really & bond intended to give the particular 
information which the letter contains.—Grrring 
v. Foes (1827), 3 0. & P. 160. 
on :—Refd. § v. 
At pach. for Protection of ‘Trade, (1913) Bk B. <0 
1583. -]—Inquiries involving im- 
putations on the solvency of persons contained in 
a paper issued only to its members by a voluntary 
society for the protection of trade are not pub- 
lished on a privileged occasion.—ELKINGTON v. 
LONDON ASSOCN. FOR PROTECTION OF TRADE 
(1911), 28 T. L. R. 117. 


An ion :—Distd. Greenlands v. Wilmshurst & Lond 
Assocn. for Protection of Trade, [1913] 3 K. B. 307. 7 


1584. Extract from public registers. |— 
The register of protests for non-acceptance & non- 
payment of bills of exchange & promissory notes, 
established by the Scotch Acts, 1681 & 1696, 
& Bills of Exchange Act, 1772 (c. 72), & 23 Geo. 3, 
c. 18, is a public document, to which every body 
has a right of access, & the publication of which 
in a printed paper does not constitute a libellous 
publication. 

This registration (has] the effect of a decree or 
judgment of the Ct. of Session (LoRD CoTreN- 
HAM, C.).—-FLEMING v. NEWTON (1848), 1 H. L. 
Cas. 363; 9 E. R. 797, H. L. 

Annotations :——Consd. Prudential Assce. y. Knott (1875), 


10 Ch, App. 142. Distd. Williams v. Smith (1883), 22 
Q. B.D. 134. Folld 


a . Searles v. Scarlett, (1892) 2 Q. B. 
56. Expld. Reis v. Perry (1895), 64 L. J. Q. B. 368. Beta. 
M‘Nally v. Oldham (1863), 8 L. T. 604 ; Mulkern v. Ward 
Gee L. R. 13 sae Ohne Mentd. Geils v. Geils (1851), 
3H. L. Cas. 280; leman _v. West Hartlepool Harbour 
a fo 2L. T. 766; Dixon v. Holden (1869), L. R. 
q. . 


1585. 
No. 1051, ante. 

1586. -]|—The publication of a 
mere copy of what is contained in a register of 
judgments, kept in pene of an Act of Parlia- 
ment, & which by law the public are entitled to 
inspect, is privileged. 

n extract from the register of county ct. judg- 
ments was published in a trade protection society’s 
journal, stating that judgments had been obtained 
in the county ct. against the persons named, among 
whom was plitf. A note was appended to the effect 
that the statement was taken from the register 
of county ct. judgments, but that no distinction 
was made in the register between actions for 
debt or damages or Properly disputed cases, neither 
was it known which of the judgments remained 
unpaid, but it was probable that a large proportion 
of them had been settled or paid. Pitf. brought 


pondon 




















—— ——.]—WILLIAMS v. SMITH, 


one caen  erenememenee 





statement for circulation amo tl 
members of the containing 


a@asocn., 
an al tion that pltf. was unworth urpose of givi to 
of credit :—Heild : the publication to the i ehied 


members of the assocn, was privileged 
in the absence of malice, on the grounil 





Provincial Legislature, which was open 
to inspection by the 


nformation which the agency bond 
fide believed to be true, is privilegcd.— 
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an action for libel alleging by way of innuendo that 
the statement meant that #, Judgment had been 
obtained against him in thé county ct., which 
remained unsatisfied, & that he was insolvent & 
a person to whom credit ought not to be given :— 
Held: having regard to the note appended, the 
statement complained of was incapable of the 
meaning alleged by the innuendo, & such statement 
being merely an extract from the register of county 
ct. judgments, a document which by law was open 
to public inspection, the publication was privileged 
& in the absence of evidence of malice the action 
could not be maintained.—SEARLES v. SCARLETT, 
[1892] 2 Q. B. 56; 61 LJ. Q. B. 573; 66 L. T. 
a 56 J.P. 789; 40 W. R. 696; 8 T. L. R. 562, 


Annotations :—Expld. Reis v. Perry (1895), 64 L. J. Q. B. 
ale Folld. Jones v. Financial Times (1909), 25 T. L. R. 


1587. ——- ——_— ——-.]—The publication of a 
copy of an entry as to the appointment of a receiver 
of a co. contained in the register kept by the 
registrar of joint-stock cos., pursuant to the 
Companies Acts, & which by law the public are 
entitled to inspect, is privileged.— JONES (JOHN) & 
Sons, Lrp. v. FINANCIAL Times, Lip. (1909), 25 
T. L. R. 677; 53 Sol. Jo. 614, C. A. 

1588. —— Erroneous extract officially 
supplied.|—In an action for libel brought by a 
trader for the publication by defts. in a trade 
gazette of what purported to be an extract of a 
deed of inspectorship, registered by him under 
Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1887 (c. 57), which 
extract, though officially supplied to defts., was 
in fact inaccurate, defts. pleaded that the publica- 
tion was privileged :—Held: the plea could not 
be sustained, inasmuch as an individual publish- 
ing on his own account such extracts of documents 
open to public inspection must take the risk of the 
statements contained in such extracts being 
inaccurate, even though officially supplied.— 
ReEIs v. PERRY (1895), 64 L. J. Q. B. 566; 43 W. R. 
648; 11 T. L. R. 373; 39 Sol. Jo. 470; 15 R. 
427; 59 J. P. Jo. 308. 

Sa aia :-—Consd. Mangena v. Wright, {1909} 2 K. Bb. 


1589. ——— Statement to soclety—According to 
rules of society.|—WHITE v. BatEY & Co., Lip. 
(1892), 8 T. L. R. 698. 








ix. Communications by and to Public Bodies. 

1590. Communication to committee of body— 
By member of committee—Respecting member of 
body.]—If words are spoken to a committee of 
persons, to whom the management of a volunteer 
corps is entrusted, respecting a member, as matter 
of fair representation respecting his principles, they 
are not actionable.—BARBAUD v. HooKHAM (1804), 
5 Esp. 109, N. P. 


8 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 356; 43 Sc. L. R. 
230; 13S. L. T. 650.—SCOT. 


PART VI. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
A. (c) ix. 


ublic, for the 
he subscribers 


SmitH cv. Dun (1911), 21 Man. L. R » Communicati to council meet- 
of interest.—H ARPER ©. HAMILTON 583.—CAN. ae A "I n-|—-WARD v. MCBRIDE 
OR ap Oc ERS’ ASSOUN. (1900), 32g, —— On application ~ (1911), 20 0. W. R. 933 3°0. WN. 

1689 1H. : Negligence.}— A mercantile agency 99; 24 0. L. R. 555.—CAN. 
B _—— ———— —--—~.]—LIon is not Mable in damages for false ft. Statement to school board— By 
Con lera Co., LTp. v. BRADSTREET information as to a trader given in member—Respecting teacher’s residence. } 
. ) 9 B.C. R. 435.—CAN, good faith to a subscriber making -—CLarK v. DUNCAN (1923), 53 O. L. R. 
1583 iv, ——- —_. _._.}_ Barn vy, itnquiries, the information having been 287.—CAN. 


MUSSELBURGH MRROHANTS’ ARSO 
{1912] 8. 0.174; 49 So. L. R 102; 3 apparent] 


Extract from 
ee ~The publication without 
ce by a morcantile agency to its 


Bu Ts, of @ truco o eared 
register kept by virtue Oran achat : : a 


obtained by the agency from a 
8 y well qualined to give it, & 
L. T. 402.—gcoT there being nothing to mak 
1584 way doubt its 
ROBINSON v. DUN a A 
21; reved. (1897), 24 A. R. 287.—-CAN. 


nsertion in register of 
asaociation.}—KxEiTu vo. LAUDER (1905), 


person g. Communication to church council— 


Respecting immoral conduct of members. } 
—Deft. made a communication to 
Members of a church council, of 
which he was a member, that pitt. 
had had immoral relations with deft.’s 
wife :—Held : the communication was 
not privileged.—LaLoz JaNoE v. 


e them in 


correctness. 
(1896), 28 O. R 
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1591. ———- By subscriber to body—Regarding 


secretary of body.|——A letter by deft., a subscriber 
to a charity, to the committee, impugning the moral 
conduct of the secretary, in reference especially toa 
pereon whom deft. had recommended as a matron ; 
& a second letter to the committee in answer to an 
answer from them protease aninquiry; & certain 
oral statements made before the coniinivtiee during 
the inquiry :—Held: privileged, if made in the 
honest & reasonable belief that the charges were 
true, even although it appeared that they were made 
on hearsay.—MAIrLAND v. BRAMWELL (1861), 2 
F. & F. 623, N. P. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Campbell v. Spottiswoode (1863), 38 
B. & 8. 769. 


1592. ——— Regarding applicant for licence. 
—At a meeting of the London County Council hel 
for the purpose of hearing applications for music 
& dancing licences pursuant to the powers trans- 
ferred to it by Local Government Act, 1888 (c. 41), 
which the justices had formerly exercised under 
Disorderly Houses Act, 1752 (c. 36), deft. made 
statements defamatory ‘of pitfs., who in an action 
for slander afterwards recovered a verdict & 
damages against him. Upon a motion by deft. 
for judgment or a new trial :—Held: (1) thou i. 
the County Council was bound to act judici 
in the sense of fairly & impartially, the miactiig 
was not a ct. so as to entitle deft. to absolute 
immunity for what he had uttered at such meeting ; 
(2) the occasion being privileged, there was evi- 
dence of express malice to justify the verdict of the 
jury ; there being evidence that deft. had allowed 
his mind to get into a state of such unreasoning 
prejudice that he spoke, reckless whether his 
statements were true or false, & without acting 
simply from consideration of his duty in the 
matter; & (3) deft. was not entitled to notice of 
action, ‘‘ words spoken ”’ not being ‘“‘ a thing done ”’ 
by him in the execution of his office.— ROYAL 
AQUARIUM & SUMMER & WINTER GARDEN SOCIETY 
v. PARKINSON, [1892] 1 Q. B. 431; 61 L. J. Q. B. 
409; 66 L. T. 513; 56 J.P. a0 40 W. R. 450; 
8T. L. R. 352, C. A. 


Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. aie v. Smith (1908), io 
L. J. K. B. 889; Attwood v. eee a eS 
ae hb apd v. Griffiths, (1920) 3 K. 63. 

i188) 2 ‘Theatre, i i oe 
Hideo’ v. bare {18 Peet ae t v. eae 
hee 1 K. ES Bek p Morti (1905). 
93 ore 1 Ch. aN ; 

. Arlidge (pis). 7 P. 25 

» C., Er ze ie on & Provincial Wicctric Thea 

{1915} 2 K. 466; Copartnership Fa ae v. Harvey- 

Smith 918) 2K 3 405; Slack v. Barr (1918) 

91; R. v. Bath Com neation Authority Phys 1 K. B. 

685. As to (2) Weld-Blundell v. Stephens (1919 | 

1K. B. 520. B fv British & Freveh C 

Manufacturing Co. & Gibeon, 1918 


2K. B. 677; 
v. British Medical Aesocn., (1919} 1K. B. 244. 


1593. —— By official.|-CookE v. WILDEs, No. 
1896, post. 

1594, ——- —— Regarding fellow official.|— 
H., clerk of guardians, wrote a letter to the board 
setting forth an omission of duty by K., one of the 
clerks in the office, & that K.’s manner was offensive 
& insubordinate. The board, after inquiry & 
hearing statements & explanations of H. & K. 
as to this charge, directed H. to give K. a month's 
notice to leave, & he was discharged. The board 





emical 
Pratt 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


at the same time gave a certificate to K. as sober 
& steady, & as to their partin with him with 
regret. K. having sued H. for libel & alander :— 
Held: occasion was privileged, & if H. was acting 
in the course of his duty & without malice, he was 
mor nadie: .—KEIGHT v. Hitt (1879), 43 J. P. 176, 


1595. ———_ —_—- ———.]—-MARTIN vv. ALLEN 
Saari 65 J. P. 809, N. P. 

1596. Communication to general members of 
body— Justices in special sessions.|—Under Parish 
Constables Act, 1842 (c. 109), the vestry, on precept 
from the justices, are to make out & return a 
certain number of persons within the parish, 
qualified & liable to serve as constables; the list 
is to be affixed on the church door, & notice given 
when & where objections will be heard by the 
justices, who are empowered, at a special sessions, 
to strike out of the list the names of persons not 
qualified or liable to serve. At a vestry held in 

ursuance of that Act, pltf.’s name was inserted 
n the list of persons qualified & liable to serve, 
& he attended a session for the purpose of being 
sworn in, when deft., a parishioner, objected to 
him, & made a statement to the justices, in the 
presence of other persons, imputing perjury to 
pitf. In an action for slander the jury found that 
deft. made the statement bond fide, believing it to 
be true :—Held: the statement was properly 
made before the justices, & was a privileged com- 


munication.—KERSHAW v. BAILEy (1848), 1 
ee 17 L. J. Ex. 129; 12 J. P. 663; 154 
-R. 316. 


1597. Statement by public body—Publication of 
minutes—Intimating removal of member from 
register.]—By Medical Act, 1858 (c. 90), the General 
Council of Medical Education & Registration were 
established, one of their duties being to keep a 
register of medical practitioners. y sect. 29 
‘if any registered medical practitioner shall after 
due inquiry be gucsed the general council to 
have been guilty of amous conduct in any 
professional respect, the general council may, if 
they see fit, direct the registrar to erase the name 
of such medical practitioner from the register ”’ :— 
Held: (1) if the council, acting bond fide & after 
due inquiry, had adjudged a medical practitioner 
to have been guilty of infamous conduct in a 
professional respect, the ct. has no jurisdiction to 
review their decision; (2) the publication of the 
minutes of the council, containing a report of their 
proceedings comprising a statement that the name 
of a specified medical practitioner has been removed 
from the register on the ground that, in the opinion 
of the council, he has been guilty of infamous 
conduct in a professional respect, is, if the report 
be accurate, & published bond fide & without 
malice, privileged, & the medical practitioner can- 
not maintain an action of libel against the council 
in respect of the publication—ALLBUTT v. 
GENERAL COUNCIL OF MEDICAL EpvucaTION & 
REGISTRATION (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 400; 58 L. J. 
Q. B. 606; 61 L. T. 585; 5435. P. 36; 37 W. R. 
771; 5T.L. R. 651, C. A. 

‘Anaolidions :—As to (1) Refd. Partridge rv. General Council 


of Medieal Education & TL a (1892), 67 J. P. 4; 
se ie wae CURE ae 958 ; Pratt o. British 

eerie a oc to (2) Consd. 
conn ae 'Q.B od. Man- 


»{19 gh, (1800), 


BROUKHORST, [1918] T. P. D. 165.— 
8. AF. 


h. Communication to Licensing 
Board.}—A member of a Licensing 
Board has no privilege such as may 
attach to a judicial capacity of pro- 
tection for any statements made by 
him at a meeting of the Board.— DELIA 


v. NEETHLING (1874), Buch. 129.— 
s. AF. 


k. Communication to chamber of 
commerce-——By fellow member.}--A com- 
munication anade bond fide & without 


& upon sufficient unds, at 
@ meeting of a chamber of cameos 
by once member concerning quotes 


within 
ad Pate on of a ablecs tthe ae rohembon 


—~KRrOGER & Co. 
° ‘Berrincrow ( Neen, 3 2 ie DC. C. 361.—~ 


« * 


momber, on a subject 


eeepc anatomanrate 


-}—Fo D- 
(1876), Buch. 37.8. ‘ar? 
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x. Communications by and to Corporations, 
Companies, etc. 

1598. Communication to committee—By member 
—Director to board shag Mt ie beri d auditor.] 
—Pitf., the secretary of a co. called the Brewers’ 
Insurance co., being charged with misconduct, 
was called upon to attend a board of directors 
for the purpose of explanation, but declined 
to do so, whereupon the directors, after hearing 
the nature of the charges, passed a resolution 
declaring him to have been guilty of gross mis- 
conduct & dismissing him from their service. 
Deft., who was a director of that co., & also 
of another co. called the London Necropolis 
co., communicated the fact of pltf.’s dismissal 
from the service of the former co. “for gross 
misconduct,” at a board meeting of the latter co., 
& proposed a resolution to dismiss him from his 
employment as their auditor, &, in answer to an 
inquiry from the chairman, said that the miscon- 
duct consisted in ‘‘ obtaining money from the solrs. 
of the co. under false pretences, & paying a debt 
of his own with it’’; &, upon pltf.’s appearing on 
a subsequent day with his attorney before the 
board, to meet the charges against him, deft. 
refused to go into them. In an action of slander: 
—Held: the communication was privileged, & 
deft.’s refusal to go into the charges in the presence 
of pltf. & his attorney, was no evidence of malice 
that could properly be submitted to the jury ; for 
that, such refusal being consistent with bona 
fides, bona fides was to be presumed until the con- 
trary was proved.—HARRIs v. THOMPSON (1853), 
py 333 ; 20 L. T. 0.8.99; 138 EB. R. 1228. 

o na rie eh Apld. Laughton v. Sodor & Man (Bp.) (1872), 

1598. ——— By official—Regarding applicant for 
charitable relief.| WALLER v. Loc, No. 1445, ante. 

1600. Communication to general members—By 
directors—Circular letter.|LAWLESS v. ANGLO- 
EGYPTIAN Corron Co., No. 1481, ante. 

1601. ~ At general meeting.|—A 
person who had been manager of a local branch 
of a co-operative society sued the chairman of the 
society for slander. At a large meeting the con- 
duct of pltf., of whom complaints had been made, 
was brought forward, & deft., the chairman, in 
answer to questions, made certain statements as 
to pltf. to the effect that ‘“‘ he was a thorn in the 
side’ of three former head managers when he 
had acted as branch manager, & that he was often 
late to business, adding, ‘‘ I have met him myself 
coming down smelling strongly of drink.” It was 
put to the meeting that pltf. should be dismissed, 
& out of 130 persons present about 90 voted for 
his issal, & only 40 against it, & he was accord- 
ingly dismissed. He then brought an action 
against the chairman for slander in respect of the 
statements 80 made, & at the trial in the county 
ct. the judge held that the occasion was privileged 
& directed a nonsuit, there being, in his opinion, 
no evidence of malice :—Held: the county ct. 
udge was right in directing a nonsuit.—Storr v. 

VANS (1887), 3 T. L. R. 603, D. C. 

1602. ——- By fellow member—At general 
ppt ipes Steno Words spoken by one member of 
& charitable association to another, respecting the 
conduct of a medical man employed by the associa- 
tion, are not a privileged communication. 

(2) Semble : if they had been spoken at a meeting 
of the association, held for the consideration of the 
medical. man's conduct, it would be otherwise.— 
Hat BW. eons Moy BAL & Bless 2 

- e 3 eV. * a ° 3 e . 
K. B. 48; 11 B. R. 1268. , 
Annotations —~As to {1) Gonsd. Kine v. Sewell (1838), 3 
J.—~-VOL. X 
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1 M. £ W. 297. ds to (2) Refd. Kine v. Sewell (1838), 3 
M. & W. 297; Padmore v, Lawrence (1840), 4 J. P. 42. 
Generally, Hearne ¢. Stowell (1841), 12 Ad. & El. 719. 
1608, ———- —— .j—Myrorr v. SLEIGHT, 


No. 346, ante. 
1604, ——— —— Circular letter.]—HiILLv. Hart- 


Davins, No. 225], post 
1605. Statement by one member to another— 
Regarding employee.|—MARTIN v. STRONG, No. 
» ante. 


xi. Statements by Public Officials. 

1606. Whether privileged.|—Where the justices 
for a borough, to facilitate business, at the general 
annual licensing meeting ordered the head con- 
stable to issue to persons having business at the 
meeting copies of his report stating grounds of 
objection to renewal of licenses:—Held: the 
publication was upon a privileged occasion, & 
in the absence of express malice an action for libel 
would not lie against the head constable for 
defamatory statements in the grounds of objection. 
—ANDREwS v. Notr BowERr, [1895] 1 Q. B. 888 ; 
64 L. J. Q. B. 5386; 72 L. T. 5380; 59 J. P. 420; 
43 W. R. 582; 11 T. L. R. 350; 14 BR. 404, C. A, 

rad ——.|—-MANGENA v. WRIGHT, No. 1722, 
post, 

1608. .}—(1) Upon a plea that a libel was 
published on a privileged occasion it is for the 
judge to determine whether the occasion is privi- 
leged & whether the privilege has been exceeded. 

(2) It is for the judge, & the judge alone, to 
determine as a matter of law whether the occasion 
is privileged, unless the circumstances attending 
it are in dispute, in which case the facts necessary 
to raise the question of law should be found by the 
jury (Lorp FINLay, C.). 

(3) Where a libel contains defamatory matter 
not referable to the duty or interest which gives 
rise to the privileged occasion, such matter is out- 
side the occasion & is not protected ; & such excess 
of privilege in part of a defamatory publication 
may also be evidence of malice as to the whole of 
it. Excessive language in regard to a matter 
within the privileged occasion is material only as 
evidence of malice. Semble: in determining 
whether such language is evidence of malice, 
it will not be subjected to strict scrutiny. 

(4) A public official, who acting under the 
direction of his principals, signs & publishes a 
libel, takes the Genetit of the privilege of his 
principals & is liable for their malice. Semble: 
evidence of malice on his part is irrelevant. 

Pitf., who was formerly an officer in a cavalry 
regiment & was subsequently elected a member of 
Parliament, in a speech in the House of Commons, 
falsely charged the General commanding the 
brigade of which his late regiment formed part 
with sending confidential reports to Headquarters 
on officers under his command, containing wi 
& deliberate misstatements. The General having 
referred the matter to the Army Council, deft., 
as secretary to the Council & by their direction, 
wrote a letter to the General, vindicating him 
against the charge made by pltf., & containing 
defamatory statements about plitf., & sent it to 
the Press for publication. The letter was widely 
published in the British & Colonial Press. In an 
action for libel by pltf. against deft., deft. pleaded 
that the letter was published on a privileged 
occasion :—Held: (5) the occasion was privileged 
& there was no evidence of malice on the part of 
either the Council or deft.; (6) having regard to 
the circumstances under which pltf.’s charge was 
made, the publication of the libel was not unreason- 
ably wide ; (7) in the special circumstances of the 
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", ett. & wiv.) 

case the defamatory statements were strictly 

relevant to the vindication of the General, & the 

whole of the letter was protected.—-ADAM v. WARD, 

{1917] A. C. 8090; 86 L. J. K. B. 849; 117 L. T. 

S00 ri T.L. R. 277, H. 1.3; affg. (1915), 31 T. L. RB. 

»C. A, 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Tournier v. National Provincial 
& Union Bank of England, {1924] 1 K. B. 461. Aes to 
(3) Refd. Gerhold v. Baker (1918), 35 T. L. R. 102. Asto 
(4) Refd. London Assoon. for Protection of Trade v. 
Greenlands (1915), 85 L. J. K. B. 698. 


xii. Statements at Elections. 

1609. Whether privileged—Letter to newspaper 
by elector.]|— Where a candidate for the representa- 
tion of a borough, circulated an address to the 
electors, asking for their suffrages, & claiming to be 
a fit & proper person to represent them in Parlia- 
ment; & an elector of that borough published in 
a newspaper two letters addressed to the candi- 
date: the first in answer to the circular, & the 
second in consequence of the treatment he had 
received from the candidate on the day of nomina- 
tion at the hustings, & both letters contained 
imputations on the private character of the candi- 
date. In an action for libel, brought by the 
candidate :—Held: the circumstances under 
which the letters were published did not render 
them privileged communications.—DUNCOMBE ¥. 
DANYELL (1837), 8 C. & P. 222; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 
101; 2 Jur. 32. 


Annotations :—Refd. Pankhurst v. Hamilton (1887), 3 


T. L. R. 500. Mentd. Kirkman v. Jervis (1839), 7 Dowl. 
678; Speck v. Phillips (1839), 7 Dowl. 470; Haller v. 
Worman (1861), 3 L. T. 741. 





1610. Communication by one agent to 
another—Alleging bribery.|—F. & B. were candi- 
dates at a Parliamentary election. The defts. 


were agents of B., & on the day of the election, 
whilst the poll was proceeding, one of them wrote 
to the agent of F., stating that bribery on F.’s 
behalf was going on. B. was returned & on the 
next day pltf.’s name was mentioned by the deft. 
to F.’s agent as that of a briber. A discussion 
upon the imputation ensued, which resulted in 
defts. transmitting to F.’s ent on the day 
following a document signed by both of them 
‘ certifying ’’ that pltf. had been personally 
eunty of bribery. In an action of defamation 
rought upon this document :—Held : the occasion 
was not privileged. Qu.: whether it would have 
been privileged if a petition against the return of 
B. had been presented or contemplated, the 
twenty-one days during which such a petition 
might have been presented not having elapsed.— 
DICKESON v. HILLIARD (1874), L. R. 9 Exch. 79; 
43 L. J. Ex. 37; 30 L. T. 1963; 22 W. R. 372. 
1611. ——— Provided no malice ies 
WIspom v. BRown (1885), 1 T. L. R. 412, N. P. 


xiii. Statements by and to Ministers of Religion. 

1612. Letter to member of congregation—Con- 
cerning proposed minister.]-—— BLACKBURN  v. 
BLACKBURN, No. 1869, post. 

1613, Letter to bishop of diocese—Regarding be- 
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haviour of incumbent.]—A letter written to a 
bishop, informing him of @ report current in 4 

arish, in his diocese, that the incumbent of a 

istrict in that parish had collared the school- 
master, & that a fight ensued between them, is a 
privileged communication if such letter was 
written to the bishop honestly, to call his attention 
to a rumour in the parish which was bri 
scandal on the church, & not from any malicious 
motive; & it is not material that the writer of the 
letter did not live in the district to the incumbent 
of which the letter refers.—JAMES v. BosTON 
(1845), 2 Car. & Kir. 4, N. P 

1614, Circular letter by vicar—Concerning former 
parish schoolmaster.]—Pitf. was master of a 
“national school” in the parish of C., of which 
deft. was rector & also one of the managers of the 
school. Deft. requested pltf. to teach a Sunda 
school in connection with the national school, 
which he declined, on account of the increased 
labour, & was in consequence dismissed. PItf. 
being about to set up a school on his own account 
in the same parish, deft. wrote, & distributed in 
that & the adjoining parish a pastoral letter, in 
which he denounced pltf.’s conduct as unchristian- 
like, & warned his parishioners against affording 
any countenance to the projected school, either by 
subscriptions or by sending their children to it. 
The judge at the trial having ruled that this 
letter was a privileged communication, & that, 
there being no evidence of express malice, deft. was 
entitled to a verdict :—Held: (1) the com- 
munication was not privileged, & there was evi- 
dence for the jury of express malice ; (2) in deter- 
mining the question of malice the jury might look 
at the libel itself—GILPIn v. Fow.er (1854), 9 
Exch. 615; 23 L. J. Ex. 162; 23 L. T. O. S. 22; 
18 Jur. 292 ; 2 W. R. 272; 156 EB. R. 263, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Cooke v. Wildes (1855), 6 
EK. & B. 328. Refd. Clark v. Molyneux (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 


1615. Letter concerning member of church con- 
gregation.}|—-(1) A communication made bond fide 
upon any subject-matter in which the party 
communicating has an interest, or in reference to 
which he has, or honestly believes he has, a duty, 
is privileged, if made to a person having a corre- 
sponding interest or duty, although it contain 
criminatory matter which, without this privilege, 
would be slanderous & actionable. 

A., & well esteemed member of a congregation 
in London notorious for its extreme high church 
notions, being on a visit to a Mrs. H., also a 
member of the same congregation, who was residi 
for a time at S., in Berkshire, was by her introduce 
to B., the rector of the parish, a gentleman of 
similar religious tendencies. ‘The latter intro- 
duced A. to one of his parishioners, a farmer 
named F., with whom A. soon became on terms of 
intimacy, staying on several occasions at F.’s 
farm with different members of his family. After 
the lapse of some months, F., conceiving that he 
had ground of complaint against A. with regard 
to some private transactions which he com- 
municated to B., brought an action against A. 
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answer charge. AUTHIER v. JEAN- | may be actionable if put maliciously | *s authorit 
NOTTE (1898), 28 8. C. R. 690-—-GAN. | with the object of clre ting a slander. action af daniacse kr aiecie peu: 
n. ———~ Question at meeting..\—A | —-CRICK 0. BUTLER (1891), 12 N. 8. W. | 9 candidate for elderahip, av that 
question put at a public meeting to a | L. R. 75; 7 N.S. W. W. N. 141.— defender, h had 
candidate for election to Parliament is | AUS. writ @ letter to him in which he 
mot actionable as slanderous, however 0. ~———.] — BRADNEY ©. ‘VirTuxK | informed him a 
maging it may be to the character | (1909), 28 N. Z. L. R. 828.—N.Z. made a serious charge against him, & 
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for board & lodging & the price of a horse which 
he alle ned been: Ronent of ia by As & 
resisted the claim as to the board & lodging on 
the pout that he & his family had resided at 
¥.’s farm as guests & not as lodgers, & the claim 
as to the horse on the ground that he had only 
taken it upon trial. In this state of things, one 
©., one of the curates of the London congregation, 
wrote to B. nya 3 him to consent to act with him 
as arbitrator in the dispute between F. & A. B. 
declined; whereupon C. again wrote to him, 
urging it upon him as a sacred duty to aid in 
averting what he called a scandal from a member 
of his (C.’s) congregation. In reply to this letter, 
B. wrote to C. giving him his reasons for declining 
to act as arbitrator, imputing to A. very gross 
misconduct, & adding, *‘I think it my dace to 
unmask him to you.’’ This letter having been 
handed by C. to A., & the latter having com- 
menced an action for a libel against B., B. came to 
London, & called on Mrs. H., to whom he detailed 
some of the charges against A. That lady 
intimated her conviction that B. was mistaken in 
his opinion of A., but said she would see him on the 
subject & communicate with B. the result, adding 
that she was quite sure A. would tell her the truth. 
Mrs. H. afterwards wrote to B., with A.’s know- 
ledge, telling him that A. denied all the charges 
alleged against him, & reiterating her confidence 
in A.’s integrity. B. thereupon wrote in answer to 
Mrs. H. substantially repeating the charges, saying, 
as to one of them, that there was not a shadow of 
doubt but that the complaint was correct, & that if 
A. denied it in the witness box he would be 
indicted for perjury. This letter was also handed 
to A. who, knowing it was coming, called on Mrs. H. 
for it, & a second action was the result. The two 
actions having been consolidated, the jury at the 
trial found that the charges contained in the letters 
were unfounded, but that B. was not actuated by 
malice :—Held: both letters were privileged, on 
the ground that they were written by deft. in what 
he believed to be the honest discharge of a social 
& moral duty, & on a subject-matter in which the 
writer had an interest in making the communica- 
tions, & the persons respectively receiving them 
had an interest in the receipt of them. 

(2) Judges who have from time to time to deal 
with questions as to whether the occasion justified 
the speaking or the writing of the defamatory 
matter, have all felt great difficulty in defining what 
kind of social or moral duty, or what amount of 
interest, will afford a justification; but all are 
clear that it is a question for the judge to decide 


that defender could not ordain pursuer 


lighthouse keeper.}—A letter to a news- 


(ERLE, O.J.).—WHITELEY v. ADAMS (1863), 15 
CG. B. N. 8. 892; 3 New Rep. 126; 33 L. J. 0. P. 
89; 9 L. T. arte Jur. N. S. 470; 12 W. R. 
158; 143 E.R. 838. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Laughton v. Sodor & Man 

(Bp )(1872), L.R.4P.0.495, Consd. Henwood v. Harrison 
(1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 606; Clark v. eo neu C1877), 3 

. B. D. 237. Apld. Stuart v. Bell, [1891] 2 Q. B. 341. 
efd. Cowles v. Potts (1865), 6 New , 289; Hebditch 

v. Macllwaine, [1894] 2 Q. B. 54; Macintosh ». ; 

{1908} A. GC. 390; London Assocn. for Protection of Trade 

v. Greenlands, [1916] 2A4.0C.15; Adam v. Ward, {1917 

A. CG. 309. 46 to (2) Refd. Allbutt v. General Council o 

Medical Education & Registration (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 400 ; 

Stuartv. Bell, [1891] 2 Q. B.341 ; London Assocn. for Pro- 

tection of Trade v. Greenlands, {1916} 2 A.C.15; Adam v. 

Ward, [1917] A. C. 309. 

1616. Statement to vicar of parish—Concerning 
own & solicitor’s conduct—In relation to trust 
property.|—-Daviis v. SNEAD, No. 1455, ante. 

1617. Bishop’s charge to clergy—Containing 
defence of own conduct.|—-LAUGHTON v. Sopor & 
Man (Bp.), No. 1451, ante. 

1618. Communication from clergyman to curate 
—Referring to ecclesiastical matters.}|—CLARK 


v. MOLYNEUX, No. 1922, post. 


xiv. Other Cases. 

1619. Words used by way of counsel.|—-Words 
are not actionable if art are used by way of gore 
counsel.—VANSPIKE v. CLEYSON (1597), Cro. Eliz. 
541; 78 H.R. 788. 

Annotation -—Consd. Bromage v. Prosser (1825), 6 Dow. & 

Ry. K. B. 296. 

1620. Statement in ‘‘ confidence & friendship & 
by way of warning.’’]—HERVER v. Dowson (1765), 
Bull. XN. P. 8, N. P 


‘Annotations -—Distd. Rogers v. Clifton (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 


587. btd. Coxhead wv. Richards (1846), 2 C. B. 569. 
Refd. pene v. Prosser (1825), 3 L. J, O.S. K. B. 203. 


1621. Statement as to plaintiff’s commercial 
honesty.]—(1) Though a letter, written con- 
fidentially by the correspondents of a foreign 
mercantile house, contain very strong expressions 
concerning third persons engaged in mercantile 
transactions, imputing to such persons “‘ notoriety 
for everything but fair dealing, & a strict adherence 
to their engagements 3 yet, semble: those 
expressions will not, per se, take away the privilege 
which attaches to such a communication, & make 
the letter a libel. (2) The transmission of the 
letter by deft. to his correspondent held a sufficient 
publication by deft.—Warp v. SMITH (1830), 6 
Bing. 749; 4 C. & P. 302; 4 Moo. & P. 595; 8 
L. J. 0.8. C. P. 294; 1380 EB. R. 1469. 

1622. Letter regarding candidate for post with 
company—From one shareholder to another.|— 
A. was engaged to superintend the works of a 


ment of the character of the applicant. 


as eldor with such a charge againat his 

character :—-Held : the occasion was 

Hip hae ea 7h ae v. WYLIE, [1916] 
e Cc. §6.—SCOT. 


A, (6) xiv, 


q. Statement aa to plaintiff's un- 
fitness as solicitor.)-——-ToBin v. GANNON 
(1901), $4 N. S. R. 9.—OAN., 

r. Communication to plaintiff's aolici- 
tor.)— Communication of de atory 
matter to the solr. of the party alleged 
to be defamed ig privileged if done 
without malice & to give informa- 
tion of interest to such party in 
ae oie Agen the gee is suport 
rl a u. ROMIE * Fs | 
{1919} 3 W. W. R. §39.— CAN. ; 


t. Statement as to teacher's oha- 
Serenata oor tet 
U.C. R. 684—0AN, oO 28 

a. Statement as to conduct of 


paper commenting on the conduct of a 
ighthouse keeper on the occasion of 
the wreck of a veasel, & mak: state- 
ments tending to show that he had 
acted in an inhuman manner, & had 
not taken the proper means to save the 
lives of the crew, is not a privileged 
communication.— BROWN v. ELDER 
(1888), 27 N. B. R. 465.—CAN. 


b. Statement as to medical prac- 
titioner—Relating to prospective appoint- 


ment—Unfitness as examiner of lunatic 
in .}_-SHAVER v. LINTON (1862), 
22 U. C. R. 177,—OAN. 

membership of 


c. Applicant for 
‘armers’ association—Statement as to 
character.}—When a person is applying 
for membership in an organisation of 
a character euch as that of the United 
Farmers of Alberta it is the duty of a 
emer who knowa of the application 


anythi that he knows & 
foneetiy’ believes to be to the detri- 


—HALMRAST v. CHISHOLM (Alta.), 
(1924) 1 W. W. R. 140.—CAN., 

d. Statement to ome mer — 
Other formerly associate of glars— 
Informant a detective.|—Deft. a govern- 
ment detective, knowing that one M. 
was in partnership with pltf., informed 
him that pltf. was connected with a 
gang of burglars which deft. had been 
the means of breaking up, & put him 
on hia guard :—Held: the communica- 
tion was privileged.—SMITH v, ARM- 
STRONG (1866), 26 U. C. R. 57.—OAN, 

e. Statement to prospective husband 
—As to intended wife’s ideal 
Ross v. BuUCKE (1891), 21 O. R, 692. 
—CAN 


f. Im tng treachery to trade 
union eet er—In journal of union.}— 
BEAULIEU wv. COCHRANE (1898), 29 
O. R. 151, §98.—CAN, 

i hla apie emt AS Fra 
: ng ee Relat: 
making a complaint to a chemist that 
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Sect. 8.—Qualified privilege: Sub-sect. 3, C., D. & 
By eB. (a) & 
verdict must be for deft.—H.oarB v. Topp (1850), 
16 L. T. O. S. 86. 
.]—Pitf.’s attorney having at his 
desire written to deft. demanding payment of an 
alleged debt, the latter sent a letter he attorney 


containing gross ron deareug es upon pitf.’s character, 
wholly unconnected with the demand made upon 
him :—Held: not a privileged communication, 


although the jury found that the letter was 
written bond fide, & negatived malice in fact.— 
HUNTLEY v. WARD (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 514; 338 
ree O. S. 187; 6 Jur. N. 8S. 18; °141 E. R. 


Annotations :—Distd. Stevens v. Kitchener (1887), 4 T. L. R. 
158; Reid, McQuire v. Western Morning News Co., [1903) 


1645. ———- ———.}—Where an underwriter, in 
discussing with an agent of the assured a claim on 
his part as for a total loss, made a statement pur- 
porting to be founded on a letter of the assured 
which he professed to have seen, implying a design 
to make such a claim dishonestly, no such letter 
having been written :—Held: the occasion was 
privileged, but whether the communication was 
so, would depend on the motive with which it was 
made & whether there was a mere mistake or a 
statement wilfully false —HaNcocKk v. CASE 
(1862),2 F. & F. 711. 

. tradesman received a 
letter in the name of deft. containing an order for 
goods. The goods were sent & returned by deft., 
on the ground that he had not ordered them. At 
his request the tradesman sent him the letter 
containing the order, when he wrote to the trades- 
man stating that in his opinion, & he firmly 
believed, the letter was written by pltf. :—Held: 
the statement, having been made bond fide, was a 
privileged communication.—Crorr v. STEVENS 
(1862),7 H. & N. 570; 31 L. J. Ex. 143; 5 L. T. 
683; 26 J. P.200; 10 W. R. 272; 158 E. R. 598. 
Annotation :—Refd. Stuart v. Bell, [1891] 2 Q. B. 341. 

1647. ———.]—A policy holder having, in 
the course of a dispute with an insurance co., 
tele a pamphlet accusing the directors of 
raud, & they having published a pamphlet in 
answer, declaring these charges to be false & 
calumnious, & also asserting that, in a suit he had 
instituted, he had sworn, in support of those 
charges, in opposition to his own handwriting ; & 
evidence being given that there was ground for 
these statements, & the pamphlet of the co. having 
been only handed by the manager to a party 
applying for a policy, in answer to an inquiry by 
him as to the case :—Held : if the publication was 
fair, bond fide, & without malice, & not for the pur- 
pose of injuring the policy holder, but of vindicating 
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1649 i. Whether privileged.}—It is ao 
ood defence to an action for libel that 
ft. published the words complained 
of bond fide & without malice in reason- 
able & necessary defence of his pro- 





ding himeelf 


CHARAN GHOSE 
Cale. 318; 8 C. 


him by pitf. & for the sole purpose of 
defen self from such an attack, 
then the occasion is hk nara 
AMRITA NATH MITTER  v. BHOY 

1004), I. L. R. 32 
e N. 731.—IND. 
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the co., then it was privileged; & if his charges 
were false, the publication, even if not privileged, 
was justified, because, , they were 
calumnious.—Kornic v. Rircute (1862), 3 F. & 


1648, ——— .J—Declaration that pltf., a 
certificated master mariner, having been employed 
as master of certain vessels, his services were 
retained by the proprietor of ship U.; that he was 
getting ready to take command thereof when he 
ound that deft. insurance society had intimated to 
the proprietor that if pltf. were to take command 
of her the societ would refuse to continue to insure 
her; that he then took certain steps in order to 
induce the society to reconsider their resolution 
or to give him an opportunity of refuting the 
reasons they might have for it, but in vain; that 
by reason of this proceeding on the part of the 
society he had lost his employment, & that this 
arbitrary & vexatious conduct on the part of 
the saga ager him considerable damage in 
depriving him of his employment, & consequently 
of the means of providing for & maintaining his 
family, praying that the conduct of the society 
might be declared illegal, arbitrary, & vexatious, 
& that they might pay damages £500. Plea in 
effect that defts. acted upon information which 
they believed to be true that pltf. was addicted to 
intemperance, that they commupicated their 
refusal to insure, but not their information, to the 
shipowner, that they did so in good faith, & with- 
out any malice towards pltf., without any desire 
to injure him, & in the honest belief that the 
information they had received was sufficient to 
justify the course which they took :—Held: (1) 
such defence, if proved, was a sufficient answer to 
the primé facie cause of action disclosed by the 
declaration. The representation made by the 
defts. was clearly one made in the conduct of their 
own affairs & in matters in which their own 
interest was concerned; (2) such defence was 
established by proof that defts. had received such 
information, & had reason to believe it to be true, 
without conclusively establishing habits of in- 
temperance against pltf. as upon a plea of justi- 
fication.—HAMON v. FaLLE (1879), 4 App. Cas. 
247; 48 L. J.P. C. 45, P.C. 
Annotations ;—As to (1) Apld. Hunt v. G. N. Ry. (1890), 55 





J. P. 234. Refd. Stuart v. Bell, [180)} 2 Q. 

1649. ——.]—-STEVENS v. KITCHENER (1887), 4 
T. L. R. 159. 

1650. ——-.]|—-NEVILL v. FINE ART & GENERAL 


INSURANCE Co., No. 1010, ante. 


D. Statements in Answer to Question by Partly 
Defamed. 


1651. Whether privileged.|—Warr v. JOLLY, 
No. 1497, ante. 


1649 villi. ———.}—Held: the words 
complained of, having been spoken in 
bond fide self-defence & with reference 
to a matter in which deft. had an 
interest, were privileged.—TOWELL v. 
FALLON (1913), 47 I. L. T. 176.—IR. 


perty against injurious statements b 1640 vi. ———.}—Where a party pub- ourets ; v. RTH 
ltt. conce that. property. | lishes in a nowspaper statements | parr iy, Cot UsDAy aI (ce of 
ORTON v. HOARE (1913), fi Cc. L. R. | reflecting on the conduct or character | seas.) 379; 31 Be. "sh BR. 873: 18.L.T 
310.—AUS of another, the aggrieved y 460 ) or 
1649 if. ——.]— ; entitled to have recourse to the public p : etnies 
" eseee Mec tee press for his defence & vindication ; Picsarr 5) pe wren ence NTT 
(1876), 38 U. C. R. 76.—OAN : if, in so » he reflects on the | 43°, 'L, R! 201: 138. L. T. 691.— 
1649 if. ——.}—Srew : ScuL conduct or character of his assailant scoT. ; ees : 
THORP (1894), 28 0. He S4h—~ CAN, | {tls for the jury to say whether he did . 
; Ete . so honestly in self-defence, or waa | a ve qs eo a 


1649 iv. ——.}—R. ». SLATER (1890 7 
I. L. R. 15 Bom, 351.—IND. ; 


1649 v. ——.J—In an action to re- 
cover damages for libel, if it is proved | 124 
that what deft. wrote waa written bond 


in answer to the attack made on 


actuated by malice towards the 
who originally assailed ——-O 
GHUE 2. Useey (1871), I. R26 ©. 


1649 vil. ——-.}——-Dwyzrv, FeMONDE 
(1878), 2 L. R. ir. 
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1652. ———.]—(1) Where & person courts the 

alleged slander by a question, the occasion is 
privileged: 
(2) ere evidence has been given showing an 
utterly untrue statement to have been made, that 
is of itself sufficient primd facie evidence of 
express malice.—-PALMER v. HUMMERSTON (1883), 
Cab. & El. 36. 

1653. Inquiry caused by former statement 
oe defendant.|—Grirrirus v. Lewis, No. 1499, 
ante. 





E. Privileged Reports. 
See Sub-sect. 4, post. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—PRIVILEGED REports. 
A. In General. 


1654. Limit of privilege—Reports made to 
editors of newspapers.|— Davis v. SHEPSTONE, No. 
1746, post. | 


B. Judicial Proceedings. 
(a) In General. 

1655. General rule— Report privileged.) — An 
action cannot be maintained for publishing a true 
account of the proceedings of a ct. of justice, 
however injurious such publication may be to the 
character of an individual. Qu.: whether the 
matter of justification ought not to be pleaded.— 
CURRY v. WALTER (1796), 1 Bos. & P. 525; 1 
Esp. 456; 126 BE. R. 1046. 

Annotations :—Expld. Knobell v. Fuller (1797), Peake, 
dd. Cas. 139; Stiles v. Nokes (1806), 7. Kast, 493, 
. R. v. Fisher (1811), 2 Camp. 563. Consd. R. vw. 
(1813), 1 M. & S. 273; R. v. Carlile (1819), 3 

B. & Ald. 167; Duncan v. Thwaites (1824), 3 B. & C. 556 ; 

Stockdale v. Hansard (1839), 9 Ad. & El. i. Apia. Lewis 

v. Levy (1858), E. B. & KE. 537. Folld. Usill v. Hales 

(1878), 3 C. P. D. 319. Refd. Carr v. Jones (1806), 3 

Smith, K. B. 491; Stockley v. Clement (1827), 12 Moore, 

©. P. 376; Smith v. Thomas (1835), 2 Scott, 546; Kimber 

v. Press Assocn., [1893] 1 9; B. 65; R.v. Evening News, 

Ez. p. Hobbs, [1925] 2K. B. 158. 

1656. ——.|— KIMBER v. PRESS ASSOCN., 
No. 1666, post. 

1657. Ground of privilege.|-MAcDOUGALL v. 
KNIGHT, No. 1698, poat. 

1658. -]—Pltf. was summoned for a breach 
of 56 & 57 Vict. c. 56, s. 1 (1), & convicted. Ina 
report of the proceedings in the police ct. defts. 
stated in their newspaper that pltf. was prosecuted 
for ‘‘ having issued a certain invoice as to the 
quality of manure sold by him to S., on Jan. 26, 
which he knew to be false.’”” The summons did 
not contain the words ‘‘ which he knew to be 
false,” but these words appeared in the abstract 
of the charge in the charge sheet, which was shown 
to defts.’ reporter, & which was a copy identical 
with the charge sheet subsequently signed by the 
chairman of the magistrates :—Held: the entry 
In the c e sheet was not a minute or memo- 
randum of the order for conviction within Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction Act, 1848 (c. 43), s. 14. 

_ The privilege given to reports of proceedings 
in cts. is based upon this, that, as every one cannot 
be in ct., it is for the public benefit that they should 








——.]—GOO8EN v. SCHEEPERS, 1685 ii. —— 


Pare |e 
11914) EB. D. L. 249.—8, AF. 
VI. sal 7 Wihaadieseideas 4.— 
» (B). 
1655 i. General rule—Report privi- 


“4d. —A. & accurate repor 
a ot. of justice is 1655 iii 


—— 


ft 


'od.—-HUTCHIBON v. ROBINSON STUBBS, LTD. ae 
21 N.S. W. L. R. 130; 16 814; 40 Se L. 
¥. W. N. 954.—~AUS. 77.——-SCOT. 





.}—The publication 
of a public record, e.g. a judgment, of 
a ot. of justice, is not, per se, an action- 
able libel.—Cos@ravVE v. TRADE AUXI- 


LIARY Co. (1874), I. R. 
IR. 


Paine | FULTON v, 
8), 5 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 
R. 620; T. 
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be informed of what takes place substantially as 
if they were present.—FURNISS v. CAMBRIDGE 
DaILy News, Lp. (1907), 23 T. L. R. 705, O. A. 


(b) What are Judicial Proceedings. 


1659. General rule.|—UsiIL1 v. HAs, No. 1665, 
post, 

1660. Preliminary investigation before magis- 
trate.|—The publication in a newspaper of the 
depositions taken before a justice of the peace on 
a criminal charge, before the party is tried, is 
libellous, & a misdemeanour; neither can the 
printer on an information against him for a libel, 
give them in evidence, to show that they were 
Raed published.—R. v. LEE (1804), 5 Esp. 123, 


Annotations :—Retd. Duncan v. Thwaites (1824), 3 B. & C. 
556; Delegal v. hley (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 950; R. wv. 
Parke, [1903) 2 K. B. 432. 


1661. -|—In a newspaper a report was 
given of a case heard before a justice of the peace 
at the Bow Street office. The statement charged 
a person with a criminal offence, & consequently 
was a libel :—Held: if it was a fair & true report 
of what occurred at the office, yet it was unlawful 
in the editors of the newspaper to publish it.— 
DUNCAN v. THWAITES (1824), 3 B. & C. 556; 5 
Dow. & Ry. K. B. 447; 3 L. J. O. S. K. B. 3; 
107 BE. R. 840. 

Annotations :—Distd. Lewis v. Levy (1858), E. B. & E. 537 


Refd. Pinero v, Goodlake (1867), 15 L. T. 676; Usill v. 
Hales (1878), 3 C. P. D. 319. 


1662. ——— Where application ex parte.|—It is 
libellous to publish the preliminary examinations 
taken ex parte before a magistrate previous to 
committing a man for trial or holding him to bail 
for an offence with which he is charged; the 
tendency of such a publication being to prejudice 
the minds of jurymen against the accused, & to 
deprive him of a fair trial.—R. v. FisHer (1811), 2 
Camp. 563, N. P. 


Annotations :—Expld. R. v. Tibbits, [1902] 1 K. 
Refd. Delegal v. Highley (1837), 5 Scott, 154; 
Parke, [1903] 2 K. B. 432. 


1663. .]}—Qu.: whether the publica- 
tion of a fair & correct account of proceedings, 
ex parte upon a charge before a magistrate is or 
is not a privileged publication.— DELEGAL v. 
HIGHLEY (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 950; 3 Hodg. 158 ; 
5 Scott, 154; 6 L. J. C. P. 337; 132 E. R. 677. 
Annotations :—Mentd. James v. Phelps (1840), 11 Ad. & EI. 

483; Turner v. Ambler (1847), 11 Jur. 346. 

1664. .|—Io an action for libel there 
is no distinction between a mere ex parte investiga- 
tion before a magistrate & the regular proceedings 
in a ct. of law: & therefore deft. in such action 
cannot sect up in answer to it any privilege, on the 
ground that the libel complained of was a report 
of a mere preliminary investigation before a 
magistrate, such distinction being abolished.— 
PINERO v. GOODLAKE (1867), 15 L. T. 676, N. P. 

1665. Refusal of summons.]——The 
rule that the publication of a fair & correct report 
of proceedings taking place in a ct. of justice 
is privileged extends to proceedings taking place 
publicly before a magistrate, though such proceed- 
ings consist of an ex p. application for a criminal] 





B. 77. 
RR. v. 




















PART VI. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 4— 
B. (b). 


a. Examination of bankrupt before 
official assignee.J—The examination of 
a bkpt. before the official assignee in 
bkpcy. is a judicial proceeding, & the 
publication of the evidence given by 

he bkpt. stands on the same foo 
as the examination of a witness in a ct. 


of rege as v. PELLING 
(188 )» § N. Z. L. R. 354 (Ss. C.).—-N.Z. 


8 C. L. 349. 


11 S. L. 
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Sect. 3.—Qualified privilege: Sub-sect. 4, B. (@) 1., 
ti. & vii.) 

of the judge or jury should, if necessary, be brought 
to the bar of public opinion, like all other matters 
of public concern (COCKBURN, C.J.).—W0OODGATE 
v. Ripovut (1865), 4 F. & F. 202. 

1682. ore ALLAH BEY v. WHITEHURST, 
No. 1734, post. 

1688, ——.]—MmissicH v. Luoyps, No. 1717, 


post. 
1684. ——.]—-Dopson v. OWEN, No. 1695, post. 
1685, ——-.|—-MacDOUGALL v. KNIGHT, No. 1699, 


post. 

1686. ——-..—-RUMNEY v. WALTER (1892), 8 
T. L. R. 256. 

1687. Statements untruly reported as proved 
facts..—A report of proceedings in a police ct., 
which states as proved facts matters ay bese by the 
solr. for the prosecution, but contradicted by all 
the evidence pone is not privileged as being a 
fair report of a trial. It is a misdirection in an 
action for libel on such report, to direct the jury 
that if they believe the libellous words reported to 
have been used in the course of the trial they 
must find for deft. It should be left to them to 
find if the report is substantially true & fair.— 
ASHMORE v. BORTHWICK (1885), 49 J. P. 792; 
27T. L. R. 113, D. C.; affd., 2 T. L. R. 209, C. A. 

1688. Untrue statement as to effect of Judgment.} 

ee & Co. v. HAYWARD & Sons, No. 125, 
ante. 


ii. Accuracy. 

1689. Verbatim report unnecessary.)—FLInT v. 
PIKE, No. 1369, ante. 

1690. -]—It is a good defence to an action 
for a libel, that it consists of a fair & impartial, 
though not verbatim, report of a trial in a ct. of 
justice; & such defence is admissible under not 
guilty, which puts in issue as well the lawfulness 
of the occasion of the publication, as the tendency 
of the alleged libel—Hoare v. SUWERLOCK 
eeu 9C. B. 20; 19L. J.C. P. 215; 137 EB. R. 


Annotations :—Refd, Lucan v. Smith (1856), 1 H. & N. 481; 

Lewis v. Levy (1858), E. B. & E. 537. 

1691. -]—(1) A fair account of proceedings 
in a ct. of justice is not a libel, even although it 
may reflect upon the character of a person impli- 
cated inthem. It is not necessary for this p Be 
that the report should be a report of all that took 
place, provided it be a fair & not a garbled account 
of the proceedings, & the onus of proof of this is 
on deft. 

(2) It is a question for the jury whether the 
report was or was not a fair one, & if satisfied 
that it was a fair one, deft. is entitled to a verdict. 

(3) It is not a justification that the alleged libel 
was oe from another newspaper, but such a 
fact will be received in mitigation of damages, as 
will also an offer by deft. to contradiction of such 
pe of the fannie re as pitf. will point out to 

as untrue.—WEAVER v. SMIT 
L. T. O. 8. 612. asians 
Pr i ———.]—-ANDREws v. CHAPMAN, No. 1707, 

1693, -|—(1) A newspaper has a right to 
publish either a verbatim a a abridged & con- 
densed report of what passes in a ct. of justice, 
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LIBEL AND SLANDER, 


even reflections there cast upon parties by counsel 
or otherwise. But it must be done fairly & 
honourably so as to convey & just impression of 
what had passed there. 
(2) Whether it is such a fair report is not a 
queseon of law for the judge, but a question for 
e opinion of the jury.—TURNER v. SULLIVAN 





(1862), 6 L. T. 180. 

1694. .|—Munissicu v. Luoyps, No. 1717, 
post. 

1695. -]|—Where a condensed report of legal 





prover cues is inserted in a newepaver it muat 
airly state the effect of the evidence given & 
statements made on behalf of the hig sitet parties 
to the proceedings.—Dopson v. OwEN (1885), 
2T. L. R. 111, D.C. 

1696. Part only of proceedings reported—-Open- 
ing by counsel—Unaccompanied by evidence.]— 
(1) A statement in a newspaper of the circum- 
stances of a cause tried in a ct. of justice, given as 
from the mouth of counsel, instead of aera 
accompanied or corrected by the evidence, is no 
such a report of the proceedings of a ct. of justice, 
as a newspaper is privileged to publish. 

(2) In mitigation of damages, deft. was allowed 
under the general issue to show that he copied this 
statement from another newspaper, but was not 
allowed to show that it had appeared concurrently 
in several other newspapers.—SAUNDERS v. MILLS 
(1829), 6 Bing. 213; 3 Moo. & P. 520; 8 L. J. 
O.S. C. P. 24; 130 BE. R. 1262. 


Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. Roberts v. Brown (1834), 
10 Bing. 519: Kimber v. Press Assocn., {1893] 1 Q. B. 65. 
Refd. Delegal v. Highley (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 950. Ae 
to (2) Consd. Pearson v. Lomaitre (1843), 5 Man. & G. 700. 
1697. ——— Report of each day’s proceedings.]— 

Lewis v. Levy, No. 1687, anie. 

1698. ——— Report of judgment alone.|—If the 


report of a judge’s judgment or summing-up 
a jury did not in fact give reasonable opportunities 
to the reader to form his own judgment as to what 
conclusion should be drawn from the evidence 
given, the publication of such partial, & in that 
respect inaccurate, representations of the evidence 
might be the subject of an action for libel to which 
the supposed privilege in what was said by a judge 
would be no answer. There is no presumption 
one way or the other as to whether a judge’s Judg- 
ment does or does not give such a complete & 
substantially accurate account of the matters upon 
which he is adjudicating as to bring it within the 
privilege. If it be so, it must be proved to be so by 
evidence, & certainly not inferred as a presump- 
tion of law.—MacDouGaLL v. KNIGHT (188Y), 
14 App. Cas. 194; 58 L. J. Q. B. 537; 60 L. T. 
a 53 J. P. 691; 38 W. KR. 44; 5 T. L. R. 390, 
Annotations :—Mentd. Smith v. Baker, [1891] A. C. 325; 
Dakhy! v. Labouchere, [1908) 2 K. B. 325, n.; Banbury 


v. Bank of Montreal, (1918] A. C. 626; Wilson v. United 
Counties Bank, {1920} A. C. 102. 


1699. .|— Deft. pues in the form 
of a pamphlet, a report of the judgment delivered 
in a former action which pltf. had brought against 
him. The pamphlet contained no report of the 
evidence given at the trial, & there were eB 
in the judgment reflecting on pitf.’s conduct. 
Pitf. brought an action for libel in respect of such 
publication, & the jury found that the pamphlet 
was a fair, accurate, & honest report of the judg- 
ment, & was published without malice, & returned 
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a& verdict for deft. Pitf. theroupon brought 
another action for libel in respect of the same 
publication; but he relied on other defamatory 
statements in the pamphlet than those set out in 
the statement of claim in the former action for 
libel. On an application to dismiss this action 
as frivolous & vexatious :—Held : (1) the questions 
for the pry in the second action for libel being 
identical with those decided in the first, a plea of 
res judicata must succeed, & the action ought to be 
stayed as frivolous & vexatious ; (2) even if pltf. 
could rely in one action on one part of the 
pamphlet, & in another action on another art, 
such a course was an abuse of the process of the 
ct., & the second action should be stayed. 

The rule of law is, that the publication, without 
malice, of an accurate report of what has been 
said or done in a judicial proceeding in a ct. of 
justice, is a privileged publication, although what 
is said or done would, but for the privilege, be 
libellous against an individual, & actionable 
at his suit, & this is true although what is published 

neporee to be & is a report, not of the whole 
fad cial proceeding, but only of a separate part of 
it, if the report of that part is an accurate report 
thereof & published without malice. 

The ground of the pevilees is that the publica- 
tion of what took place is merely a means of 
putting those who were not present in ct. in the 
porn of those who were (LorD EsHEr, M.R.).— 

cDouaat v. Knicur (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 1; 
59 L. J. Q. B. 517; 63 L. T. 43; 54 J. P. 788 ; 
88 W. R. 553; 6 T. L. R. 276, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Ord v. Ord, [1923] 2 K. B. 
Me As to (2) Refd. Stephenson v. Garnett, [1898] 1 Q. B. 


1700. ——— Imputations reported—Denial on 
oath not reported.|\—RumMNEY v. WALTER (1892), 
8 T. L. R. 256. 


ili. Introduction of Comment. 

1701. General rule.).—DELEGALL »v. HIGHLEY, 
No. 1926, post. 

1702. \—(1) Where justification & fair 
comment are pleaded as defences in an action for 
libel, the latter only arises when the former has 
failed. <A fair & bond fide comment on a matter 
of public interest suffices to protect that which 
would otherwise be defamatory. 

(2) Comment which tends to prejudice wee still 
be fair; it may convey an imputation of bad 
motive so far as the facts truly stated justify such 
an imputation. It is for the jury to say whether 
the facts justify the imputation or not. 

In an action for libel based upon two articles 
in newspapers published by defts., which stated 
certain eged facts with reference to what 
occurred in a certain polling station, & also con- 
tained comments which, ptf. alleged, charged 
him with not having acted honestly in the discharge 
of his statutory duties as deputy returning officer 
for the London County Council election, & as 

Vv been influenced by political bias, defts. 
pleaded justification & fair comment. The judge 
did not leave any separate questions to the jury, 
but directed them that it was for them to decide 
whether the articles constituted a libel, &, if so, 
whether the statements as to what happened in 
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the polling station were true, &, in so far as they 
consisted of comment, whether that comment 
was bond fide & fair comment, or whether it was 
comment which tended, as alleged, to charge pltf. 
with improper conduct. The jury returned a 
general verdict for pltf., with £800 damages :— 
Held: the judge had not properly directed the 
jury upon the issue of fair comment, inasmuch 
as he had failed to direct them that the comment 
would not be libellous if it was the honest expres- 
sion of the well-founded opinion of the writer, 
based upon the true facts, & there must conse- 
quently be a new trial on the ground of misdirec- 
tion. : 
Comment in order to be justifiable as fair 
comment must appear as comment & must not 
be so mixed up with the facts that the reader 
cannot distinguish between what is report & what 
is comment. The justice of this rule is obvious. 
If the facts are stated separately & the comment 
appears a3 an inference drawn from those facte, 
any injustice that it might do will be to some 
extent negatived by the reader seeing the grounds 
upon which the unfavourable inference is based. 
But if fact & comment be intermingled so that it 
is not reasonably clear what portion purports to 
be inference, he will naturally suppose that the 
injurious statements are based on adequate 
grounds known to the writer though not necessarily 
set out by him... . In order to give room for 
the plea of fair comment the facts must be truly 
stated. Jf the facts upon which the comment 
purports to be made do not exist the foundation 
of the plea fails. . . . To allege a criminal inten- 
tion or a disreputable motive as actuating an 
individual is to make an allegation of fact which 
must be supported by adequate evidence 
(FLETCHER Mouton, L.J.).—Hwtunr v. SrTar 
NEWSPAPER Co., Lrp., [1908] 2 K. B. 309; 77 
L. J. K. B. 782; 98 L. T. 629; 24 T. L. BR. 452; 
52 Sol. Jo. 376, C. eee ve dsiisa. fines) 
L — ° er v. , 
eT 250, 448 10 (2) Consd. Walker v. Hodgson, (1909] 
1 K. B. 239; Homing n Publishing Co. v. Racing 
Pigeon Publishing Co, (1913), 29 T. L. R. 389. 
1703. Inclusion of reporter’s own comments.}— 
STILES v, NoKES, No. 1255, ante. ; 
1704. Addition of headiine.]—Declaration 
for a libel concerning pltf. in his profession as an 
attorney. The libel began, ‘‘ shameful conduct 
of an attorney,” & then proceeded to give an 
account of proceedings in a ct. of law, which 
contained matter injurious to the pltf..s pro- 
fessional character. Deft. pleaded that the 
supposed libel contained a true account of the 
proceedings in the ct. of law:—H eld: after 
verdict for the deft., the plea was bad, inasmuch 
as the words ‘‘ shameful conduct of an attorney ”’ 
formed no part of the proceedings in the ct. of 
law, & pltf. was therefore entitled to judgment. 
Qu.: whether it be lawful to publish proceedings 
of a ct. of law containing matter defamatory of a 
person neither a party to the suit nor present at 
the time of the inquiry.—Lzewis v. CLEMENT 
(1820), 3 B. & Ald. 702; 106 BE. R. 817; on nd a 
sub nom. CLEMENT v. LEwIs (1822), 3 Brod. & 
Bing. 297, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations fold. 
N.C. 950. d. 
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1708 fi, ——..}—A.-G. v. Davipaon pac 
K. Proof.}—-DI0KINSON v. WoRLp [1995] N. Z. L. R. 849.--NZ * Nuwa,” Lrp., (1909) 8. 0. 1014; 4 
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Sect, a li Sub-sect. 4, B. (e) Aitt., 
=e at ae ala ih we Af 


367 ; Rene v. Leader (1866), 4 oa re C. 655. Men 
ery °5 PR sr ks &W.1 ma orraney. Burnell 9 
sliancs 76. 8 Gregor fui &. Oos 


3145 Witmehuret v. Bowker (eee 
; Campbell ¢. R. (1847), 11 Q. B. 8 


1705. ——_—- ——.]—BisHop v. LATIMER, “No. 
151, ante. 
1706. ———_.]—RoBEerRtTs v. Brown, No. 1221, 
ante. 
1707. ——-.]—(1) a the law “ England a fair 
account of what takes place in a ct. of justice may 


be published, but the papal ought not to mix 
up with it comments of his o 

(2) If the report contains only a fair account 
of what takes place in a ct. of justice, the person 
who publishes it has Pgh to prove that fact under 
the general issue, e is entitled to entire 
immunity. 

(3)-It is not essential that every word of the 
evidence, of the s hes, & of what was said 
by the judge, should be inserted, if the report is 
substantially a fair & correct report of what took 

place in a ct. of justice. —ANDREWS v. CHAPMAN 
(1858), 3 Car. & Kir. 286; 21 L. T. O. S. 108, 





Aiton Beg rh Refd. Hunt v. Star Newspaper Co., 
1708. ———.]—Lrwis v. Lzvy, No. 1667, ante. 
1709. -}—RiskK ALLAH BEY v. WHITE- 


HURST, No. 1734, post. 
1710. Inclusien of remark addressed by clerk to 
magistrate.|-DELEGALL v. HIGHLEY, No. 1926, 


post. 

1711. Inclusion of observation made by litigant 
not in witness box.]—Qu.: whether a report 
which contains an observation made by a litigant, 
though not in the witness box, but made in ct. 
in the course of the legal proceedings, thereby 
loses the protection which it would otherwise have 
as a fair & accurate report of judicial salasi reas 

The report is a nea in a daily newspa 
& it is not to be ju be bgt. by the same standar 
accuracy which be adopted if we aioe 
criticising a ise 3 report of a professional law 
reporter. It must be regarded from the standpoint 
of persons whose function it is to give the public 
a fair account of what has taken place in a ct. 
of justice (CoLLINs, M.R.).—Hops v. Lena (W. C.) 
& Co. (SHEFFIELD TELEGRAPH), Lrp. (1907), 23 
T. L. R. 2438, C. A. 

Fair comment -]—See Sect. 4, post. 


iv. Onus of Proof. 
1712. Defendant must prove fairness & accuracy.] 
-—ANDREWS v. CHAPMAN, No. 1707, ante. 





oe .|—MILISSICH v. Lioyps, No. 1717, 
1714, ——.]—KIMBER v. PREss Assocn., No. 
1666, ante. 


v. Question for Jury. 
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mol Me but it lies on him who sete up the 
vilege to show that be comes within it. It is 
sufficient if such a report is a fair abstract of the 
ira but where there is any evidence on which 

jury could reasonably find that the report was 
not absolutely fair, the question of fairness must 
be left to them. 

(2) There is no difference as to the publication 
of such reports, between the privilege of a private 
individual & & of the public press. 

If what is published is a fair report of a trial in 

a ct. of justice, then the publication is privi- 
leged It is said that this case could not be 

thin the rivilege, for though a fair report it 
was not published in a newspaper, but by private 
individuals. To this I cannot agree; the privi- 
lege is the same as a matter of law for the one as 
for the other. In both cases a fair report of the 
trial is all that is necessary, unless there be malice 
in fact when the privilege is lost even if the 
report be published in a newspaper... . Now if 
the libel had been shown to be a verbatim copy of 
a shorthand note taken at the trial, the pitf. 
would, although the onus of proof is really on 


defts., have proved absolutely defts.’ privi- 
lege. . If the report differs from the shorthand 
note, though h it differs it may differ so little that 


no reasonable jury could say that the difference 
affected pltf. If the ct. could say that, I think 
the judge would still be bound to direct the jury 
that the privilege was proved (BreErr, L.J.).— 
MILIssicH v. LLoyps (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 404; 
36 L. T. 423; 18 Cox, C. C. 575; eub nom. 
MELISSICH v. LLOYD’S, 25 W. R. 353, C. A. 
nnotations :—-As to (1) Refd. Clark v. ery neux Mae 
. 6 ene one 90), 6 T. 


George & Benies. 
Generally, Me ntd. Daun »v. Siromins 


00} A. C. 
Skeate v. Slaters, (1914) 2 


[19 
ey, ac L. J. °0. B. 343 ; 


1718. gees eee v. Dicks (1886), 2 
T. L. R. 627. 


C. Proceedings in Parliament and Parliamentary 
Reports. 


See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, B. (c), ante. 

Pt ae General rule.|—-WAsSON v. WALTER, No. 

1 F . 

1720. What are Parliamentary papers—Extracts 
from report of Royal Commission.|-HoOUGHTON v, 
PLIMSOLL (1874), ee April 2. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Mangena v. Toye Oe 98 L. T. 
640; Mangena v. Weight [1909] 2 
1721. Extracts from ‘‘ Blue "Book. 7) 

Where a newspaper bond fide & without malice 

publishes an extract from or abstract of a Parlia- 

mentary paper, such paper being a ‘‘ Blue Book ”’ 
presented to both Houses of Parliament by 

command of His Majesty & ordered by the House 
of Commons to lie on the table, such newspaper is 

protected by Parliamentary Papers Act, 1840 

(c. 9), s. 3, from an action for libel brought in 

respect of the matters contained in such extract 

or abstract.—_MANGENA v. LLoyD (EDWARD), Lip. 

(1908), 98 L. T. a! 24 T. L. R. 610; on appeal, 








ian rule.|—WEAVER v. SMITH, No. 99 1,7, 824, 

Jo Annotations : Mange Wright, (1909) 2 K. B. 

1716. ——_.|—TuRNER v. SULLIVAN, No. 1693, 958, Refd. “ol Cook, [1925] 2 eb : 

ante, 1722. ——— -]—(1) A person oo ‘bond fide 
1717, ——.]—(1) A fair report of a trial, & without malice prints & publishes an extract 

whether published in a newspaper or a pamphlet, from or an abstract of a Parliamentary paper, 

PAR i F ig _ a fair & tt of proceed- 
ANTONE ee ea SUB-SECT. 4. (100) a1 "Net 3. W. 1: He 130; 40 ings in Parliament is D privileged even 
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though in doing so he does not act by or under 
the authority of either House of Parliament, is 
protected by Parliamen Papers Act, 1840 
(c. 9), 8. 3, in an action for libel in respect of such 
publication. 

(2) Where an allegation is made against a 

erson in a privileged document, as, for instance, 
in @ Parliamentary paper, a comment upon that 
allegation by a person who is not the person 
making the allegation may be fair comment, even 
though the allegation be untrue. 

(8) A communication by a public servant of a 
matter within his own province concerning the 
conduct of a person who is for the time taking a 

ublic part, the matter being one of public 
interest as to which the public are entitled to 
information, may be a privileged communication 
on the part of that public servant, &, if sent by 
him to a newspaper & published therein, it may 
also be the subject of privilege in the proprietor 
of the newspaper, as that is the ordinary channel 
by means of which the communication can be 
made public. 

It may be considered as a communication by a 
person having a common interest to others having 
the like interest (PHILLIMORE, J.). 

(4) R. S. C., Ord. 36, r. 37, has not altered the 
common law as laid down in Scott v. Sampson, No. 
2045, post, with reference to the admissibility of 
evidence of the pltf.’s bad character in mitigation 
of damages in an action of libel. 

It [evidence] will also be relevant if & so far as 
it proves in reduction of damages that pltf.’s 
general character as a public man is bad. But it 
will not be relevant if & so far as it tends to prove 
other specific charges than those which are in 
issue in these pleadings (PHILLIMORE, J.).— 
MANGENA v. WRIGHT, [1909] 2 K. B. 958; 78 
L. J. K. B. 879; 100 L. T. 960; 25 T. L. R. 
534; 53 Sol. Jo. 485. 


Annotation :—As to (3) Dbtd. Adam v. Ward (1915), 31 
T. L. R. 299. I doubt whether ... those facts without 
more will create a privileged occasion (BUCKLEY, I.J.). 


D. Proceedings of Public Meetings. 

See, now, Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 
(c. 64), 8. 4. 

1728. What is a public meeting—Sermon de- 
livered in chapel.|—-CHALONER v. LANSDOWN & 
Sons (1894), 10 T. L. R. 290. 

1724. Publication for ‘‘ public benefit ’’—Ques- 
tion for jury.|—In an action against the pro- 
prietor of a newspaper for ee @ speech in 
which b hemy was imputed to pltf., the judge 
had not left the question to the jury as to whether 
the prepara of the matter complained of was 
for the public benefit :—Held : there had not been 
a “proper & complete direction,’’ & there must 
be a new trial.—PANKHURST v. SOWLER (1886), 
3 T. L. R. 193, D. C. 

Annotat :—Oonsd. Venables v. Fitt (1888), 5 T. L. R. 


88. Apld. Rickards v. Bartram (1908), 25 T. L. R. 181; 
Sharman v. Merritt & Hatcher (1916), 32 T. L. R. 360. 








1725. -]—VENABLES v. Fitr (1888), 
5T. L. R. 88. 
1726. ——-  ———.]—- RicKaRDs v. BARTRAM 


(1908), 25 T. L. R. 181. 
Annotation -—Refd. Vacher v. London Soc. of Compositors, 
{1912} 3 K. B. 847. 


1727. Matter of ‘‘ public concern ’’—Matters 
unoonnected with object of meeting.|—If a news- 
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1, Matter of “‘ public concern.’') publica 


A — Necessity for.|—The 
tion dn & newspaper of a 
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paper chooses to publish defamatory matter about 
anybody, though actually u at a public 
meeting but which has nothing to do with the 
objects of the meeting, then it cannot shield itself 
behind Law of Libel Amendment, Act, 1888 
(c. 64) (HUDDLESTON, B.).—KELLyY v. O'MALLEY 
(1889), 6 T. L. R. 62. 

1728. ——— Statement by chairman of company 
reflecting on character ot ompte ee.]|—— PONSFORD 

D. 


v. FINANCIAL TIMES, (1900), 16 
T. L. R. 248. . 
1729. —— Report made to public meeting of 


corporation—Reflecting on conduct of employee. |— 
Pltf. had been in the employment of a borough 
corpn. as superintendent of a public cemetery, & 
a committee of the corpn. reported to the corpn. 
that they were not satisfled with the way in which 
he had carried out his duties & that notice should 
be’ given to him to terminate his appointment. 
This report appeared on the agenda paper of a 
meeting of the corpn., which was open to the 
paris, & it was adopted by the corpn. without 

eing read. Defts. published a report of the 
meeting, & this report contained the statements 
in the agenda paper concerning pltf. In an 
action for libel:—Held: defts. were protected 
by Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (c. 64), 
s. 4.—SHARMAN v. Merrirr & HatcHEer, Lp. 
(1916), 32 T. L. R. 360. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—AVOIDANCE OF BY EXPRESS 
MALICE. 
See Part VII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, post. 


Srecr. 4.—FAIR COMMENT. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—NATURE OF DEFENCE. 


1730. General rule.|—R. v. Hunt, No. 1798, 
post. 


17381. ——-.]— TURNBULL v. Birp, No. 1755, 
ost. 
. 1732. ———.|—In an action for a libel in a news- 


paper, imputing to pltf., the proprietor & editor 
of Zadkiel’s Almanack, that not only was he 
connected with that foolish publication, but that 
he ‘“‘ gulled’’’ the public by means of a ic ball 
of crystal, by which he pretended to tell what 
was going on in the other world, & that he took 
money for those profane acts, & made a good 
thing of it: pleas, not guilty, & a justification 
that the libels were true in substance & fact :— 
Held: (1) within the scope of fair discussion a 
public writer is not liable unless he writes un- 
reasonably, recklessly, & maliciously; (2) this 
immunity does not extend beyond the discussion 
of the published writings on public or undoubted 
acts of pltf., & does not extend to the gratuitous 
assertion of matters of fact for which there is no 
foundation ; (3) the privilege had extended to a 
denunciation of the Almanack & the use of the 
ball as an imposture, but if the libel meant that 

Itf. had made money by a conscious & fraudu- 
fent imposture by use of the magic ball, that was 
beyond the right of fair discussion & required a 
justification ; (4) the justification required proof 
that pltf. took money for the use of the crystal 


out malice, with the intention of giving 
information to the pune with 


AITO Se roceed: t ublic toa matter which it interegte the pu __ 
201 a Mi (1823), 3 Murr. Tibeting Gortatt efamator tate to know.-—CAMERON v. OTAGO DAILY 
sales ments, is not privileged if such state. ‘Tiare (1883), 1N.ZL.R.C. A. 1 
m. Fairnese—Neceasity for.|—-PIKRRCE men untrue even oug’ ) Zn 
v. ELLis (1856), 6 I. O. i R, 55.—IR. publication be made bond fide & with- 
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Sect. 4.—Fair comment: Sub-sects. 1,2 & 8.] 


ball, & used it knowing that it was an im 

MORRISON v. BELCHER (1863), 3 F. & 
1783. ——-.|—HuNTER v. SHARPE, No. 954, 
ante. 

17384. ——.]—Pltf. was tried in Brussels for 
murder & acquitted. A correspondent of an 
English journal wrote letters which were inserted 
in such journal, containing incorrect statements 
of the evidence, independent comments of the 
writer upon the character & bearing of the 
prisoner, & expressions impugning the verdict of 
acquittal, & implying that the prisoner should 
have been found guilty of murder & was certainly 
guilty of forgery & fraud. A leading article was 
also published adopting the same tone :—Held: 
(1) if in the opinion of the jury, looking at the 
letters individually & not collectively, they did 
not contain fair, honest, & faithful representations 
of what passed at the trial, they were not privi- 
leged ; (2) if a public writer in the press writes 
that which turns out to be not founded upon the 
inference he draws, & is unable to justify the 
conclusion he has arrived at, yet if he has acted 
in good faith in the discharge of his duty, bringing 
to it the amount of care, reason, & judgment 
which a man who takes upon himself to discuss 
public questions is bound to bring, so that the 
jury is of opinion that he has acted reasonably & 
properly, he will be privileged although he may 
turn out to bein error; (3) if by some oversight 
or want of firmness on the part of the judge or 
jury a great criminal escapes, &, by a miscarriage 
of justice, a scandal is brought on its adminis- 
tration, & the criminal is let loose on society when 
he ought to be suffering punishment, a public 
writer is privileged in remonstrating with that 
tribunal if he does so fairly & with reasonable 
exercise of judgment; & (4) if counsel cross- 
examines pltf. with a view to show that he has | 
been guilty of that of which he had been acquitted, 
the libel is thereby aggravated, & the damages 
must follow the aggravation.—RIsK ALLAH BEY 
v. WHITEHURST (1868), 18 L. T. 615. 

1735. .|—The fair & honest discussion of 
or comments upon a matter of public interest is 
in point of law privileged, & is not the subject of 
an action, unless plitf. can establish malice. 

Pitf., a naval architect, in 1867 submitted to 
the Admiralty proposals for the conversion of the 
old wooden line-of-battle ships of the navy into 
ironclad turret-ships. His proposals were con- 
sidered by the Admiralty, & rejected. In Sept. 
1870, the iron-clad turret-ship, ne Mee whilst 
on a cruise, capsized & sunk with all hands. This 
disaster caused great excitement & anxiety in 
the public mind; &, with a view to explain the 
circumstances under which the Captain had been 
sent to sea, as well as the general course pursued 
by the Board with reference to the placing the 
navy in a proper condition to meet the exigencies 
of modern naval warfare, a minute was prepared 
by the First Lord of the Admiralty for presenta- 
tion to Parliament during the approaching session. 
This minute referred to & criticised the plans of 
conversion proposed pel pitf.; & in a note was 
inserted a letter upon the subject addressed to the 
Board in Sept. 1869, by R., then controller of 
the navy, which letter contained this passage : 
“These plans would have no weight whatever 


sture. 
. 614, 
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17881. Generalrule.|\—There are vital every injurious 
differences between a defence. of whatever shape 
latter he must 


justification & one of fair comment. 


Under the former a deft. must justify 


expressed. Under the 
justify the facts, but 
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from the known antecedents of their author, but 
they derived weight from the approval of W., the 
late chief constructor of the navy,’’ & concluded 
by recommending their rejection. The minute 
was by order of the Lords of the Admiralty 
printed by deft., the Queen’s printer; & copies 
of it were publicly sold by him before the mee 

of Parliament. At the trial of an action for this 
alleged libel; the judge, assuming the letter to be 
prima facie libellous, & it being conceded that 
the publication was without malice, nonsuited 
pitf., on the ground that it was a fair criticism 
upon a matter of public & national importance, 
& oe privileged :—Held: the nonsuit was 
right. 

It is not competent for the jury to find that, 
upon a privileged occasion, relevant remarks 
made bond fide without malice are libellous. . 

It would be abolishing the law of privileged dis- 
cuasion, & deserting the duty of the ct. to decide 
upon this as upon any other question of law, if 
we were to hand over the decision of privilege or 
no privilege to the jury. A jury, according to 
their individual views of religion or policy, might 
hold the ‘church, the army, the navy, Parliament 
itself, to be of no national or general importance, 
or the liberty of the press to be of less consequence 
than the feelings of a thin-skinned disputant. In 
actions of libel, as in other cases where questions 
of fact, when they arise, are to be decided by the 
jury, it is for the ct. first to determine whether 
there is any evidence upon which a rational 
verdict for the affirmant can be founded (WILLES, 
J.).—HENWoop v. HARRISON (1872), L. R. 7 
Cc. P. 606; 41 L. J. OC. P. 206; 26 L. T. 938; 
20 W. R. 1000. 

Annotations :—Distd. Purcell v. eae (1876), 1 Cc. P. D. 


781. Oonsd. Merivale v, Carson 87), 20 F B. D. : 
Allbutt v. General Council of Medical Kducation & 
istration (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 400. A d. McQuire 


‘f1903) BK. B 100. 


B. 239. p 
Sutherland v. Stopes, [1925] 


ov. Western Morning News Co., 
Consd. Thomas v. Bradbury, 

Walker v. Hodgson, [1909] 1 K. 
v. Ward: {1917} A. C. 309; 


A.C. 4 

1736. -|—-Nobody can take advantage of 
the privilege of the occasion to exercise private 
malice, nor will the privilege shield him if he 
makes charges against another recklessly or 
fnconsidetataly, One of the cases in which privi- 
lege can be claimed is the present one, as it is 
that of a public writer, writing for the public on 
matters of public interest, but the privilege will 
not avail deft. if the matter complained of by 
pitf. has been anything more than a comment at 
once fair & bond fide (LoRD COLERIDGE, C.J.).— 
WILLIAMS v. BERESFORD-HOPE (1886), 3 T. L. R. 


0. 
1737. .|—Hunt v. STaR NEWSPAPER Co., 
Lrp., No. 1702, ante. 








SuB-sEcT. 2.—Fam COMMENT AND JUSTIFICA- 
TION COMPARED. 


1738. General rule.|——WALKER (PETER) & Son, 
Lrp. v. Hopason, No. 1742, post. 

17389. -J—(1) The plea in an action for 
libel that in so far as the words complained of 
consist of allegations of fact they are true in 
substance & in fact & in so far as they consist of 
expressions of opinion they are fair comments 


the comment; it £4 


he need not justif 
sufficicnt if he satiafies the ct. that it is 
** fair,’’ v. LAURENCE, 


. TEENKAMP 
(1918) Cc. P. D. 79.—#. AF. 





& imputation in 


Part. VI.—DEFENCES. 


made in good faith & without malice on a matter 
of public interest is not a plea partly of justifica- 
tion & partly of fair comment, but is a plea of 
fair comment only. 

There has been a good deal of misconception 
as to the nature of this plea. It has been some- 
times treated as containing two separate defences 
rolled into one, but it in fact raises only one 
defence, that being the defence of fair comment 
on matters of public interest. The averment 
that the facts were truly stated is merely to lay 
the necessary basis for the defence on the ground 
of fair comment. This averment is quite different 
from a plea of justification of a libel on the 
ground of truth, under which deft. has to prove 
not only that the facts are truly stated but also 
that any comments upon them are correct (LORD 
FINLAY). 

(2) Then was there any evidence or other 
material upon which a reasonable jury could find 
that, assuming (as it must be assumed) that the 
charges were true in substance & in fact, these 
expressions of opinion or any of them constituted 
unfair comment? This is plainly a question for 
the ct., which has to determine whether the 
document is capable in law of being a libel 
(VISCOUNT CAVE, C.).—SUTHERLAND v. STOPES, 
[1925] A. C. 47; 04 L. J. K. B. 166; 132 L. T. 
550; 41 T. L. R. 106; 69 Sol. Jo. 138, H. L.; 
revsg. S.C. sub nom. STOPES v. SUTHERLAND (19238), 
39 T. L. R. 677, C. A. 

1740. Fair comment does not arise if justifica- 
tion proved.|—-DAKHYL v. LABOUCHERE, No. 1823, 
post. 

1741. -|}—HuntT v. StaR NEWSPAPER CoO., 
Lrp., No. 1702, ante. 

1742. -J—(1) Deft. in an action for slander, 
alleged to have been uttered in a speech made by 
him as chairman at a licensing meeting, pleaded a 
defence of fair comment in the following terms: 
‘‘In so far as the words complained of consist of 
statements of fact the same are in their natural 
& ordinary signification true in substance & in 
fact. In so far as they consist of comment the 
same are fair & bond fide comment upon matters 
of publicinterest.’? There was no pleaof justifica- 
tion. Upon an application by deft. for leave to 
administer interrogatories to pltfs. directed to 
proving the truth of the statements of fact in his 
speech & in the particulars delivered by him of 
the materials upon which his defence of fair 
comment was based :—Held: deft. was entitled, 
notwithstanding the absence of a plea of justifica- 
tion, to administer interrogatories with the object 
of obtaining admissions of the truth of the material 
statements of fact in the speech & particulars 
alleged to be defamatory. 

(2) This form of ple g, which I always think 
very indefinite & embarrassing, has been adopted 
& sanctioned ever since the decision in Penrhyn 
v. Licensed Victuallers’ Mirror, No. 1844, post, & 
must now be accepted as proper pleading. No 








1743 iv. 
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(1874), 24 C. P. 252.—-CAN 
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difficulty, however, arises in the present case, 
because there was an order for particularg ob- 
tained by pltfs. in which it was stated that deft. 
admitted that the defence was one of fair comment, 
& not of justification. ... No one can doubt 
that the matter commented on by deft. is a 
matter of public interest ; but the onus of proving 
that his words are a comment, & that they are a 
comment on a matter of public interest, lies upon 
deft. (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.). 

(3) Where deft. in an action for libel pleads by 
way of defence, first, justification, &, secondly, 
fair comment, he will fail upon his plea of justifica- 
tion unless he justifies every injurious imputation 
which the jury may think is to be found in the 
alleged libel. Assuming that he fails in that 
defence, then fair comment is a weapon which 
comes into action when justification has failed. 

(4) Upon the plea of fair comment the sub- 
stratum must, I think upon the authorities, be 
laid by showing that, notwithstanding, that the 
words are defamatory, yet the facts upon which 
the comment is based were truly stated, & that 
the comment was honest & was not without 
foundation. Fair comment does not negative 
defamation, but establishes a defence to any right 
of action founded on defamation. To succeed 
upon the plea of justification deft. must prove 
not only that the facts were truly stated, but also 
that the innuendo is true. He must justify every 
injurious imputation. Upon fair comment, how- 
ever, if it be established that the facts stated are 
true, the defence of fair comment. will succeed 
even if the imputation or innuendo be not justi- 
fied as true, but be fair & bond fide comment upon 
a matter of public interest (BUCKLEY, L.J.).— 
WALKER (PETER) & Son, Ltp. v. HOpDGSsON, 
[1909] 1 K. B. 239; 78 L. J. K. B. 193; 99 L. T. 
902; 53 Sol. Jo. 81, C. A. 

Ana :—48 to (2) Consd. Sutherland v. Stopes, {1925} 


. OC. 47. Refd. Aga Khan v. Times Publishing Co., 
(1924) 1 K. B. 675. 


SUB-SECT. .3.—-POSITION OF NEWSPAPERS. 


1743. No special privilege.|—-CAMPBELL v. SPot- 
TISWOODE, No. 1802, post. 

1744. —-—.|—-To whatever lengths the subject 
in general may go, so also may the journalist, but, 
apart from statute law, his privilege is no other 
& no higher. The responsibilities which attach 
to his power in the dissemination of printed 
matter may, & in the case of a conscientious 
journalist do, make him more careful; but the 
range of his assertions, his criticisms, or his 
comments, is a8 wide as & no wider than that of 
any other subject. No privilege attuches to his 
position (LorD SHaw).— ARNOLD v. KING- 
Emperor, [1914] A. C. 644; L. R. 41 Ind. App. 
149; 838 L. J. P. C. 209; 111 L. T. 324; 40 
T. L. R. 4623 24 Cox, C. C. 297, P. C. 


v. THOMPSON 1748 ix. 





-}—DAVIS v. MILLER & 
P FaIRLY ieee) 17 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 


Sie ance special pee es: 1743 v. |}—Brown v. Exper 10950; 27 Se. Jur. 542.— SCOT. 

Lrp. (1873), 3 Q. S.C. R.180.—Aus, (1888), 27 N. B. R, 465.--CAN, 1743 x. ——.}—BRIMS ». ReiD & 
1743 il. .}—The proprietors of a 1743 vi. ———.]—PATTERSON v. Ep- Sons (1885), 12 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1016; 

newspaper have no special privileges paar! a, os {i908 oe 22 Se. L. R. 670.—SCOT, 

beyond those which b + At. ; » Le it. . . ——,. ]}—M* e 

the orale very member of 1 KERCHAR v. CaM 


in comment- 


743 xi. ' 
ERON (1892), 19 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 883 ; 


possesses eee + UM! 

ing upon public men & public matters, ate oe eee dosk DR 20 80. L. R. 320,—S00T. 

—ANDERSON v. FarRFax (1883), 4 (bOlU TA WW. L. Rt. 48; 

N.S. W. L. R. 183.—AUS. . J 1743 xii. ——.]—-MORRISON v. RIvoHsTE 
1748 ii. ——.}--Sunpay Tims Pus- 1748 vill, ——.]—SincLarr t. HoRN- & Co. G003), 4 F. (Ct. of Sess.) 645 ; 
ee . ©o., Lr, v. HOLMAN (1925), , BY (1886), 5 N. Z L. R. 118 (8. CG.) 39 So. L. R, 432; 9S. L. T..476,— 

27 W. A. L. BR. 10.—ABs. i —N.Z. SCOT, 
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Sect. 4.—Fair comment: Sub-sect. 4, A. & B. (a) & 
(b) 4. & 4.] 
Sup-secT. 4.—ESSENTIALS OF DEFENCE. 

A. Comment must be Expression of Opinion. 

1745. Not allegation of fact..—MORRISON v. 
BELCHER, No. 1732, ante. 

1746. .]|—In an action to recover damages 
for libel it appeared that applts. had in their 
newspaper falsely charged resp., a public officer, 
with specific acts of misconduct in the execution 
of the duties of his office ; had vouched the truth 
of those charges, & on the assumption of their 
truth, commented on his eae a in highly 
offensive & injurious language :—Held: they were 
liable. 

The privilege which covers fair & accurate 
reports of proceedings in Parliament & in cts. of 
justice does not extend to fair & accurate reports 
of statements made to the editors of newspapers. 

There is no doubt that the public acts of a 

ublic man may lawfully be e the subject of 
fair comment or criticism, not pnt by the press, 
but by all members of the public. But the 
distinction cannot be too clearly borne in mind 
between comment or criticism & allegations of 
fact, such as that disgraceful acts have been 
committed, or discreditable language used. It 
is one thing to comment upon or criticise, even 
with severity, the acknowledged or proved acts 
of a public man, & quite another to assert that 
he has been guilty of particular acts of mis- 
conduct (LORD HERSCHELL, C.).—DAVI8 v. SHEP- 

STONE (1886), 11 App. Cas. 187; 55 L. J. P. C. 

51; 55 L. T. 1; 50 J. P. 709; 34 W. R. 722; 

2 T. L. R. 380, P. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Pankhurst v. Sowler (1886), 3 T. L. R. 
tes ; aunt v. Cycle Trade Publishing Co. (1904), 91 
1747. ——.]|—-THomas v. BRADBURY, AGNEW 

& Co., Lrp., No. 1955, post. 

1748. .|—Hontr v. Stan NEWSPAPER Co., 
Lrov., No. 1702, ante. 


B. Comment must be on Matter of Public 
Interest. 








(a) In General. 

1749. Must be of interest to whole community.]— 
PURCELL v. SOWLER, No. 1764, bor 

1750. Whether matter of public interest—Ques- 
tion for judge.|\—SoutH HrErTron Coan Co. v. 
NORTH-EASTERN NEws Assocn., No. 1795, post. 

1751. Onus of proof that matter of public 
interest—On defendant.|—-BRENON v. RIDGWAY, 
No. 7, ante. 

1752. ——- ——-.|—WALKER (PETER) & SON, 
Lrp. v. Hopeson, No. 1742, ante. 


(b) What are Matters of Public Interest. 
i. Matters of State. 
1758. Petition to Parliament.]—-Pltf., a surgeon, 
petitioned Parliament against quacks. Deft., a 
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journalist, commented severely on the contents 
of the petition, & charged the pltf. with ignorance 
of his profession, pointing out ignorance of 
chemistry, which, he said, appeared on the face 
of the petition. Pitf, then sued deft. for libelling 
him in his profession of a surgeon; the judge 
directed the jury, that if they considered deft.’s 
attack a fair comment on pltf.’s petition, if the 
charge of ignorance was collected from a petition 
alone, & was not the spontaneous effusion of 
malice in deft., the writing in question was no 
libel ; he also directed them to consider whether 
deft. had imputed to pltf. ignorance in his pro- 
fession of a surgeon or ignorance of chemistry, 
for if they thought the latter, the declaration was 
not adapted to pltf.’s case. The jury having 
found a verdict for deft., the ct. granted a new 
trial, costs to abide the event. Qu.: whether a 

tition to Parliament on matters of general 

portance is such a publication as renders the 
petitioner an object of fair criticism & comment. 
—DUNNE v. ANDERSON (1825), 3 Bing. 88; 10 
Moore, C. P. 407; 3 L. J. O. 8S. C. P. 157; 130 
nv = 447; subsequent proceedings, Ry. & M. 287, 


Annotations :-—Refd. Thompson v. Shackell (1828), Mood. 
ot 187; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 


1754. —— & consequent debate.|—A faithful 
report in a public newspaper of a debate in either 
House of Parliament, containing matter dis- 
paraging to the character of an individual which 

een spoken in the course of the debate, is 
not actionable at the suit of the person whose 
character has been called in question. But the 
publication is privileged on the same principle as 
an accurate report of proceedings in a ct. of 
justice is privileged, viz., that the advantage of 
publicity to the community at large outweighs 
any private injury resulting from the publication. 

Pitf. presented a petition to the House of 
Lords, charging a high judicial officer with having, 
thirty years before, made a statement false to his 
own knowledge, in order to deceive a committee 
of the House of Commons, & praying inquiry & 
the removal of the officer if the charge was found 
true; a debate ensued on the presentation of the 

tition, & the charge was utterly refuted :— 

eld: this was a subject of great public concern 
on which a writer in a public newspaper had full 
right to comment, & the occasion was therefore 
so far privileged that the comments would not be 
actionable so long as a jury should think them 
honest & made in a fair spirit, & such as were 
justified by the circumstances, as disclosed in an 
accurate report of the debate. 

The jury were told that they must be satisfled 
that the article was an honest & fair comment on 
the facts, in other words, that, in the first place, 
they must be satisfied that the comments had 
been made with an honest belief in their justice, 
but that this was not enough, inasmuch as such 
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. 1746 i, Noe io a Spi AF. 1750 1. Whether matter of public in- 
AHAM v. McKimM ; ~R. 45 iv. ———.}—Hvirzer & Dag v.  terest—Question for -}-LANG ft. 

475.—CAN. Van Gorxkom (1909), T. 8, 282.—8. AF. Farrrax (1865), { N. f W. Cc. R. (L.) 
1745 il. ——~.}—-AUGUSTINE AUTO- CRAWFORD v. ALBU, 268.—AUB. 


MATIO ROTARY ENGINE Co. OF CANADA, 
LTD. v. SATURDAY NIGHT, LTD. (1917), 
re L. R. 609; 34 D. L. R. 439.— 


1745 ii. ———.}—Where facta had not 
been fully, poakate rt 5 & accurately 
stated, & as it waa difficult to separate 
statements of fact from comment 
thereon, defts. could not rely upon the 
piea of fair comment on a matter of 
public interest.— AFRICAN LIFE AssuUR- 


o. G 
ment 


760.— IND 


1745 vy. ——.}—. 
{1917} App. D. 102.—8. AF. 


PART VI. SECT. 4, 8UB-SECT. 4 
B. (a). 


on matter of ied terest { t 
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libel.—*' Tag RNGLIAENAN a LrD. ». 
LAasPaT Rar (1910), I. L. R. 87 Cale. 


Dp. ——.}—-IRWIN wv. Rew (1920) 


1750 i. ——- ———. +-McDONALD ». 
Sypney Post Pus.uexina Oo., Lrp. 
(1908), 39 N. 8. R. 81.—CAN. 

1760 ili. —— ——.}—Ricr SHEerrarRp 
®,.° BULLeTIN Co., LdD., [1917] 3 
W.W. R. 279.—CAN, 


17511. Onus of proof that matter of 
do poeP ert, defendant.}-—ALTAF 
O@BEIN vc. TasUD-DOOK Hossxin 
(1867), 2 Agra, 87.—IND. 


fair com- 


Part VI.—DEFENCEsS. 


belief might originate in the blindness of party 

zeal, or in personal or political aversion, that a 

person taking upon himself publicly to criticise 

& to condemn the conduct or motives of another, 

must bring to the task, not only an honest sense 

of justice, but also a reasonable degree of judg- 
ment & moderation, so that the result may be 
what a jury shall deem, under the circumstances 
of the case, a fair & legitimate criticism on the 
conduct & motives of the party who is the object 
of censure (COCKBURN, C.J.).—-WASON v. WALTER 

(1868), L. R. 4 Q. B. 73; 8 B. & S. 671; 38 

L. J. Q. B. 34; 19 L. T. 409; 33 J. P. 149; 17 

W. R. 169. 

Annotations :—Expld. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), Il. R. 
7 C. P. 606. nsd. Davis v. Duncan (1874), L. R. 9 
Cc. P. 396. Retd. Re Belfast’ Election Petition (1868), 
17 W. R. 333; Purcell v. Sowler (1877), 2 C. P. D. 215; 

Macdougall v. Knight (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 636; Allbutt 


v. General Council of Medical Education & Registration 


(1889), 23 Q. B. D. 400; Hunt v. Star Newspaper Co., 


{1908} 2 K. B. 309. Mentd. Milissich ». Lloyds (1877), 
46 L. J. Q. B. 404; Usill v. Hales, Usill v. Brearley 
Usill ». Clarke (1878), 3 GC. P. D. 319 ; Hennessy v. Wright 
(1888), 4 T. L. R. 548; McQuire v. Western Morning 
News Co., [1903] 2 K. B. 100. 


1755. Public appointments.|—Pltf., a Roman 
Catholic, having been appointed Calendarer of 
Foreign State Papers, deft., Secretary of the 
Protestant Alliance, in the course of a newspaper 
controversy, on the subject of the propriety of 
the appointment, published letters, in which, 
with certain misstatements of facts not shown to 
have been wilful, he argued that the papers might 
not be fairly epitomised by pltf., & also threw out 
that such papers might not be in safe custody 
while in the hands of persons of pltf.’s views, & 
that such persons might possibly through religious 
prejudices be induced to mutilate, alter, or abstract 
them :—Held: assuming this to be aimed at pltf., 
if deft. really believed it, the publications were 
privileged, provided there was no wilful misstate- 
ment, but it was for the jury whether he really 
could have believed it. 

Defamatory matter is presumed to be malicious, 
unless it is published in the performance of any 
duty, legal or moral, or in the exercise of any 
right (ERLE, C.J.). 

A man may publish defamatory matter of 
another, holding any public employment, if it is 
a matter on which the public have any interest, 
within limits. . . . Every person has a right to 
comment on the acts of a public man, which con- 
cern him as a subject of the realm, if he do not 
make his comments the vehicle of malice or 
slander. . . . The word ‘‘ malice ’’ in law means 
any corrupt motive, any wrong motive, or any 
departure from duty. ... If deft., in the com- 
ments that he made, was guilty of any wilful 
misrepresentation of fact, either by the exaggera- 
tion of what actually existed, or by the partial 
suppression of what actually existed, so as to give 
it another colour; or if he made his comments 
with any misstatement of fact which he must 
have known to be a misstatement if he exercised 
ordinary care, then he loses his privilege, & the 
occasion does not justify the publication 
(ERLE, L.J.).—TURNBULL v. Brrp (1861), 2 F. & 
¥. 508, N. P. 


Annotations :—Reld. Campbell v. Spottiswoode (1863), 3 
W. R. 127 


. B. & 8. 769; Hogan v. Sutton (1867), 16 : 
Mentd. Merivale v. Carson (1887), 58 L. T. 331; Pratt 
v. British Medical Assocn,, British 


919] 1 K. B. 244; 
C 


{1 
Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. v. C. R. C. Co. & L. C. C., [1922] 
2K. B. 260. 


1756. .|—Pltf., a barrister, who, after be- 
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& conduct of an individual in a public 
office are a fair subject of comment as 
to his fitness —BROADBENT v. SMALL 
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coming an M.P., was made Q.C., & also a recorder, 
having been partly acquitted & partly censured 
by the benchers of his Inn after an inquiry into 
his conduct, private as well as pons & 
having afterwards, on a public platform, alluded 
to their sentence as one of acquittal ; upon which 
they published their sentence, & he published a 
protest & a letter, in which he impugned their 
proceedings, & their decision as unjust. Deft., 
in a legal review, published an article fairly setting 
forth these documents, with comments, & also a 
narrative of pltf.’s career, mixed up with some 
general reflections on his character, & particular 
observations, suggesting that he had obtained his 
appointments by Parliamentary influence or ser- 
vices. In an action for libel for the publication 
of this article:—-Held: (1) the matter of those 
appointments was a legitimate subject of public 
comment; (2) even the private conduct of pltf. 
might, as tending to show whether he was a man 
of honour & integrity, be also legitimate subject 
of such comment; (3) as pltf. had in a public 
speech alluded to all these matters, they were all 
legitimate subjects for such comments as were 
fair, & not, in substance, going beyond the matters 
which were the subject of comment. 

(4) It was not disputed that the public conduct 
of a public man might be discussed with the fullest 
freedom. It might be made the subject of hostile 
criticism & of hostile animadversions provided the 
language of the writer was kept within the limits 
of an honest intention to discharge a public duty 
& was not a means of promulgating slanderous 
& malicious accusations (COCKBURN, C.J.).— 
SEYMOUR v. BUTTERWORTH (1862), 3 F. & F. 372. 


Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. Hogan v. Sutton (1867), 16 
erage As to (4) Refd. Bryce v. Rusden (1886), 2 
° e a vo. 


1757. Evidence before Parliamentary Com- 
mittee.|— HEDLEY v. BARLOW, No. 89), ante. 

1758. Evidence before Royal Commission.]|— 
(1) A motion on behalf of pltfs., trustees of a per- 
manent benefit building society, being also a 
bank for deposit, for an injunction to restrain 
the publication & sale by defts. of a book contain- 
ing alleged libellous paragraphs in reference to 
the annual balance sheets & solvency of the 
society was refused. 

He really seems to have selected pltf.’s society, 
partly because of its size, partly from his access 
to its balance sheets, & partly & principally on 
account of his extreme dissent on scientific grounds 
from the manager’s evidence before the Comrs. 
on Friendly Societies. That evidence was publici 
juris, & deft. had a perfect right to criticise it 
(WICKENS, V.-C.). 

(2) 1 ought not to interfere in a case like this, 
while uncertain whether what is stated is false 
or true, & reasonably certain that there was no 
malice (WICKENS, V.-C.).—MULKERN v. WARD 
(1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 619; 41 L. J. Ch. 464; 26 
L. T. 831. 

Annotations :—-is to (1) Refd. Prudential Assce. ». Knott 

(1875), 10 Ch. App. 142; Bonnard v. Perryman, [1891] 


2 Ch. 269. As to (2) Refd. Liverpool Household Stores 
Assocn, v. Smith (1887), 37 Ch. D. 170. 


1759. Report to government department.|— 
HENWooD v. HARRISON, No, 1735, ante, 


ii. Public Conduct of those taking Part in Public 
Affairs. 
1760. General rule.|—PARMITER v. COUPLAND, 
No. 1019, ante. 


(1876), 2 V. L. R. L. 121.—AUS, 
1760 ii. .}—LANGTON vv. 
(1877), 3 V. L. R. L. 30.—AUS. 


L 
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Sect. 4.—~Fair comment: Sub-sect. 4, B. (b) ii., vit., 
iv., v. & vi.) 





1761. .J—SEYMOUR v. BUTTERWORTH, No. 
1756, ante. as 
1762. J—Whoever fills a public position’ 





renders himself open to public discussion & if 
any part of his public acts is wrong he must accept 
the attack as a necessary though unpleasant cir- 
cumstance attaching to his position (BRAM- 
WELL, B.).—KELLY v. SHERLOCK (1865), as re- 
ported in L. R. 1 Q. B. 686; 30 J. P. 805; N.P.; 
subsequent proceedings (1866), 7 B. & S. 480. 


Annotations :—Expld. Bryce v. Rusden (1886), 2 T. 
435. Mentd. Falvey v. Stanford (1874), L. R. 1 
54; Cooko v. Brogden (1885), 1 T. L. R. 497. 


L. R. 
0 Q. B. 





1763. .—Davis v. SHEPSTONE, No. 1746, 
ante. 
1764. J—To justify the publication in a 





newspaper of defamatory comments, apart from 
reports of what passes in cts. of justice, it must be 
shown either that the person of whom the defa- 
matory matter is written was a person whose 
position & character are of general interest to the 
whole country, or that the subject-matter dealt 
with is one of general interest to the whole com- 
munity. It is not enough to show that the indi- 
vidual fills a public character of a limited kind 

& in a limited district, or that the subject-matter 

dealt with is of interest only to a small portion 

of the public, or to the public in a limited district. 
Defts., the proprietors of a newspaper, published 

a report of the proceedings at a meeting of the 

board of guardians of a provincial union, con- 

taining false & defamatory matter reflecting upon 
the medical officer of the union workhouse :— 

Held: not privileged by the occasion, though the 

report was admitted to be bond fide & a correct 

account of what passed at the meeting.— PURCELL 

v. SOWLER (1877), 2 C. P. D. 215; 46 L. J. Q. B. 

308; 36 L. T. 416; 41 J.P. 789; 25 W. R. 362, 

C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Davis vr. Shepstone (1886), 11 App. 
Cas. 187: Allbutt. rv. Medical General Council (1889), 
23 Q. B. D. 400. Expld. Pittard ve. Oliver, [1891] 1 Q. B. 
474. Consd. Adam tv. Ward (1915), 31 T. L. R. 299. 
Refd. Pankhurst 1. Sowler (1886), 3 T. L. R. 193; Kelly 
+, O'Malley (1889), 6 T. L. R. 62; Royal Aquarium & 

Summer & Winter Garden Soc. ». Parkinson, {1892] 1 


Q. B. 481; Walker v. Hodgson, [1909] 1 K. B. 239. Mentd. 
Tenby Corpn. v. Mason (1908), 6 L. G. R. 233. 


1765. Minister of State.|— CAMPBELL vt. 
TISWOODE, No. 1802, post. 

1766. Waywarden.|—(1) No criticism on a per- 
son holding a public office like that of waywarden 
can be a libel unless malice is proved. 

(2) Qu.: whether the neglect of the editor of a 
newspaper to inquire into the truth of allegations 
sent to him for publication is evidence of malice. 
—HARLE v. CATHERALL (1866), 14 L. T. 801, 
N. P. 

1767. Political agitator.;—OpGER v. MORTIMER, 
No. 1836, post. 

1768. Supporters of political candidate.}|—The 
conduct of persons at a public meeting held for 
the purpose of promoting the election of a can- 
didate for a scat in Parliament, may be made 
the subject of fair & bond fide discussion by a 
writer in a public newspaper, & unfavourable 
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comments made upon such conduct in the course 
of such discussion are privileged.—DAvIs v. 
DUNCAN (1874), L. R. 9 C. p. 806; 48 L. J. C. P. 
185; 80 L. T. 464; 88 J. P. 728; 22 W. R. 575. 
Annaation :—Distd. Purcell v. Sowler (1876), 1 C. P. D. 


1769. Architect of local school board.|—Pitf. 
was appointed architect to a local school board 
under an agreement by which he undertook all 
alterations & additions to existing buildings & 
was paid a percentage on the costs. In the case 
of new buildings he was entitled to tender along 
with other architects, in which case he might or 
he might not be intrusted with the conduct of 
the job. At a meeting of the school board the 
chairman stated that a scheme for extending an 
existing school had been approved, that resp. 
had submitted an estimate, that the cost now 
appeared to be about double, & that the termina- 
tion of the agreement with him should be con- 
sidered. Defts., who were the proprietors of a 
newspaper circulated in that district, in com- 
menting on the proceedings at the meeting, pub- 
lished an article which stated that ‘ the board 
has at present the curious arrangement with its 
architect by which he undertakes all work of the 
nature of alterations & additions to existing 
structures, while new buildings are submitted to 
open competition. But for a considerable time 

ast the ‘enlargements’ have been much bigger 
jobs than the erection of new structures. . . . The 
rule as interpreted is an absurdity, & it puts a 
premium upon a certain kind of advice.’ In an 
action for libel pltf. averred that the above state- 
ments in the article meant & were intended to 
mean that he had been unfaithful to the trust 
reposed in him, & had in his position acted cor- 
ruptly for his personal benefit :— Held: as the 
article did not cast any imputation on pltf. in 
either his private or professional capacity, it had 
not exceeded the latitude of fair comment allowed 
newspaper articles criticising public officials, & 
the action must be dismissed.—LENU (JOHN) & 
Co., Lrp. v. LANGLANDS (1916), 114 L. T. 665; 
32 T. L. R. 255, H. L. 


ili. Legal Matters. 


1770. Conduct of magistrate |—(1) As the ad- 
ministration of justice is a matter of public interest, 
the hearing of a case upon a charge of felony before 
a magistrate, or a fair report of it in a newspaper, 
is a proper subject for public comment & discs. 
sion. A public writer, therefore, is privileged in 
discussing the conduct of the magistrates, in dis- 
missing the charge without fully hearing the evi- 
dence, & even in commenting upon the evidence 
given, in support of the view that the charge ought 
not to have been dismissed. 

(2) But if he goes beyond these limits, & not 
only argues upon the effect of the evidence given, 
but attempts to show, from statements of matters 
of fact not in evidence, that the charge was well 
founded, & that the accused was guilty, he loses 
this privilege, & is liable to action.—HIBBINS v. 
LEE (1864), 4 F. & F. 243; 11 L. T. 541, N. P. 


1760 iii, ——.}—TuckER?v. HUTCHIN- 1780 vi. -}+-M'LAUGULAN v. ORR, OO. R. 616.—CAN. 
SON (1901), 3S. A. L. R. 49.—AUS. ene & Co. (1894), 22 H. (Ct. of $. Candldale for -snunianal apises 
1760 iv. ——.]—MACDONALD v. ROBIN- pergiatebe Sec. L. R. 36 + 2 & DL. T. -BRUNUS vv. BuTTER, (1920) C, e 
SON (1885), 12 A. R. 270.—CAN a Solicitor one 593.--8. AF. 
1760 v. -}—The right to comment unicipal = corpora- 





upon the public acts of public men is 
u right of every citizen & is not the 
per cular privilege of the press.— 

ANE 0. MULVANY (1868), 1. R.2C. L. 


or 
402.—-IR MBO 


tion.}—The discussion of the conduct 
of a solr. of a municipal co 
capacity is a matter of 
& a newspaper is entitled to criticise 
air comment  thereon.— 
DOUGLAS v. STEPHENSON (1898), 29 


n. in that PART VI. Seer: - aia 4.— 
ublic interest, + (b) fil. 

1770 1. Conduct of ™m ale.) — 
PHILPOTT ». WHITTAL, (1907]_ KF. D. C. 
193.—8. AF. 


Part VI.—DE¥Fences. 


1771, ——.]—Ex2 p. GREENWELL (1870), 34 
J.P. Jo. 406. 

1772. Solicitor’s charges.]—BLairn & GIRLING v. 
Cox (No. 1) (1892), 87 Sol. Jo. 180, OC. A. 

Reports of judicial proceedings.|——See Sect. 3, 
sub-sect. 4, B., ante. 


iv. Ecclesiastical Matters. 

1773. Sermon preached in parish church.]— 
(1) In an action for libel, to which deft. pleaded 
only not guilty :—Held: the jury were properly 
directed that a clergyman gives no occasion for 
public comment by establishing or carrying into 
effect any arrangements for the purposes of charity. 

Where a clothing society, with the vicar at the 
head of it, was formed & carried on, in a parish 
containing five thousand persons, on the principle 
of the exclusion of dissenters :—Held: not to be 
the subject of public comment, on a plea of not 
guilty. 

(2) Qu.: as to a sermon preached by a clergy- 
man to his congregation & not published, 

(3) On the trial of an action for a libel in a news- 
paper, a witness stated that he was president of 
a literary institution having eighty members; 
that about the date of the paper proved one was 
brought, he could not say by whom, to the reading 
room of the institution, & left there gratuitously ; 
that, a fortnight after, it was taken away without 
his authority, & never returned; that he had 
searched for it, but could not find it, & believed 
it to be lost or destroyed ; that the title of it was 
the same as that proved, &, as far as he could 
judge from a glance at it, it contained the libel 
in question, & he believed it was a copy of that 
paper. He was not cross-examined :—Held: 
though sent by a person unknown, it was evidence 
against deft., not to show malice, but to affect 
the damages, by showing the extent of circulation. 


—GATHERCOLE v. MIALL (1846), 15 M. & W. 
319; 15L. J. Ex.179; 7L.T.0.S. 89; 10 J.P. 
582; 10 Jur. 337; 153 E. R. 872. 

1774. Affairs of private charitable society 


organised by parish priest.|-GATHERCOLE  v. 
MIALL, No. 1773, ante. 

1775. Conduct of parish church.]—A _ church- 
warden having written to pltf., the incumbent, 
accusing him of having desecrated the church, by 
allowing books to be sold in it during service, 
& by turning the vestry room into a cooking 
apartment, the correspondence was _ published 
without pltf.’s permission in deft.’s newspaper, 
with comments on pltf.’s conduct :—Held: this 
was a matter of public interest, which might be 
made the subject of public discussion ; & the pub- 
lication was, therefore, not libellous, unless the 
language used was stronger than, in the opinion 
of the jury, the occasion justified —KELLY v. 
TINLING (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 699; 35 L. J. Q. B. 
231; 13 L. T. 255; 30 J. P. 791; 12 Jur. N.S. 
940; 14 W. R. 51. 

Annotations :—Consd. Davis v. Duncan sta), L. R. 9 C. 


P, 
396; Purcell v. Sowler (1876), 1 C. P. 781. Refd. 
Kelly v. Sherlock (1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 686. 


1776. Translation of Papal bull.|—The transla- 
tion of a Papal bull & its publication in a news- 
paper simply for the information of readers is 
not a contravention of 13 Eliz., c. 2.- The words 
of the Statute ‘‘ publish or... put in ure”’ 
mean publishing so as to make the bull operative 
in this country.—MATHEW v. TIMES PUBLISHING 
Co., Lrp. (1913), 29 T. L. R. 471. 


v. Literary, Artistic and Dramatic Criticism. 
1777. Public entertainments.]—-The editor of a 
public newspaper may fairly comment on any 
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- place of public entertainment; nor shall such a 


paragraph be deemed a libel.—DIBDIN v. SWAN 
(1793), 1 Esp. 27, N. P. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 
7C. P. 606. 


1778. ——.]—McQvuIrE v. WESTERN MORNING 
NEws Co., No. 1826, post. 

1779. Literary work.]—CARR v. Hoop (1808), 1 
Camp. 355, n. 

Annotations :—Distd. Green v. Chapman (1837), 4 Bing. N. C. 
92. Consd. McQuire v. Western Morning News _ Co., 
[1903] 2 K. B. 100. Refd. Finnerty v. Tipper (1809), 2 
Camp. 72; Dunne v. Anderson (1825), 3° Bing. 88; 
Thompson v. Shackell (1828), Mood. & M. 187; Fraser v. 
Berkeley (1836), 7 C. & P. 621; Coxhead v. Richards 
(1846), 2 C. B. 569. 

1780. Contents of newspaper.|—-STUART v. 
LOVELL, No. 1962, post. ; ; 

1781. .|—-(1) Whatever is fairly written of 
a work, & can be reasonably said of it, or of its 
author, as connected with it, is not actionable, 
unless it appear that the party, under the pretext 
of criticising the work, takes an opportunity of 
attacking the character of its author. wae 

(2) In cases of libel, a subsequent publication, 
brought out even after issue joined, may be evi- 
dence to show the motives of the party.—MacL&op 
v. WAKLEY (1828), 3 C. & P. 311, N. P. 

Annotations :—As to ae a piorivele es aro nee 
Go. (1904) 2K. B. 292. dg to (2) Refd. Wobb v. Smith 
(1838), 7 L. J. C. P. 191. 

1782. .|—If a critic, in criticising a work, 
goes out of his way to attack the private character 
of the author, this is a libel —FRASER v. BERKELEY 
(1836), 7 C. & P. 621; 2 Mood. & R. 3, N. P. 

} — . Thomas v. Powell (1837), 7 C. & P. 

ue eae "i Lede (1843), 5 Man. & G. 700. 
1783. .|—The publication of a critique upon 

a literary work, couched in terms of condemnation, 

however strong, & even though imputing pro- 

fanity or indecency, will be excused, unless it 
appears that it is so unfair & reckless in its 
character that it may be presumed to have been 
published, not honestly, but maliciously. Semble: 
as this cannot appear without reference to the work 
itself, it is part of pltf.’s case, in the absence of 
any other evidence of malice, to put it in 

evidence.—STRAUSS v. FRANCIS (1867), 4 F. & F. 

1107; 15 L. T. 674, N. P. 

1784. —-—.]—-MERIVALE v. CARSON, No. 1837, 

ost. 

si 1785. Works of art—-Architecture.]—A fair 

criticism on the works of a professional artist, in 

the course of his professio employment, is not 
actionable, however mistaken it may be: if it is 
unfair & intemperate, & written for the purpose 
of injuring the party criticised, it is actionable.— 

SOANE v. KNIGHT (1827), Mood. & M. 74, N. P. 
1786. Painting.|—It is not libellous fairly 

& honestly to criticise a painting publicly ex- 

hibited, however strong the terms of censure used 

may be.—THOMPSON v. SHACKELE (1828), Mood. 

& M. 187, N. P. 

1787. Spurious antiques.|—Eastwoop v. 
HotmeEs, No. 72, ante. 




















vi. Matters inviting Public Attention. 


1788. Pamphlet.]—Pitf. having, in the course 
of a public controversy with a third party, pub- 
lished as the opinion of deft., upon that part 
expressions more severe than deft. had employed, 
& deft. having, in commenting thereupon in his 
newspaper, charged ram with a ‘ ice which 
overcame his sense of truth & honesty,” etc., the 
jury were told that the occasion was privileged, & 
the publication unless malicious; & that if the 
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Sect. 4.—Fair comment: Sub-sect. 4, B. (b) vi. & | 


vii., & C. (a) 
strong expressions used were under the circum- 
stances natural, although rash, they might find 
for deft. 

This is an action which is not maintainable 
without malice, which means, in law, any wrong 
motive. Nothing is more important than to draw 
the line duly between fair discussion for the pro- 
motion of the truth, & publications for the asper- 
sion of personal character. ... Where pltf. & 
deft. have both had recourse to the press, & the 
libel has been published in the course of a dis- 
cussion in which both parties have been before the 
public, & in which pltf. first had recourse to the 
press, & made the matter public, it is, in such a 
case, important to see if malice is made out against 
the party sued, or if he has published only what 
he believed to be required for the interests of 
truth. . . . If you are of opinion that deft. wrote 
what he did for the purpose of maintaining the 
truth, sincerely having that object in view, with- 
out any corrupt motive, & that the language he 
used, even although it may be exaggerated, was 
prompted by the desire to maintain the truth, & 
that the exaggerated language was provoked by 
similar language on the other side, & which 
might well have accounted for the use of strong 
expressions, then you are at liberty to find deft. 
not guilty (ERLE, C.J.).—Hinpss v. WILKINSON 
(1859), 1 F. & F. 608, N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Paris v. Levy (1860), 3 L. T. 323; 

Merivale vt. Carson (1887), 4 T. L. R. 125, 

1789. -.|\—KoENIG ». RiItTcHIE, No. 1647, 
ante. 

1790. Advertisement or handbill.|—A_ trades- 
man’s advertisement or handbill is open to fair 
criticism & remark, like a book or a work of art. 
—Paris v. LEVY (1860), 9 C. B. N. S. 342; 30 
L.J.C. P2113; 31. T. 3823; 7 Jur. N.S. 289; 9 
WR. 71; 142 E.R. 135, 

Annotation :—Consd. Campbell v. Spottiswoode (1863), 3 

B.& 8S. 769. 











1791. .|—CAMPBELL v. SPOTTISWOODE, No. 
1802, post. 
1792, .|—HUNTER v. SHARPE, No. 954, ante. 


vii. Other Matters. 


1793. Management of college.|—In an action for 
libel, consisting of a publication in a newspaper 
of a report of an inspector of charities under 
Charitable Trusts Act, 1853 (c. 137), containing a 
letter, written some years before, reflecting on 
pitf. in his management of a college :—Held: as 
the matter was one of public interest, deft. was not 
liable, provided he published it fairly, from an 
honest desire to afford the public information, & 
comments on it were only material as evidence of 
gs v. FEENEY (1863), 4 F. & F. 13, 


Annotations :—Retd. R. v. Gray (1865), 10 Cox, C. C. 184; 
Sere 6 soos es OD TT euae erent & Negis- 
ration , 23 Q. B.D. 400; Adam v. Ward (1 ; 
31T. L. R. 299. . as 


PART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT, 4— %: Vicroria Times 
B. (b) vil, 143.—CAN. 

t. Management of newspaper.]— A 
co. incorporated for the purpose of 
publishing a newspaper can maintain 
an action of libel in respect of a charge 
of corruption in the conduct of their 
paper, without alleging specia) damage. 
as Na ar ac ee Co. . MacLEANn 

, . RR. : - (1895), 2 
A. R. 324.—CAN, mee ae 


a. Collection for charity.]}—~ Wites 


17971. Necessity 


of public interest must be fair.—S 
WITH ». CowPsk & GaRRiocH (1911), 


LISHING Co., Lrp. (1904), 11 B.C. R. 


PART VI. cRct 4, SUB-SECT. 4.— 


FALCKK v. HERALD & WEEKLY TIMES, AFRICAN 
ty ne V.L. R. 56; 46 ALL. T. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


1794. Circulation of newspapers.|—LATIMER ». 
WESTERN MorNING News Co., No. 1037, anie. 

1795. Housing accommodation of employees.|— 
(1) An action of libel will lie at the suit of an in- 
corporated trading co. in respect of a libel calcu- 
lated to injure its reputation in the way of its 
business, without proof of special damage. 

(2) The sanitary condition of a large number 
of cottages let by the proprietors of a colliery 
to their workmen is a matter of public interest, 
fair comment on which is not libellous. 

(3) The ct. decides whether the matter com- 
mented on is one of public interest (LopEs, L.J.). 
—SoutuH Hetron Coan Co. v. NORTH-EASTERN 
News Assocn., [1894] 1 Q. B. 133; 63 L. J. Q. B. 
293; 69 L. T. 844; 5835. P. 196; 42 W. R. 322 ; 
10 T. L. R. 110; 9 R. 240, C. A. 


Annotations :—<As to (1) Refd. Willmott +. London Road 
Car Co., [1910] 2 Ch. 525. As to (2) Refd. Homing Pigeon 
Racing Pigeon Publishing Co, (1913), 


Publishing Co. v. : 
29 T. L. R. 389. As to (3) Refd. Adam v. Ward (1915), 
31 T. L. R. 299. Generally, Retd. Empire Typesetting 
Machine Co. of New York v. Linotype Co. (1898), 79 L. T. 
8. Mentd. Pratt v. British Medical Assocn., [1919] 1 


K. B. 244. 
1798. Conduct of licensed houses.|—-WALKER 
(PETER) & Son, Lrp. v. Hopason, No. 1742, ante. 


C. Comment must be Fair. 
(a) In General. 


1797. Necessity for fairness.|—R. v. 
(1808), 1 Camp. 359, n., N. P. 

1798. .|—(1) It is competent for all the 
subjects of his Majesty freely but temperately to 
discuss not only in conversation between friend 
& friend, but through the medium of the press, 
every question connected with public policy: 
but in proportion to the importance & delicacy 
of the subject, in proportion to the peril which 
may attend an inflamed discussion of a subject: 
a guard is to be imposed upon the person .. . in 
order that he may take care he does no material 
injury to private feeling or the public peace & 
happiness. He must be cautious not to make 
this privilege a cloak to cover a malicious inten- 
tion (LORD ELLENBOROUGH). 

(2) Deft. may be found guilty upon a count in 
an information which charges bim with having 
‘* composed, printed, & published ”’ a libel, if he 
is proved to have published without having com- 
posed it. 

He need not prove all [the counts]. Proof 
of composing is not necessary. The distinction 
runs through all indictments. Where you charge 
that the party did or caused the thing to be done 
if you prove either, it is enough (LORD ELLEN- 
BOROUGH).—R. v. Hunt (1811), 31 State Tr. 367, 
380, 408 ; 2 Camp. 583. 

Ana Genel; Refd. Darby wv. Ouscley (1856), 1 


1799. .}—A Wesleyan minister was charged 
before the magistrates with being the father of a 
bastard child, & the summons was dismissed for 
want of corroboration. Deft., the proprietor of 
the ‘‘ Wesleyan Times ”’ then inserted articles in 
his paper commenting upon the fact that it was 


WHITE 








PRINTING & PuB- 17 W. L. R. 1; 4 Sask. L. R. 12.— 
CAN. 


1797 ili. ——-.-- UPINGTON tv. SOLO- 


MON (SAUL) Co., UPINGTON wv. 
DORMER (1879), Buch. 240.—8. AF. 
(a). 1797 iv. ——-.}—-AFRICAN LIFE As- 


Lrp. v. SOUTH 
MuTvaL Lire AASURANCE 
SOCIETY (1909), 26 S. C. 102.~—8. AF. 


for fuirness,}) — BURANCE SOCIETY, 


1797 v. ———.}—-HULT7ER & Das ¢. 
1797 ti. ——.}—Commentonamatter VAN Gorkom (1909), T. 8S. 232.—S. AF. 
AND- vi. ———.}-—-CRAWFORD v. ALBU, 


1797 
[1917] App. D. 102.—8. AF, 
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dismissed solely for want of corroboration, & 
urging the Wesleyan Conference to investigate 
the matter :—Held: if deft. was acting fairly & 
honestly he was not guilty of libel, but, if he thus 
intended to insinuate that the minister was guilty 
of the offence charged against him, he must be 
convicted.—R. v. Kaye (1851), 17 I. T. O. S. 
247, N. P. 

1800. ——-.|— Wi1son v. REEn, No. 5, ante. 

1801. -|— HEDLEY v. BARLOW, No. 899, ante. 

1802. Belief of writer immaterial.1—(1) When 
& writer in a newspaper or elsewhere, in comment- 
ing on public matters, makes imputations on the 
character of the individuals concerned in them, 
which are false & libellous, as being beyond the 
limits of fair comment, it is no defence that he 
bond fide believed in the truth of these imputa- 
tions. Pltf. published in a newspaper, of which 
he was the editor & part proprietor, a proposal 
for inserting in it a series of letters on the duty of 
evangelising the Chinese, & for promoting the 
circulation of the numbers of the paper in which 
those letters should appear in order to call atten- 
tion to the importance of this work of evangelisa- 
tion. A series of letters accordingly appeared in 
the newspaper, & in the same numbers lists of 
subscribers for copies of the paper for distri- 
bution. In an action of libel against deft., the 
publisher of another newspaper, for an article 
commenting on pltf.’s scheme, imputing that his 
real object was to promote the sale of his paper, 
& suggesting that the names of some of the sub- 
scribers in the lists were fictitious, the jury found 
for pltf., with the addition that the writer of the 
article believed the imputations in it to be well 
founded :-—Held: this belief of deft. was no 
answer to the action. 

(2) Nothing is more important than that fair 
& full latitude of discussion should be allowed to 
writers upon any public matter, whether it be the 
conduct of public men, or the proceedings in cts. 
of justice or in Parliament, or the publication of a 
scheme or of a literary work. But it is always 
to be left to a jury to say whether the publication 
has gone beyond the limits of a fair comment on 
the subject-matter discussed. . . . It is said that 
there is a privilege, not to writers in newspapers 
only, but to the public in general, to comment on 
the public acts of public men, provided the writer 
believes that what he writes is true; in other 
words, that this belongs to the class of privileged 
communications, in which the malice of the writer 
becomes a question for the jury. . . . But there 
1s no such privilege here. It is the right of all the 
Queen’s subjects to discuss public matters; but 
ho person can have a right on that ground to 
publish what is defamatory merely because he 
believes it to be true. If this were so, a public 
man might have base motives imputed to him 
without having an opportunity of righting himself 
(CROMPTON, J.). 
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I take it to be certain that be has only the 
general right which belongs to the public to 
comment upon public matters, for example, the 
acts of a minister of state ; or, according to modern 
authorities somewhat extending the doctrine, 
where a person has done or published anything 
which may fairly be said to invite comment, as 
in the case of a handbill or advertisement (BLACK- 
BURN, J.).—CAMPBELL v, SPOTTISWOODE (1863), 3 
B. & S. 769; 3 F. & F. 421; 2 New Rep. 20; 32 
L. J. Q. B. 185; 8 L. T. 201; 27 J. P. 501; 9 
Jur. N. S. 1069; 11 W. R. 569; 122 BE. x. 288. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Joynt vy. “~*~ Tsete 
lishing Co.. [190412 K,. B. 292, Cons 
bury, Agnew, {IYUG] 2 KH. DD. USte BWUsUs seeeeee-~— —- 
Belcher (1863), 3 F. & F. 614; R. v. Calthorpe (1863), 
27 J. P. 581; Kelly v. Tinling (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 699; 
~" * (1867), 8 B. & 8. 671 ; Peters v. radlaugh 


amine Nawa 


Industrial Soc. v. Traders’ Publishing .....-—., 
K. B. 403; Hunt v. Star Nowspaper Co., [1908)} 2 


e K., 
309. 4s to (2) Consd. Bryce v. Rusden (1886), 2 T. L. R. 
435. Ap “a Merivale v. Carson (1887), 20 Q. B. D. 
275. Refd. Jenner v. A’Beckett (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 11; 


South Hetton Coal Co. v. North Eastern News ASSOCD.» 
[1894] 1 Q. B. 133; Dakhyl v. Labouchere (1907), 1908) 2 
K. B. 325, n.; Walker v. Hodgson, [1909] 1 K. B. 239. 





1803. .|—Wason v. Water, No. 1754, 
ante. 
1804. .]|—The law of libel has been confused 





by the words ‘‘ privilege’? & malice. The defini- 
tion of a libel is sometimes subject to a limit, un- 
fortunately described in the words ‘ fair com- 
ment.” In some cases motive or feeling may be 
material. But as to ‘fair comment” it turns 
upon the nature of the comments & not upon the 
feeling of the writer (STEPHEN, J.).—-HENNESSY 

v. Wricur (1888), 4 T. L. . 574, D.C. 3 on appeal, 

24 Q. B. D. 445, n. 

Annotations :—Refd. Gibson +. Evans (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 
384; Parnell +. Walter (1890), 38 W. R. 270; Hope v. 
Brash, [1897] 2 Q. B. 188; Elliott v. Garrett, {1902] 1 
K. B. 870; Plymouth Mutual Co-op. & Industrial Soc. v. 
Traders’ Publishing Assoen., (1906) 1 K. B. 403; Digby 
v. Financial News, [1907] 1 K. B. 502; Dawson v. Dover 
& County Chronicle (1913), 108 L. T. 481; Russell v. 
Stubbs (1908), {1913] 2 K. B. 200, n.; Adam v, Fisher 
(1914), 110 L. T. 537; Lyle-Samuel v. Odhams, [1920] lL 
kK. B. 135. Mentd. Maass v. Gas Light & Coke Co, (1911), 

aon J. K. B. 1313; Griebart v. Morris, [1920] 1 K. B. 


(b) Truth of Matters commented on. 


1805. Facts must be accurately stated.])—The 
comment must... not misstate facts, because 
a comment cannot be fair which is built upon 
facts which are not truly stated, & further, it 
must not contain imputations of an evil sort, 
except so far as the facts, truly stated, warrant the 
imputation (KENNEDY, J.).—JOYNT v. CYCLE 
TRADE PUBLISHING Co., [1904] 2 K. B. 292; 73 
L. J. K. B. 752; 91 L. 'T. 155. 

Annotations :-—~Apprvd. Hunt v. Star Newspaper Co., [1908] 
2K. B. 309. Refd. Dakhyl v. Labouchere, [1908) 2 K. B. 
325, n.; Walker v. Hodgson, (1909] 1 K. B. 239; Homing 
Pigeon Publishing Co. v. Racing Pigeon Publishing Co. 
(1913), 29 T. L. RR. 389. 


PART VI. Sree 1 aaa 4.— 
e b e 


1805 i. Facts must be accurately stated.) 
—WILLIAMS v. SPOWERS (1882), 8 
V. L. R. (L.) 82.—AUS. 

1806 iit. ——.}—Wiis vv. 
(1888), 17 O. R. 223.—CAN, 

1805 iti. ——.+—Brown v. MOYER 
(1893), 20 A. R. 500.—CAN, 


1805 iv. —~.}—Comment ona matter 
of public intcrest must be upon facts 
which are true.—SANDWITH v. COWPER 
& Garniocy (1911), 17 W. L. R. 1; 
4 Bask. L. R. 12.—CAN. 


CARMAN 


1805 v. ——.}— Brown v. ORDE 
1912), 22 0. W. R. 1002; 40. W.N. 


18, 36; 6D. L. R. 297.—CAN. 


1805 vi. -} AUGUSTINE AUTO- 
MATIC ROTARY ENGINE Co. OF CANADA, 
Lrp. v. SATURDAY NIGHT, LTp. (1917), 
He Os L. BR. 609; 34 D. L. R. 439.— 

aN. 





1805 vii. ——.}--CLANCY v. ROLAND» 
{1923] 2 D. L. R. 288; 32 Man. L. RB. 
515; [1923] 1 W. W. R. 342.—CAN. 

1805 viil. ———.}-BaRROW v. HEM 
CHUNDER LAHIRI (1908), I. L. R. 35 
Calc. 495.—-IND. 

1805 ix. ——.]—NEW ZEALAND RANK- 
ING CORPN. v0, CUTTEN (circa 1868), 
Mac. 212.—N.Z. 

1805 x. -————.] —W RIGHT v. GREIG & 


ce. L. KR. 816; 1 
SCOT 


OUTRAM & Co. (1890), 17 R. (Ct. of 
Sess.) 596; 27 Se. L. R. 482.—SCOT. 
1805 xi. ———.}--MEIKLE v. WRIGHT 
(1893), 20 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 928; 30 
. 8. L. T. 139.— 
1805 xii. ——.]—WaAUGH v. AYRSHIRI 
Post (1893), 21 R. (Ct. of Sees.) 326 ; 


31 Se. L. R. 2483; 15. L. T. 431— 
SCOT. 
4805 xiii. ———.]—LUMSDEN v. WEST 


LOTHIAN PRINTING & PUBLISHING Co., 
LTD. heey 7 FY (Ct. of Sess.) 1006; 


42 Sa. L. R. 804; 138. L. T. 266.—~— 
SCOT 

1805 xiv. ——-.]—- Roos _v. STENT 
(1909), T. Ss. 998.—S. AF. 
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1806. .J—DiceBy v. FINANCIAL NEws, LTD., 
No. 1845, post. 
1807. |—Hunt v. STAR NEWSPAPER Co., 





Lrp., No. 1702, ante. 

1808. .]}—WALKER (PETER) & SON, LTD. v. 
Hopason, No. 1742, ante. 

1809. Facts must not be adduced by defendant. ]— 
HIBBINS v. LEE, No. 1770, ante. 

1810. .}—WALKER v. BROGDEN, No. 1267, 
ante. 

1811. Untrue facts contained in privileged docu- 
ment—Protection of comment.]—MANGENA  v. 
WRIGHT, No. 1722, ante. 








(c) Personal Attacks. 


1812. Exceed limits of fair comment.!|—It is 
not within the limits of privileged criticism to 
print of an exhibitor of flowers, in observations 
touching the exhibition, ‘“‘ the name of G. is to be 
rendered famous in all sorts of dirty work; the 
tricks by which he, & a few like him, used to secure 
prizes, seem to have been broken in upon by some 
judges, more honest than usual. If G. be the 
same man who wrote an impudent letter to the 
Metropolitan Society, he is too worthless to notice , 
if he be not the same man, it is a pity two such 
beggarly souls could not be crammed into the 
Bame carcase.’’—GREEN v. CHAPMAN (1837), 4 
Bing. N. C. 92; 5 Scott, 340; 182 E. R. 724. 

tas ——.]—PARMITER v. COUPLAND, No. 1019, 
ante. 

1814. ——.]—Wu1son v. REED, No. 5, ante. 











1815. .\—CAMPBELL v. SPOTTISWOODE, No 
1802, ante. 

ee .|— HEDLEY v. BARLOW, No. 899, 
ante. 

1817. -|—In an action by a musical critic 


for a libel, imputing to him that he used his 
influence as a critic to extort the gratuitous 
services of eminent artists at his concerts, it 
appearing that he did obtain their services 
gratuitously, they of course knowing that he was 
a critic :—Held: although deft. might have been 
excused in commenting upon the system in severe 
terms, as likely to bias the criticism, & have an 
unfair influence, yet the imputation in the libel 
went far beyond the limits of fair discussion, & 
a justification of it, not proved, was an aggravation. 

‘To impute to a public writer, who writes public 
criticisms upon the performances of others, that 
he is induced to give or to withhold praise, or to 
pronounce censure, from interested motives, is 
to make a charge of the greatest turpitude, for 
it is a charge of the basest & most dishonourable 
conduct. Those who undertake to enlighten 
public opinion & public taste in matters of litera- 
ture or art undertake a most important trust. 
It is not only that the public look to them upon 
matters in which the public must be necessarily 


1809 i. Facts must not be adduced by 
defendant.}—A man may not invent 
his facts & then comment upon then, 
& succeed upon the ground that, the 
facts be assumed to be true, the 


MAGAZINE 





» LtTo., 
(1921), 21 S. R. ON. 
N.S. W. W. N. 26.—AUS. 
1812 iii. ——.}—FarMER v. HAMIL- 
TON TRIBUNE PRINTING & PUBLISHING 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


less informed or enlightened for assistance in the 
formation of their judgment & their taste; but 
it is also this, that those who are struggling in the 
race of public competition for public favour, as 
the means of their livelihood or success in life, 
have a right to expect that their performances 
shall be scanned by fair & impartial critics; for 
it would make all the difference to the artist 
whether he is praised or censured in journals of 
extensive circulation. . .. If the libel had been 
limited to observations upon the character of the 
system & its probable consequences, no one could 
have complained of the spirit of the tone of the 
article. . . . But. unfortunately in this instance 
the writer has gone much further. He has not 
satisfied himself with pointing out the bad conse- 
quences of the system which pltf. has adopted, 
but he has imputed to him that he does, in fact, 
mete out his criticism, favourable or unfavourable, 
according as the services were rendered to him or 
not; & that by this means through the influence 
of his criticisms upon those artists who dread 
them if they do not submit to his demands, he 
was enabled to levy ‘‘ black mail’’ upon them, & 
thus was a kind of ‘‘ highwayman upon the 
press.’ Such being the scope of the article it 
assumes as I have said a serious character. ... 
When such a charge as this is made, of corrupt & 
dishonest conduct, & it is not warranted either by 
the law or by the facts, a jury ought to give such 
damages as may clear pltf.’s character from such a 
serious aspersion upon it, for which it does not 
appear that there is any foundation (CocK- 
BURN, C.J.).—Ryan v. Woop (1866), 4 F. & F. 
735. 

1818. ——.]—F'x p. Hoskyns (1809), 33 J. P. 
Jo. 68. 

1819. ——.]—R. v. SHIMMENS (1870), 34 J.P. 
Jo. 308. 

1820. ——.]—R. v. MAsrers (1889), 6 T. L. R. 





J—Biarm & Girntine v. Cox (No. 1) 
(1892), 37 Sol. Jo. 130, C. A. 

1822. jJ—JOYNT v. CYCLE TRADE [PuB- 
LISHING Co., No. 1805, anile. 

1823. ——— Unless warranted by facts truly 
stated.|—(1) In an action for libel it is for the Jury 
to affix the true meaning of the words complained 
of, & to say whether or not they fit pltf. Deft. is 
also entitled to have the jury’s decision, on a plea 
of fair comment, whether or not the words exceed 
the limits of fair comment. It is the right of 
deft. to have the question distinctly left to the 
jury whether the meaning attached to the im- 
pugned words by pltf. is the meaning which they 
would carry to the ordinary reader. 

(2) A personal attack in any given case may form 
part of fair comment if it be warranted by facts 
truly stated, & be a reasonable inference from 
such facts. Whether such attack can reasonably 
be inferred from comments on truly stated facts 
is matter of law for the determination of the 





OF AUSTRALASIA 
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HENDERSON (circa 1873), 1 N. Z, Jur. 
189 ; 38 34.—N.Z. 





1812 vi. --—-Discussion of the 
public conduct of a Member of Parlia- 
ment is not libellous, unless it is a 


comment is F ’ 1 vane 
GOAL CO, 0. BELL (b00)” Syne PRS Co. (1883), 3 O. R. 538.—CAN. versonal attack on the individual.— 
san 4 * TR. 660; 1 0. W. RB: 1812 iv. .] — IMPERATRIX vv. AMILTON v. STEVENSON (1822), 3 
KAKDE (1880), I. L. R.4 Bom, 298,— Murr. 81.—S8COT. 
Pp IND. 1812 vii. ——.]—GUDGEON v. OUTRAM 
ART VI. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT, 4,— 1812v. ——.}—Commentsonthecon- &,©0- eee 16 R. (Ct. of Seas.) 183 ; 
C. (c). duct of a public officer in the discharge 26 Sc. L. R. 130.—-SCOT. 
18121. Exceed limite of fatr comment.} of his official duties are permissible, 1812 vill, ——-.}-FaRRaR v. Hay 
7 RROWN v. MCKINLEY (1886), 12 Provided they be fair; but statements (1907), T. S. 194.8. AF. 
- L. R. 240.—AUS. as to his conduct as a private citizen 1812 ix, ——.}——-WYNDHAM t. WAL- 


1812 ii. ——.}—Newpgury »v. Trip bellous, 


in the ordinary relations of Ufe, if 
M are actionable.—EYes v. 


LacH’s P. & P, 


“9 LTDb. (1907), TT; Ss. 
385,—S8. AF. 
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judge; whether the inference in the particular 

case ought to be drawn is for the jury to decide. 
The pith of the libel is that deft. wrote to pltf. 

as @ ‘* quack of the rankest species ’’ in connection 
with his service on the staff of the Drouct Institute. 

Deft. denounced the Drouct Institute, on what he 

claimed to be public grounds, as an organised 

system for dishonestly obtaining money from 
persons suffering from deafness in hope of a cure. 

Deft. pleaded that his accusation against pltf. was 

true, & also that it was protected as a fair comment 

upon a matter of public interest. The jury found 

a verdict for pltf. for £1,000. I rest my opinion 

that the verdict cannot stand upon two grounds. 

In the first place, deft. was entitled to have the 

jury’s decision, on his plea of justification, whether 

the words used were true in the plain meaning 
which the jury might attach to them. In the 
second place, deft. was, in my opinion, entitled to 
have the jury’s decision, as to the plea of fair 
comment, whether or not, in all the circumstances 
proved, the libel went beyond a fair comment on 
pltf. & on the system of medical enterprise with 
which he associated himsclf, as a matter of public 
interest treated by deft. honestly & without 
malice. The plea of fair comment does not arise 
if the plea of justification is made good, nor can it 
arise unless there is an imputation on a pltf. It 
is precisely where the criticism would otherwise 
be actionable as a libel that the defence of fair 

comment comes in (Lorp JLorEBuRN, C.).— 

DAKHYIL v. LABOUCHERE (1907), [1908] 2 K. B. 

325, n.; T7 L. J. K. B. 728; 96 L. T. 399; 23 

T. L. R. 364, H. L. 

Annotations ;—As to (1) Refd. Aga Khan v. Times Publishing 
Co., [1924] 1 K. B. 675. 4s to (2) Apld. Hunt v. Star 
Newspaper Co., {1908} 2 K. B. 309. Consd. Walker v. 

] 1_K. B. 239; Sutherland ». Stopes, 


Hodgson, 
C . Refd. Homing Pigeon Publishing Co, 
v. Racing Pigeon Publishing Co. (1913), 29 T. L. R. 389. 


1824, .|—Hunt v. STAR NEWSPAPER 
Co., Lrp., No. 1702, ante. 

eens of judge & jury.|—See Sub-sect. 5, 
post. 








D. Effect of Malice. 
Sec Part VIT., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 3, post. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—FUNCTIONS OF JUDGE AND Jury. 
A. The Judge. 

1825. Whether comment capable of being inter- 
preted as unfair.|—HENwoop v. HARRISON, No. 
1735, ante. 
ws 1826. -|—(1) In order to bring a criticism 
upon a public dramatic performance within the 
protection given by the law to ‘“ fair comment ”’ 
in such matters, the view expressed must be 
honest, & must be such as can fairly be called 
criticism, 

(2) It is for pltf. who rests his claim upon a 
document which on his own statement purports to 
be a criticism on a matter of public interest to 
show that it is a libel; i.c. that it travels beyond 
the limit of fair criticism ; & it is for the judge at 
the trial to say whether it is reasonably capable 
of being so interpreted. If it is not, there is no 
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question for the jury, & the judge may enter 
judgment for deft. a 

(3) Unless there is in the criticism some element 
which may support an inference of unfairness in 
some other sense, such ag an attack on the personal 
character of pltf. or an imputation that pltf. has 
written something which he has not in fact 
written, it is the duty of the judge to withdraw 
the case from the jury & to hold that there is no 
libel McQuIrnE v. WESTERN MorninG NEWS 
Co., [1903] 2 K. B. 100; 72 L. J. K. B. 612; 88 
L. T. 757; 51 W. R. 689; 19 T. L. R. 471, C. en 

J — : t v. Cycle Trade Pub- 
mieiarci on SO eo nae  eirmia blaeon Publsh- 

ing Co. v. Racing Pigeon Publishing Co. (1913), 20 T. L. R. 

389. Refd. Plymouth Mutual Co-op, & Industrial Soc. 

». Traders’ Publishing Assocn., [1906] 1 K. B. 403. As 

to (2) Apprvd. Sutherland v. Stopes, [1925] A. C. 47. 

Refd. Thomas v. Bradbury, Agnew, (1906) 2 K. B. 627; 

Walker v. Hodgson, [1909] 1 K. B. 239. ; ; 

1827. .]—In an action for libel in which 
deft. pleads fair comment, the judge, before 
leaving the question of fair comment to the jury, 
must be satisfied that the defamatory inference 
can reasonably be drawn from the stated facts ; 
if it can, it is for the jury to say whether it ought 
to be drawn.—HoMING PIGEON PUBLISHING Co., 
Lrp. v. Ractna PIGEON PuBLisHIna Co., Lrp. 
(1913), 29 T. L. R. 389. ; 

1828. ——-.]| SUTHERLAND v. Stopes, No. 1739, 
ante. 

1829. Whether personal attack can be reasonably 
inferred from truly stated facts.|.-DAKHYL v. 
LABOUCHERE, No. 1823, ante. 

1830. .\—Hunt v. STAR NEWSPAPER CoO., 
Lrp., No. 1702, ante. 

1831. Duty to withdraw case from jury—If 
inference of unfairness impossible.|—McQUIRE v. 
WESTERN MORNING NEWS Co., No. 18286, ante. 


B. The Jury. 

1832. Whether comment fair.]—-One news- 
paper copied a libellous paragraph from another, 
adding the word “ fudge!’ at the close. Ta an 
action by the party libelled against the publisher 
of the paper in which the word “ fudge” was 
added :~Held: it was for the jury to say whether 
the object was to vindicate the character of the 
party by the addition of the word, or whether it 
was only introduced for the purpose of creating 
an argument in case proceedings should be after- 
wards taken.—-HUNT v. ALGAR (1833), 6 C. & P. 
245, N. P. 

1833. .'—Case for libel. The alleged libel 
stated that pitf., a tradesman in London, became 
surety for the petitioner on the Berwick election 
petition, & stated himself, on oath, to be sufficiently 
qualified in point of property, when he was not in 
fact qualified, nor able to pay his debts. It then 
asked, why plitf., being unconnected with the 
borough, should take so much trouble, & incur 
such an exposure of his embarrassments ; & pro- 
ceeded: ‘‘ there can be but one answer to these 
very natural & reasonable queries; he is hired for 
the occasion.’ Deft. justified, stating that the 
above-mentioned allegations in the libel, except the 
hiring, which was not specifically noticed, were 
true, & that the publication was a correct report 
of proceedings in a legal ct., ‘‘ together with a fair 











PART VI. SECT, 4, SUB-SECT. 5.—A. 

1825 i. Whether comment capable of 
being interpreted as unfair.}—MUNRO 
% QUIGLEY (1898), 30 N. Ss. J. (18 
Rt. & G.) 360.—CAN. 


PART VI. SECT, 4, SUB-SECT. 5.—B. 


1882 i. Whether comment fair.J—In 
@n action for libel, the question 


whether the publication was oa fair 
comunent, is for the jury.—DE MESTRE 
GE (1883), 9 V2. L. R. (L.) 10.— 


1832 ii. —-—.] —CROWLEY v. GLISSAN 
(1905), 2c. L. R. 744.—AUS. 


1832 ili. --——.]——-MacKay v. BAcon 
(1910), 11 C. L. R. 530.—AUS., 
1832 iv. ——.+-Rore v. SMIrTu’s 


NEWSPAPERS, LTD. (1925), 25 S&S. R. N. 
Ss, Ww. 4 > 42 N. Ss. WwW. W. N. 3.-—AUVUS. 


1832 v. ———.]— MARTIN v. MANITOBA 
FREE PREw&S Co. (1892), 8 Man. L. R 
50; appeal dismissed (1892), 23 
S. C. R. 518.—CAN. 

1832 vi. ——-.}—MCcVEITY t. OTTAaW, 
CITIZEN (1912), 23 O. W. R. 15: 
oO. W. N. 37 ; Hi] D. L. R, 882.—CAN. 


152 LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect, 4.—Fuair comment: Sub-sect. 5, B.; sub-sect. 6. 
Sects. 5 & 6.] 


& bond fide commentary thereon.’’ Replication 
de injuria. Issue thereon:—Held: the con- 
cluding observation in the libel, not being a mere 
inference from the previous statement, but intro- 
ducing a substantive fact, required a distinct 
justification ; & therefore, on trial of the above 
issue, it was properly left to the jury to say, not 
only whether the evidence made out the facts first 
alleged, but also whether the imputation, that pltf. 
had been hired, was a fair comment.—COOPER v. 
LAWSON (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 746; 1 Per. & Dav. 
15; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 601; 8L. J. Q. B. 9; 2 
Jur. 919; 112 Ki. R. 1020. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Sutherland rv. Stopes, [1925] A. C. 47, 





1834. .]—CAMPBELL v. SPOTTISWOODE, No. 
1802, ante. 

1835. —~—.]—R. v. CALTHORPE, No. 2405, post. 

1836. -]—In actions for libel, it is only on the 





very strongest grounds that the ct. will set aside, 
as against evidence, a verdict for deft. on the 
question of fair comment upon the conduct of 
public men. 

_ Pitf., a well-known public character, in address- 
ing meetings held to protest against a bill recently 
introduced into Parliament, had burnt the bill, 
& predicted much popular irritation in event: of its 
being passed. Thereupon deft. published of him, 
amongst other things, that he was a political 
cheap jack, half booby & half humbug, & had 
defied the government & threatened civil discord, 
& that he was only seeking by agitation to obtain 
a government appointment :—Held: a question 
for the jury, whether this was fair comment or 
not; & a rule to set aside, as against evidence, a 
verdict for deft., refused. 

O. [pltf.] is essentially a public man. That 
being so editors of public newspapers may comment 
in the strongest possible way upon what he says 
& does in that character (BOvILL, C.J.).—ODGER 
v. MORTIMER (1873), 28 L. T. 472. 

GOR 5, eee Gourley rv. Plimsoll (1873), LL. XR. 


1837. ——.]—(1) Where an action of libel is 
brought in respect of a comment on a matter of 
public interest the case is not one of privilege, 
properly so called, & it is not necessary in order to 
give a cause of action that actual malice on the 
part of deft. should be proved. 

(2) The question whether the comment is or is 
not actionable depends upon whether in the 
opinion of the jury it goes beyond the limits of 
fair criticism. In actions for libel conveyed in 
the public criticism of literary work, the only 
questions for the jury are, what is the meaning of 
the words used, & whether such meaning comes 
within the limits of “ fair criticism,” 

If it could be shown that the critic had written 
the words complained of, not for the purpose of 
criticism, but with a malicious intent to injure the 
author, that might make a statement libellous 
which, if written without such intent, would not 
be beyond the limits of “fair criticism.”’— 
ris we eS a ee 20 Q. B. D. 275; 
58 L. T. : ~es 2Ols § y. R. 231; 
T. L. R. 125, ©. A, sii ceca ts 


Annotations :— As to (1) Cored. Thomas v. Bradbur A ‘ 
1906) 2K. B. 627. “Refd. Walker v. Hogdson, 11909} 
x .B. 239. 48 to (2) Conad. McQuirev. Western Morning 

ews Co., [1903] 2 K. B. 100: Thomas v. Bradbury, 


reuters tue 2K. B. 627; Hunt v. Star Newspaper Co., 


K. B. 309. Refd. South Hetton Coal Co. v. 


North-Eastern News Assocn., eee) 1 Q. B. 133; Dakhy] 
v. Labouchere, [1908] 2 K. B. 325, n. ; Stopes v. Sutherland 
(1923), 39 T. L. R. 677. 


1888. ——-.]—BRENON v. Ripaway, No. 7, ante. 
Tap ——.]—R. v. Masters (1889), 6 T. L. R. 
9 a C. 


1840, ——.]—CooNnEy v. EDEVEAIN (1897), 14 
T. L. R. 34, C. A. 
1841. ———.|—HominG PIGEON PUBLISHING Co., 


Lip. v. Racing PIGEON PUBLISHING Co., LTD., 
No. 1827, ante. 

1842. ——— Personal attack.}] — DAKHYL  v. 
LABOUCHERE, No. 1823, ante. 

1843. .J|—Hunt v. Stan NEWSPAPER 
Co., Lrp., No. 1702, ante. 








SuB-SEcT. 6.—PLEADING. 

1844. ‘* Rolled up plea ’’—Whether particulars 
must be given.}—-PENRHYN v. ‘ LICENSED 
VICTUALLERS’ MiRkOR ”’ (1890), 7 T. L. R. 1, D.C. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Walker v. Hodgson, [1909] 1 K. B. 

239; Sutherland v. Stopes, (1925) A. C. 47. 

1845. -]—(1) The defence to an action 
for libel in a newspaper article that ‘‘ in so far as 
the words consist of statements of fact, the same 
are in their natural & ordinary signification true 
in substance & in fact; in so far as they consist of 
comment, the same were fair & bond fide comment 
upon a matter of public interest,’ is a defence of 
fair comment & not a justification. 

(2) Plitf. advertised in a daily paper for a partner 
with £250 to complete the formation of a syndicate 
already registered. In reply to a letter of inquiry 
from a correspondent of defts., who were the 
proprictors of a different paper, pltf. forwarded 
particulars of the syndicate, together with reports 
& other documents relating toit. Anarticle having 
been published in defts.’ paper, in which the 
particulars & documents supplied by pltf. were 
commented upon in a satirical vein, pltf. brought 
an action for libel, to which the defence set out 
above was, ier alia, pleaded, & particulars of the 
defence were given. Pitf. applied for further & 
better particulars of the defence, asking for 
particulars as to whether defts. alleged that any 
of the statements made in the particulars & 
documents sent by plitf. were untrue, &, if so, which 
of them :—Held: the defence being one of fair 
comment only, & no justification having been 
pleaded, pltf. was not entitled to the particulars 
sought. 

(3) Comment, in order to be fair, must be based 
upon facts, & if a deft. cannot show that his com- 
ments contain no misstatements of fact, he can- 
not prove a defence of fair comment. . . . If deft. 
makes a misstatement of any of the facts upon 
which he comments it at once negatives the 
acim of his comment being fair (COLLINS, 

.R.).— DIGBY v. FINANCIAL NEwWs, Lrp., [1907] 
1K. B. 502; 76L. J. K. B. 321; 06 L. T. 172; 
23 T. L. R. 117; 51 Sol. Jo. 98, C. A. 

Annolations :-—As to (1) Consd. Aga Khan v. Tiines Publish- 
ing Co., [1924] 1 K. B. 675; Sutherland v. Stopes, (1925) 
A. C. 47. Refd. Walker v. Hodgson, (1909) 1 ke B. 239. 

Als fo (2) Retd. Lyons v. Financial News (No. 1) (1909), 

53 Sol. Jo. 671; Walker v. Hodgson, [1909] 1 K. B. 239. 
As to (3) Consd. Walker v. Hodgson, (1909) 1 K. LB. 239. 
Apprvd. Sutherland v. Stopes, (1925) A. C. 47. 

1846. —-—.|—-LYons v, FINANCIAL NEWS, 
Lrp. (No. 1) (1909), 53 Sol. Jo. 671, C. A. 


Annotation :—Consd. Aga Khan v. Times Publishing Co., 
(1924) 1K. B. 675. 
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1844 i. «8 Rolled-up plea 3) 


— Whether particulars must be given.}—P1Kk v. LAWTON (1910), Royal Gazette, Feb. 15.—NFLD. 


b. Must be consistent with words of alleged libel.}—DEVLIN v. MOYLAN (1867), 4 P. R. 150.—CAN, 


Part VI.—DEFENCEs, 





1847, —— -]|—Where in an action of libel 
deft. relies on the defence of fair comment, & 
pleads it in the form now commonly known as the 

rolled-up plea,” i.e., ‘in so far as the said words 
consist of allegations of fact the said words are in 
their natural & ordinary meaning true in substance 
& in fact, & in so far as the said words consist of 
expressions of opinion they are fair comment 
made in good faith & without malice for the benefit 
of the public upon the said facts which are a matter 
of public interest,’ the ct. will not order deft. 
to specify which of the words complained of he 
relies on as being statements of fact, & which as 
being expressions of opinion, for it is for the jury 
to determine to which class the several statements 
belong, & deft. ought not to be called upon to 
forecast the findings of the jury; nor will the ct. 
order him to give particulars of the facts on which 
he relies as being the basis of his comments, if the 
plea, as above, limits those facts to “ the said 
facts,’’ for pltf. is thereby given all the information 
on the subject that he can require. Secus: if 
the plea is pleaded generally without that limita- 
tion.—AGa Kuan v. Times PuBLIsuING Co., 
DAWSON v. SAME, [1924] 1 K. B. 675; 93 L. J. 
K. B, 361; 130 L. T. 746; 40 T. L. R. 299, C. A, 
Annotation :—Consd. Sutherland v. Stopes, [1925] A. C. 47. 


1848. Plea of fair comment not justifica- 
ees v. FINANCIAL News, Lrp., No. 1845, 
ante, 

1849, —-~ ——.]—SuTHERLAND v. Stopes, No. 
1739, ante. ie 

Interrogatories.|—See Discovery, Vol. XVITT., 
pp. 208-210, Nos. 1555, 1565-1571. 





SEcT. 5.—APOLOGY WITH PAYMENT INTO 
COURT UNDER LORD CAMPBELL’S ACT. 


See Part X., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 2, post. 


SEcT. 6.—OTHER DEFENCES. 


1850. Previous Ubel by plaintiff of defendant.}]— 
PASQUIN’S CASE (circa 1800), cited in 2 Camp. p. 76. 
«Annotation :—Dbtd. Finnerty v. Tipper (1809), 2 Camp. 72. 


1851. - -.}—(1) In an action for a libel, pltf. 
cannot give in evidence other libels published con- 
cerning him by deft., unless they directly refer to 
the libel set out in the declaration. 

(2) It is not a bar to an action for a libel, that 
plitf. has been in the habit of libelling deft. 

If a man 18 in the habit of libelling others, he 
complains with a very bad grace of being libelled 
himself, & he cannot be supposed to suffer much 
injury from this source. But I cannot say that 
he suffers none, or that he loses his right to maintain 
any such action. The evidence opened does not 
amount to an absolute defence in law but will be 
ities : baie a respect to the damages 

ELD, C.J.).— FINNERTY v. TIPPE 
2 Camp. 72, N, Pp ee 


Annotations As to (1) Refd. Tar y (18 
i. A pley v. Blabey (1836), 2 
Bing. N. C. 437; Hemmings v. Gasson (1858), E. B. & E. 





oe PART VI. SECT. 6. 
« Previous libel by plainti C 
defendant. | MCELHONE es ried d 
Q 5) 6 N.S W. OL. RR. 262: 2 : 
-S. W. W.N. 32.—AUs : 


©. Publication of apology.}—CotT- 


Defamation 


| the 


TON U. BEATY (1863), 138 C. P, 243.— 
AN. 


defence to an ction for slander that 
. the words complained of were spoken 
in jest & without animus injuriandi 
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1852. ——.]—-(1) In an action for a libel, 
deft. cannot, either in bar of the action or in mitiga- 
tion of damages, give in evidence other libels 

of him by pitf. not distinctly relating to 
me supyjecu. ; 

(4) Declaration stated that pltf. was an 
& had been employed as vestry clerk in the parish 
of A. & that whilst he was such vestry clerk, certain 
prosecutions were carried on against B. for certain 
misdemeanors, & in furtherance of such proceed- 
ings, & to bring the same to a successful issue, 
certain sums of money belonging to the parishioners 
were appropriated & applied to the discharge of 
the expenses incurred on account of the said 
proceedings, yet deft. intending, etc., to injure pltf. 
in his profession of an attorney, & to cause him to 
be esteemed a fraudulent practiser in his said 
profession & in his office as vestry clerk, & to cause 
it to be suspected that pltf. had fraudulently 
applied money belonging to the parichionera. on. 
etc., at, etc., falsely & maliciously 
& concerning pltf., & of & concerning 
in his office as vestry clerk, & of & concerning 
the matters aforesaid, the libel, etc. It appeared 
on the production of the libel at the trial, that 
imputation was, that pltf. had applied 
the parish money in payment of the expenses 
of the prosecution after it had terminated :— 
Held: this was no variance, because it did not 
alter the character of the libel, the fraud imputed 
to pltf. being the same, whether the money was 
misapplied before or after the proceedings had 
terminated; & the allegation, that the libel was 
published of & concerning the matters aforesaid, 
did not make it necessary to prove precisely that 
the libel did relate to every part of the matter 
previously stated.—MAy v. BRown (1824), 3 B. & C. 
113; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 670; 2L. 5.0.8. K.B. 


212; 107 E. Rt. 676. 
Annotations :— 4s to (1) Apld. Wakley v. Johnson (1826), 
Ry. & M. 422. Consd. Watts v7. Fraser (1835), 7 C. & P. 
. Apld. Tarpley v. Blabey (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 437. 
Refd. Watts v. Fraser (1837), 7 Ad. & El. 223. As to 
(2) Apld. Lewis v. Walter (1824), 3 B. & C. 138, n. Distd. 
Sellers v. Till (1825), 4B. & C. 655. Refd. Rutherford v. Evans 
(1830), 4 Moo. & P. 163; Heming v. Power (1842), 10 
M. & W. 564; Hemming v. Gasson (18538), 31 L, T. O. 5. 
TOs. Generally, Mentd. Egerton v. Brownlow (1853), 4 
. L. Cas. 1. 


1853. Accord & satisfaction.|—Action for words 
imputing a crime; an agreement on the part of 
pitf. to waive his action for words spoken, in 
consideration that deft. will destroy certain docu- 
ments in his possession or which might afterwards 
come into his possession, imputing the same crime 
to pltf., is, when executed by the burning of the 
papers in his possession, a bar to the action, & may 
be given in evidence under the general issue.— 
LANE v. APPLEGATE (1815), 1 Stark. 97, N. P. 
Annotation :—-Apld. Boosey v. Wood (1865), 3 H. & C. 484. 


1854. Publication of mutual apologies.|—- 
To an action for libsl deft. pleaded that, 
after the commencement of the suit, pltf. & deft. 
agreed to accept certain mutual apologies to be 
published by pltf. & deft. respectively, in 
certain weekly journals belonging to pltf. & 
deft. respectively, in full satisfaction & discharge 
of all causes & rights of action in the declaration 
mentioned, & all damages & costs sustained by 
plitf.; & that in pursuance of the agreement deft. 
did publish his part of the mutual apologies in the 
weekly journal belonging to him, & that pltf. did 





is of no avail unless deft. can prove 
that the words were so understood, 
nor is it of avail if the words are 
defamatory per se & injure the business : 
of another.—MascH v. LEASE, [1918] 
T. FP, D. 114.—5. AF. 


in jest.) —- The 
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Sect. 6.—Other defences. 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.] 


also in pursuance of the agreement publish his part 
of the apologies in the weekly journal belonging to 
him :—Held: the plea was a bar to the action as 
an accord & satisfaction. Boosky v. Woop (1865), 
83H. & C. 484; 5 New Rep. 315; 34L. J. Ex. 65 ; 


Part VII. Sects. 1 & 2: 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


11 L. T. 689; 11 Jur. N. 8. 181; 18 W. R. 317; 
159 KF. R. 620. 

Statute of Limitations.|—See LIMITATION OF 
ACTIONS. 

Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893 (c. 61).]— 
See Pusiic AUTHORITIES; LIMITATION OF 
ACTIONS, 


Part VII.—Malice. 


SEcT. 1.—MALICE IMPLIED IN LAW. 
1855. Implied from defamatory words—Need not 
be expressly alleged.) MERCER v. SPARKS (1596), 
Noy, 35; Owen, 51; 74 E. R. 10053; sub nom. 


MERCER’S CASE, Jenk. 268. 
Annotations :—Expld. M‘Pherson v. Daniels (1829), 10 B. & 


C. 263; Nevill v. Fine Arts & General Insce. (1895), 
64 L. J. Q. B. 681. Refd. Bromage v. Prosser (1825), 4 
B. & C. 247; BR. v. Munslow, [1895] 1 Q. B. 758; Allen 


: . 247; 

v. Flood, [1898] A. C. 1. 

1856. -]—In an indictment a thing 
must be expressed to be done falso et malitios, 
because that is the usual form, but in a declara- 
tion those words are not necessary (ROLLE, C.J.).— 
ANON. (1652), Sty. 392 ; 82 Ki. RK. 804, N. P. 
Annotations :—Refd. Bromageo r. Prosser (1825), 4 B. & C. 

247; R.v. Munslow, [1895] 1 Q. B. 758; Allen v. Flood, 

[1898] A. C. 1. 

1857. -—In an action for words 
spoken of pltfs. in their trade as bankers, it was 
proved that A. met deft. & said, ‘‘ I hear that you 
say that pltfs.’ bank at M. has stopped. Is it 
true ?”’ Deft. answered, ‘ Yes, itis. I was told 
so. It was so reported at C., & nobody would 
take their bills, & I came to town in consequence 
of it myself.” It was proved that D. told deft. 
that there was a run upon pltf.’s bank at M. | 
Upon this evidence, the learned judge, after: 
observing that deft. did not appear to have been 
actuated by any ill will against pltfs., directed the 
jury to find their verdict for deft. if they thought 
the words were not maliciously spoken :—Held: 
upon motion for a new trial; although malice 
was the gist of the action for slander, there were 
two sorts of malice, malice in fact & malice in law ; 
the former denoting an act done from ill will 
towards an individual; the latter a wrongful act 
intentionally done, without just cause or excuse ; 
& in ordinary actions for slander, malice in law 
was to be inferred from the publishing the 
slanderous matter, the act itself being wrongful 
& intentional, & without any just cause or excuse ; 
but in actions for slander, prima facie excusable 
on account of the cause of publishing the slanderous 
matter, malice in fact must be proved; therefore, 
in this case, the judge ought first to have left it 
as a question for the jury, whether deft. under- 
stood A. as asking for information, & whether he 
had uttered the words merely by way of honest 
advice to A. to regulate his conduct, & if they were 
of that opinion, then, whether in so doing he was 
guilty of any malice in fact. | 

In an ordinary action for words it is sufficient | 
to charge that deft. spoke them falsely, it is not | 
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783; 398. C. RN. 340.—CAN. 


necessary to state that they were spoken mali- 
ciously (BAYLEY, J.).—BROMAGE v. PROSSER 
(1825), 4 B. & OC. 247; 1C. & P. 673; 8 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 296; 3L. J. 0.8. K. B. 203; 107 KE. R. 


1051. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Mitchell v. Jonkins (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
588; lt. ¥. Munslow, {1895] 1.Q. B. 758. Refd. Black- 
burn v. Blackburn (1827), 1 Moo. & P. 33; Coxhead v. 
Richards (1846), 2 C. B. 569; Wason v. Walter (1868), 
L. R. 4 Q. B. 73; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. R. 7 

Cc. P. 6086; Clark v. Molyneux (1877) 3, Q. B. D. 237; 
Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty (1882), 7 App. Cas. 
741; Hicks v. Faulkner (1882), 46 L. T. 127; Nevill 
v. Fine Arts & General Insce., [1895] 2 Q. B. 156; Allen 
v. Flood, (1898) A. C. 13 Quinn v. Leathem, [1901] A. C. 
495; London Assocn. For Protection of Trade v. Green- 
lands, {1916) 2 A. C. 15. Mentd. Padmore v. Lawrence 
(1840), 4 J. BP. 42; Henderson v. Broomhead (1859), 
7 W. R. 492; Mogul S.S. Oo. v. McGregor, Gow (1889), 
23 Q. B. D. 598. 

1858. j—h. ve Twyn, R. v. DOVER, 

BREWSTER & BROOKE (1663), 6 State Tr. 514, 539 ; 


Kel. 22, 23: 84 E. R. 1064. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Martin v. British Museum ‘lrustecs 
& Thompson (1894), 10 T. L. R. 338. 











1859. -|—Hoorer v. Truscotr, No. 1870, 
ost. 

1860. ——.]— Darby v. OUSELEY, No. 1979, post. 
1861. }—Concanis v. DUNCAN & CO., 





[1909] W. N. 51. 


SECT. 2.--EXPRESS MALICE. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
1862. Nature & definition.|— DICKSON v. WILTON 
(EARL), No. 1881, post. 

















1863. -|—HisBs v. WILKINSON, No. 1788, 
ante. 

1864. ——.]—TuRNBULLv. Binp, No. 1755, anie. 

1865. ——.|]— HEDLEY v. Bartow, No. 899, ante. 

1866. .]|— LAUGHTON v. SODOR & MAN (Bp.), 
No. 1451, ante. 

1867. -J|—CLARK v. MOLYNEUX, No. 1922, 
post. 

1868. .]|—On the trial of an action for libel 


against an incorporated co. in respect of a state- 
ment contained in a circular composed by the 
secretary of the co. & sent by him to certain of 
their customers, the judge having ruled that the 
occasion was privileged, the jury found that the 
statement complained of was in excess of the privi- 
lege, but did not find actual malice on the part of 
defts.’ secretary :—Held: the occasion being 
privileged, in the absence of a finding of actual 
malice the defence of privilege was not rebutted, 
&, there appearing on the facts of the case to be 


[1919] 8. C. 664; 56 Sc. L. R. 578; 


1858 i. Implied from defamatory words.] 1858 iii. ——.J—Fisuer vy. Kinney [1919] 2S, L. T. 115.---800T. 
FE cerees can gue eee om the (1921), 54 .N. 8. Rt. 482.—CAN, on foo URGE ETEA 
of the defamatory words 1858 iv. ——,]—It. v. WALLACE (1853), ART VII. SECT. 2, . a 
RCE tee at; gicCabecm «31. C.L. R. 385 6 Ir. Jur. 179.—IR. 18621. Nature &: definition.}—ENu- 
Soe AW. _L. R. 81; WwW. mh, 1858 v. -}—COUGHLAN v. JONES  LISH v. LAMB (1900), 20 C. L. IT. 377; 
: ae oF ER — e. Necessit or.) — RICHARDS ?. 
Press Co. v. Nagy (1907), 27 C. L. 'T. 1858 vi. -}-MITCHELL tv. SMITH, BOULTON (tg$s),/4 d; S. 96.—CAN. 
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no evidence of actual malice in the publication of 
the statement complained of, the action was not 
maintainable. Qu.: whether malice on the part 
of their secretary would have made defts. liable. 

‘‘ Express ’’ malice... exception has been 
taken to the term; but I think that judges using 
it have always explained its meaning to the jury 
by telling them in substance that there must have 
been actual malice, which is a state of mind (LoRD 
EsHER, M.R.). 

Where the excess merely is that the statement 
made with reference to the privileged occasion is 
too strong, the authorities show that such excess 
may be evidence of actual malice ; but it is not in 
every case in which the words used are somewhat 
too strong that there is evidence to be left to the 
jury of actual malice. They must be too strong 
to a substantial extent in order to afford evidence 
upon which a jury can find actual malice (LOPEs, 
L.J.)—NEVILL v. Fring Arr & GENERAL Iy- 
SURANCE Co., [1895] 2 Q. B. 156; 64 L. J. Q. B. 
681; 72 L. T. 625; 593J.P.371; 11 T.L. RB. 332 ; 
14 R. 587, C. A.; affd., [1897] A. C. 68, H. L. 
Annotations :~~Consd. Adum v. Ward, [1917] A. C. 309. 

Refd. Mapcy v. Baker (1909), 73 J. P. 289. Mentd. 

Einpire {'ypesetting Machine Co. of New York v. Linu- 

type Co. (1898), 79 L. T. 8; Stollery v. Maskelyne (1898), 

15 T. L. R. 79; Cornford v. Carlton Bank, [1899] 1 oP B. 
392; Dauncey v. Holloway (1901), 84 L. T. 649; Floyd 
v. Gibson (1909), 100 L. T. 761; Banbury v. Bank of 

Montreal, {1918} A. C. 626; Ware & 

Motor Trade Assocn., [1921] 3 K. B. 

Insce. v. Craine, [1922] 2 A. C. 541. 

1869. Absence of—Occasion not privileged—No 
defence.])—Communications made to a member of 
a dissenting congregation, respecting an individual 
about to be appointed a minister of that congrega- 
tion, are privileged communications, & cannot 
be made the subject of an action by such indi- 
vidual. But if, in consequence of those com- 
munications, a printed circular be sent round, 
containing contradictions of them, & reflecting 
on the motives of the party who made them, 
& such party afterwards write a letter, & send it 
to the writer of the circular, in which, after 
repeating the communications, he adds other 
statements, which he acknowledges he cannot 
prove, such letter is not privileged, but will make 
him liable in damages, though it be specially found 
by a jury, that he was not actuated by express 
malice. In such an action a letter written to deft., 
containing a statement of the facts upon which he 
founded his charges, is receivable in evidence 
on his behalf, to show the bona fides with which he 
acted.— BLACKBURN v. BLACKBURN (1827), 4 
Bing. 395; 3 C. & P. 146; 1 Moo. & P. 33; 6 
L. J.0.S9.C. P.13; 180 B. R. 819. 

Annotations :—Refd. Child v. Affleck (1829). 9 B. & C. 403; 


Hopwood v. Thorn (1819), 8 C. B. 293; Jackson v. 
Hopperton (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 829. 
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18721. Malice avoids privileye.J— 
SHEPHERD v. WHITE (1876), LL N.S. R. 
(2 R. & C.) 31.—CAN. 


1872 ii. ——.}—WaATERBURY ¥. DEWE 
Sane: 19 N. B. R, (3 P. & B.) 225.— 


De Freville v. 
40; Yorkshire 


anguage 


of injuring 


1872 vi. 





pursuer.-~GRAHAM — v, 
M‘LACHLAN (1853), 1 W. R. 536.— 
SCOT. 
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1870. ]—Deft. having some cause 
for suspicion, went to pltf.’s relations, & charged 
him with theft; it appearing, however, that his 
object in making the communication was rather 
to compromise the felony than to promote inquiry, 
or to enable the relations to re eem pitf. 8 cha- 
racter :—Held: this was not a privileged com- 
munication; malice must be implied; & the 
existence of it was not a fact to be left for the 
consideration of a jury. 

In an action of slander, the existence of express 
malice is only a matter for inquiry where the words 
complained of are spoken upon a justifiable 
occasion (TINDAL, C.J.).—Hooprer v. TRUSCOTT 
(1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 457; 2 Scott, 672; 51. J. 
C.P.177; 132 E. R. 179. 








SuB-sEcT. 2.—AS AVOIDING QUALIFIED 
PRIVILEGE. 
A. In General. 

Qualified privilege.|—Sce Part VI., Sect. 3, ante. 

1871. Prima facie presumption of absence of 
malice.]|— WRIGHT v. WoonaaTE, No. 1685, ante. 

1872. Malice avoids privilege.|—Although the 
publication of a fair report of proceedings in a 
ct. of justice containing defamatory matter is 
privileged, yet if it be shown by evidence that the 
person who published such report did so with the 
object of injuring the character of another, the 
publication is not protected. ues ; 

A newspaper has no greater privilege in such 
a matter than an ordinary person, any person 1s 
privileged in publishing such a report if he does 
so merely to inform the public (HANNEN, J.).— 
SALMON v. Isaac (1869), 20 L. T. 885, N. P. 











1873. .|—Minissicu v. Luoyps, No. 1717, 
ante. 
1874. .|—A true report of the proceedings 





in a ct. of justice sent to a newspaper by a person, 
who is not a reporter on the staff of the newspaper, 
is not privileged absolutely ; & if it be sent from 
a malicious motive an action will lie—STEVENS v. 
Sampson (1879), 5 Ex. D. 53; 49 L. J. Q. B. 120; 
41 L. T. 782; 44 J.P. 217; 28 W. BR. 87, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Champion v. Birmingham Vinegar 
Brewery Co. (1893), 10 TT. L. R. 164. Refd. Hennessy 
vw. Wright (1888), 4 fT. L. RR. 662. 


1875. Necessity for evidence of malice.|—NEVILL 
v. FINE Art & GENERAL INSURANCE Co., No. 1868, 
ante. 

Onus of proof of malice.]|—See Sub-sect. 2, B. 
(a), post. 

1876. Malice of writer—Defeats privilege of 
innocent publisher.|—The writer of a pamphlet 





employed a firm of printers to print it. This was 

rivilege, yet he used the injurious (1917), 38 O. L. R. 623; 35 D. L. lh. 
from malice, & without 35.—CAN. 

probable cause, in the culpable design 1875 v. .}—Gorpon tv. BRITIBH 


& FORFIGN METALINE Co., ETC. (1886), 
14 ht. can of Sess.) 75; 24 Se. L. R. 
60.—S OT. 





1872 ii, —-.}—WINNIPEG STREL 
GRANARY & CULVERT Co. v. CANADA 
Ingot IRon CuLvEertT Co. (1912), 22 
Nhe L. WR. 387; 3 W. W. R. 3563; 22 


an. L. R. 576; 7D. L. R. 707.— 
AN, 
1872 iv. ——.J}—PaLMER ScHoo. & 


INFIRMARY OF CHIROPRACTIC v. IcD- 
ean (CITY), [1921] 2 W. W. R. 6. 


1872 v. -~In cases of slander 
when defender raises his case of 





privilege pursuer may overcome tho 
privilege by proving that while tho 


On was One which gave defender 


-]}—KEyTER v. Le RouX 1875 vi. .]}—GorMAN v. MoBss’8 
(1840), 3 Men. 23.—S, AF. EMPIRES, Lrp., [1913] S. CG l— 
1875i. Necessity for evidence of malice.] SCOT. 
——Where defamatory words are spoken 1875 vii. -—.]—CoureErv. BALFOUR 
on a privileged occasion the presump- oF BURLEIGH (LURD), [1913] 8. C. 492. 
aon arsie ue the one e ea —SCOT. 
the speaker had a proper motive w. sp 
continue until displaced by proof of & Wate J AES), Line sla) SO. 
the presence of an improper motive.— 521: 50 Sc. L. R 331 . (1913) 1 
ie HARPER (1910), 11 C. L. R. 3. L. T. 153.SCOT.. : 
187511, ——.}-McIntynge MCBEAN asp TIOI4) S.C, 200--SCOT. 
CESS GTO Co dee eee ea 1875 x. ——.]—Svuzorv. M'LACHLAN, 
1875 iii. ——-.]— Ross _ v. BUCKE [1914] S. C. 306.—SCOT. 
(1891), 21 Oo. R. 692.—CAN, 1875 xi. A. B. v, =. Y., on D. 
1875iv. ——.}--QUILLINANV.STUART vv. X. Y., [1917] S. C. 15.—-8SCOT. 
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Sect. 2.—Eapress malice: Sub-sect. 2, A. & B. (a) 
c& (b).] 

a natural & proper means of publishing it. He 
then circulated the pamphlet among persons having 
with him a common interest in its contents. It 
contained statements defamatory of pltf. The 
writer was actuated by malice. The printers 
acted in the ordinary course of their business & 
without malice:—Held: the privilege of the 
occasion extended to the printers, but the malice 
of the writer defeated the privilege both for the 
writer & for the printers, & they were joint 
tortfeasors & jointly liable to pltf—SMITH v. 
STREATFEILD, [1913] 3 K. B. 764; 82 L. J. K. B. 
1237; 109 L. T. 173; 29 T. L. R. 707. 

Annotations :—Refd. London Assocn. for Protection of 


Trade v. Greenlands (1915), 85 L. J. K. B. 698; Pratt 
v. British Medical Assocn., [1919] 1 K. B. 244. 


1877. Plea of express malice—Necessity for.]— 
In a libel action where the statement of claim 
alleges that the publication was malicious, & 
privilege is pleaded in the defence, it is not neces- 
sary for pltf. to deliver a reply alleging express 
ao ee v. Lewis (1917), 33 T. L. R. 195, 


B. Proof of Malice. 
(a) Burden of Proof. 
1878. Onus on plaintiff to prove malice—After 
occasion held privileged.|—Warr v. JoLiy, No. 
1497, anle. 














1879. ——.]|— WRIGHT v. WOODGATE, No. 
1635, ante. 

1880. ——.|—-SOMERVILLE v. HAWKINS, 
No. 1437, ariie. 

1881. -|—(1) Letters from the com- 


manding officer of a regiment to his immediate 
superior, containing charges against the colonel 
in command; & a conversation with a Member of 
Parliament as to a question to be put in the House 
of Commons relative to the dismissal of the 
colonel on those charges :—Held: communica- 
tions made on a privileged occasion. 

(2) But circumstances showing that the letters 
were written not from a sense of duty, but from 
personal resentment on account of other matters, 
& that the object of the conversation was to 
prejudice pltf., by reason of such personal resent- 
ment :—Held: evidence of actual malice, taking 
away the privilege. 

(3) Whether or not the occasion gives that 
privilege is a question of law for the judge; but 
whether the party has fairly and properly con- 
ducted himself in the exercise of it is a question for 
the jury (LORD CAMPBELL, C.J.). 


1877 i. Plea of express _malice— 
Necessity for.}—-BELL v. BLacK & 
MORRISON (1866), 38 Se. Jur. 211; 











pltf.—HaNnes v. BURNHAM (1895), 26 
ats 528; affd. (1896), 23 A. R. 90.— 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


(4) It lies on the party who would deprive the 
other party of his privilege to show what the law 
calls ‘‘ malice.’’ But by that term is meant, 
not only spite, for any indirect motive, other than 
a sense of duty, is what the law calls ‘‘ malice ” 
(LORD CAMPBELL, C.J.).—DICKSON v. WILTON 
(EARL) (1859), 1 I. & F. 419, N. P. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Dawkins v. Rokeby (1873), 
L. R. 8 Q. B. 255. As to (2) Refd. Cooper v. Bhigkmore 
(1886), 2 T. L. R. 746. As to (3) Refd. Dawkins v. Paulet 
(1869), L. R. 5 Q. B. 94. 48 to (4) Refd. Pratt v. British 
Medical Assocn., [1919] 1 K. B. 244. Generally, Mentd. 
Beatson v. Skene (1860), 5 H. & N. 838; Hennessy v. 
Wright (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 509. 














1882, —— ——.]—_Hanrt v. GUMPACH, No. 1444, 
ante. 

1888. ——- ———.]—LAUGHTON v. Sopor & 
MAN (Bp.), No. 1451, ante. 

1884, ————.]—-CLARK v. MOLYNEUX, No. 
1922, post. 

1885. -}—Where, in an action for 


slander, the occasion is privileged, pltf. must 
prove that the statements were made with some 
indirect motive, & if deft. made the statement 
believing it to be true, it will not be the less 
privileged, even though there were no reasonable 
grounds for his belief—HOwrE v. JONES (1885), 
1T. L. R. 461, D.C. 

1886. ——.]—-The occasion on which the 
letter was written was privileged, & it is therefore 
for pltf. to prove that the letter was written 
maliciously. It is not enough that the circum- 
stances were consistent with malice. It is for 
pitf. to prove it & there must be some evidence 
of it (MANISTY, J.).— HESKETH v. BRINDLE (1888), 
4T. L. R. 199, D.C. 

1887. -|—In cases of libel no distinc- 
tion can be drawn between one class of pivileged 
communications & another, but the same con- 
siderations apply to all. If the occasion is 
privileged, it is not for deft. to prove that he was 
acting from a sense of duty, but for pltf. to prove 
affirmatively that deft. was acting from some other 
motive than a sense of duty.—JENOURE v. DEL- 
MEGE, [1891] A. C. 73; 60 L. J. P. C. 113; 68 
L. T. 814; 65 J. P. 500; 39 W. R. 388, P. C. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Baird v. Wallace-James (1916), 85 

L. J. P.C. 193; Adam v. Ward, [1917] A. C. 309; Myroft 

v. Sleight (1921), 90 L. J. K. B. 883, 

1888. |--WHITE v. BATEY & Co., 
Lrp. (1892), 8 T. L. RR. 698. 

1889. .}—HEBDITCU v. MACILWAINE, 
No. 1460, ante. 




















(b) Intrinsic Evidence. 


1890. Malice may be inferred from language 
used.]—TooGoop v. SPYRING, No. 1489, ante. 





1878 viii. ———-—.]—Scorr v. TURN- 
BULL (1884), 11 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 1131; 
21 Se. L. Lt. 749.—SCOT. 








3 Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 1026.—SCOT. 1878 iv. ——.}—CRATE  ¥. 1878 ix. .—GoRDON vv. 

Peay ‘ -]—WALKERv.CUM- McCaLium (1905), 11 0. L. R. 81; 6 Brirish & FOREIGN METALINE Co., 

ag C . ), Pe Macph. (Ct. of Sess.) 0. W. It. 825.—CAN, ETC. (1886), 14 R. (Ct. of Sess.) 75; 
; ce. Jur. 175.—SCOT, 1878 yv. —— .}-In anactionfor 24 Se. L. R. 60.—SCOT. 





1877 fii. -}+—-BRYANT  v. 
» (1909) 8S. C. 1080; 46 Se. L. R. 
18. L. T. 527.—SCOT, 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (a). 


——weers 


1878 i. Onus on plaintiff to prove malice Cc 








slander where deft. has established that 1878 x. 
the occasion was privileged, he is 
presumed to have acted in good faith 
& the onus is on pltf. to show that he 
did not.—-MORTON +. DEAN, [1921] 2 
oan R. 807; 14 Sask. L. R. 328. 


———— ——.,]—WILKINBON 0. 
TREVETT, (19221 C. P. D. 393.—S. AF. 
1878 xi. ——.J—Borua v. BRINK 
(1878), Buch. 118.—8S. AF, 
1878 xii. ---NORDEN 0. 
OVPENHEIM (1846), 3 Men. 42.—S. AF. 








‘After uccasion he privileged. }—- 1878 vi. ———.}/—Where the PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
hh ee es SPOWE (1882), 8 occasion is privileged, the burden of B. (b), messes 
4 : os -) 82.-AUS. provus actual malice lies on pltf.— 1890 i. Mali be t ed 
878 ii. —— -——.]—Wi11cocks »v. ATI Lau Rana v._ INDRA NATH : ice may be inferred from 


HowEn. (1884), 5 O. R. 360.—CAN, - 
8 iii. ./-Where the 7 

occasion is privileged, pltf.’s case fails, 1878 vii 
unless there is evidence of malice in 
fact, & the burden of proving this is on 








BANERJEE (1909), I. L. R. 36 Cale. 
.—IND. 


ii. ‘ 
a CEeP (1908), 27 N. Z. L. R. 707.— 


though the 


language wused.}—Held: 
tho 


occasion was a privileged one, 
words used, being foreign to the sub- 
ject-matter in hand created an excess 
of the privilege, & the statements then 
made, as well as on the other occasions, 


}—-YEATES v. 


Part VIJ.—MaA Lice. 


oe ——.]— WRIGHT v. WoopDGATE, No. 1635, 
ante. 


pene ——.]—FOoUNTAIN v. BOoDLE, No. 1511, 
ante. 

Pie ———.]—-GILPIN v. FowLer, No. 1614, 
anté. 

1894. ——— Angry expressions not necessarily 


malicious.|—SHIPLEY v. TODHUNTER, No. 896, 
ante. 





1895. ———.J]—HIBBS v. WILKINSON, No. 
1788, ante. 
1896. Words too strong.|—-Where, in an 





action for libel, deft. insists that the publication 
is privileged, it is for the judge to rule whether 
the occasion creates privilege. If the occasion 
creates such privilege, but there is evidence of 
express malice, either from extrinsic circum- 
stances or from the language of the libel itself, 
the question of express malice should be left to 
the jury. 

Deft. was deputy clerk of the peace, & under 
Representation of the People Act, 1832 (c. 45), 
ss. 55, 56, Parliamentary Voters Kegistration Act, 
1843 (c. 18), ss. 49, 54, submitted to the quarter 
sessions his account of the expenses of printing 
the register of county voters; &, previously to 
this, he addressed a letter to a finance committee 
of magistrates, explaining why he had taken away 
the contract for printing from pltfs., who were 
printers whom he formerly employed for the 
purpose, stating therein that he thought it his 
duty to report the circumstances, ‘ particularly 
as the character & conduct of the persons who 
are chiefly employed by the county as printers 
& stationers are involved.’’ The letter than 
stated circumstances to show that, as appeared 
from a comparison with terms offered by other 
printers, pltfs. had demanded too high terms 
upon grounds not supported by fact; & it con- 
cluded: ‘‘ under the circumstances I have stated, 
it will be seen that I had no alternative but to 
adopt the course I have taken, rather than submit 
to what appears to have been an attempt to 
extort a considerable sum from the county by 
misrepresentation ’’ :—-Held;: (1) the occasion was 
privileged, but there was evidence, from the 
language of the letter, that there was express 
malice ; (2) it was a question for the jury, whether 
there was such malice ; & the judge could neither 
nonsuit nor direct a verdict for pltf.—CooKE v. 
WILDES (1855), 5 EK. & B. 328; 3 C. L. R. 1090; 
24 L. J. Q. B. 867; 25 L. T. O. S. 156; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 610; 3 W. R. 458; 119 EB. It. 504. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Cowles v. Potts (1865), 6 

New Rep. 289. Refd. Amann v. Damm (1860), 7 Jur. 

N.8.47; Roffv. British & French Chemical Manufacturing 

Co. & Gibson, [1918] 2 K. B. 677. 48 to (2) Consd. Lawless 

v. Anglo-Egyptian Cotton Co. (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 262. 

Refd. Cowles v. Potts (1865), 6 New Rep. 289. Generally, 

end: Nevill v. Fine Art & General Insce. (1895), 72 L. T. 

1897. -.|—Words having been spoken 
at a meeting for the election of an overseer, 








were evidence of malice which could 379.—AUS. 
not be withdrawn from the jury.— . 
CRATE v. MCCALLUM (1905), 11 0. L. R. 1896 ii. —-— 


81; 6O. W. R. 825.—CAN. 


1890 ii. ——.}—MaT1 LAL RAMA ¢., 
INDRA NATO BANERJEE (1909), I. L. R. 





which would otherwise be privileged, 
be unnecessarily violent & excessive, & 
used in a manner not suited to the 
occasion, it loses its protection as a 
privileged communication.—BOLSER , 
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imputing to a person pu up for re-election 
that he had misappropriated parish moneys while 
holding the office before :—Held: the occasion 
was privileged, but whether the words were so 
would depend, not merely on whether they were 
wilfully false, but whether on the face of them 
they were so far beyond the occasion that the jury 
might fairly infer the occasion was merely made 
use of for the purpose of personal malice.— 
GEORGE v. GODDARD (1861),2 F. & F. 689. 

1898. |—In order to justify the 
publication of slanderous words primd facie 
actionable, on the ground that the occasion 1s @ 
privileged one, the words used must be strictly 
relevant to the occasion. Though in such a 
publication the use of language intemperate & 
unnecessarily strong is rightly left to the jury as 
evidence of malice, yet such language, if spoken 
honestly, without malice, & strictly with reference 
to the occasion, does not take away the privilege. 

C., pltf.’s employer, asked deft. to sign a protest 
against a proposal to dismixs pltf. from a trustee- 
ship. Deft. refused, & upon being pressed to give 
his reasons, said he would never sign “ to keep a 
big rogue like pltf. in the trust,’ that pltf. had 
left the parish, as other rogues did, without 
paying his creditors, & that he had robbed him, 
deft., of forty shillings, & added, ‘“‘I am sur- 
prised you should keep him in your service to 
contaminate your son, he is such a rogue.’ In 
consequence of this conversation C. dismissed 
pltf. In an act on for these words, the jury having 
found that the words were spoken without malice : 
—RHeld: (1) the communication was privileged, 
since there was a duty towards those who were 
concerned in the trusteeship, & an interest of deft.’s 
own, making it a reasonable occasion warranting 
deft.’s statement of that which he believed, so far 
as it was pertinent to the fitness of pltf. for the 
trusteeship; (2) the intemperance of deft.’s 
language, & the unnecessary force of his expres- 
sions, were rightly left to the jury as evidence of 
malice, but, the jury having negatived malice, did 
not take away the privilege.—COWLEs v. POTTS 
(1865), 6 New Rep. 289; 34 L. J. Q. B. 247; 
30 J. P. 804; 11 Jur. N.S. 949; 13 W. R. 858. 

1899. —— To substantial extent.|—NEVILL 
v. FINE ArT & GENERAL INSURANCE Co., No. 1868, 
ante. 

1900. Words irrelevant to occasion.|— 
SENIOR v. MEDLAND, No. 1551, ante. 

















1901. ——.J— FRYER v. KINNERSLEY, No. 
1537, ante. 

1902. ——- ~——.]|—-ADAM v. WARD, No. 1608, 
ante. 


1903. Words not to be strictly scrutinised.|— 
Topp v. HAWKINS, No. 1575, ante. 





1904. -]— LAUGHTON v. SODOR & MAN (BP.), 
No. 1451, ante. 
1905. .|—R. v. PERRY, No. 1531, ante. 





1906. ——.]—-ADAM v. WARD, No. 1608, ante. 


a 


of publication & to ask whether the 
words used are such as deft. might have 
honestly & bonda fide, in the circum- 
stances, employed; & the particular 
expressions used ought not to be too 
closely scrutinised, provided thu 
intention of deft. was good & he 
acted bond fide —AMRITA NATH MITTER 


.J--If language, 


1890 iti. ——-.]}—Forpes v. Kirk | CROSSMAN (1886), 25 N. B. R. 556.— | » AsHoy CHARAN GHOSE (1904), 
(1842), 4 Dunl. (Ct. of Sess.) 1177.—- | CAN. I. L. R. 32 Cale. 318; 8C. W.N, 731.— 

coT. 1903 i. Words not to be strictly | 1ND. 

1890 iv. ——-.}—DINNIEv. HENGLER, | gcrudinised.]—The proper test in inquir- f. Malice not inferred from sub- 
[1910] S.C. 4; 47 Sc. L. R. 1; [1910] | ing whether the nature of the words | sequent omission to apologise.}—BIsH- 
28. L. T. 237,—SCOT. by themselves afford evidence of | WANATH Das v. KESHAB GANDHABANIK 

1896 i. —— Words too strong.J— | malice, is to take tho facts as they | (1902), I. L. R. 30 Cale. 402; 7 
Moran v. Lyons (1878), 4 V. L. R. (L.) | appeared to deft.’s mind at the time | C, W. N. 74.—IND, 
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. 2.—Express malice: Sub-sect. 2, B. (c) t., ut. 
& ii.) 

(c) Extrinsic Evidence. 

i. Untruth of Statement. 

1907. Whether prima facie evidence of malice.|— 
Though it may be the duty of all persons to give 
information to His Majesty’s proper officers 
concerning abuses, yet if one write of another in a 
letter to such officer, that he is doing something 
to the prejudice of His Majesty’s service which is 
not true, this is sufficient evidence of a malicious 
intention ; & where no excuse is set up by deft., the 
jury may well find him guilty, though there be no 
other publication & no further proof of malice.— 


RoBINSON v. May (1804), 2 Smith, K. B. 3. 
Annolation :—Refd. Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 
588. 


1908. Statement false in part.] — Where 
deft., in a letter addressed to the Secretary of 
State, stated, that pltf.. who was town clerk & 
clerk to the justices of the borough of A., was in 
close intimacy with one R. & one D., who had 
been brought before the justices of that borough 
on a charge of embezzling the moneys of T. their 
master, & that when the papers of the two prisoners 
were produced various accommodation transac- 
tions with pltf. were discovered, ‘‘ thus clearing 
up the mystery as to the uses to which the plunder 
had been appropriated,”’ & called on the Secretary 
of State to institute inquiry, etc. (innuendo, that 
pltf. had conspired with & was an accomplice of 
R. & D., in embezzling the moneys of T., & had 
made use of the proceeds of the embezzlement ; 
& also that pltf., as such clerk & legal adviser as 
aforesaid, had acted corruptly & dishonestly in 
his office, etc.:—Held: (1) the communication 
could not be considered privileged or confidential 
by reason of its being an application addressed to 
the Secretary of State ; (2) the falsebood of part 
of the statement was sufficient to support the 
presumption of malice, supposing the occasion of 
the publication to be evidence to rebut such pre- 
sumption; (3) the judge propery left it to the 
jury to say, whether the libel bore the meaning 
alleged in the innuendo ; as the words were such 
as were capable of conveying that meaning.— 
BuiacG v. Sturt (1846), 10 Q. B. 899; 16 L. J. 
Q. B. 39; 8. T. O. S. 1385; 11 Jur. 101; 10 
J. P. Jo. 756; 116 E. R. 340: affd. sub nom. 
Sturt v. BLAGs (1847), 10 Q. B. 906, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. Harrison v. Bush (1855), 

5 FE. & B. 344. _Refd. Procter v. Webster (1885), 53 1. T. 

765. Asto (2) Consd. Harris v. Thompson (1853), 13 C. B. 

333. Refd. Harrison v, Bush (1455), 5 E. & B. 344. 

4s to (3) Apld. Hunt v. Goodlake (1873), 43 L. J. C. P. 

54. Consd. Capital & Counties Bank v. Henty (1882), 

7 App. Cas. 741. Refd. Little v. Clements (1851), 17 

FO. 156. ; Nevillv. Fine Arts & General Insce., [1895] 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (c) i. 





1907 i. Whether prima facie evidence | ju 
of malice.}—At the trial of a libel | malice — be 
action where the truth of the bel was 
not in issue, evidence showing that 
the statements complained of were 
false to the knowledge of deft. was 
properly admitted for the purpose of 
showing malice in deft., & rebutting the 
defence of privilege.—SCHAKFER v. 
Bova (1909), 19 Man. L. R. 212.— 


1907 iv. 





Sess.) 874; 


1907 ii. ———.J—MILLER wv. GREEN 


(1902), 35 N.S. Wt. 117; affd. sub nom. | staled—Facts 








GREEN v. MILLER (1903), 33 8S. C. RB. 
193.—CAN. g. 
1907 iii. -_+-Where L. on a | BAYNE vv. 


privileged occasion makes slanderous 
statements concerning 8., & persists 
in them at the trial, & the evidence 
pion on behalf of 8., if believed, renders 
t impossible for those statements to be 


363.—8 


-——NICHOLSON 9¥, 


true, this in itself constitutes sufficient 
ground for a finding of malice by the 
, though no other evidence of 
given.— SEVENOAKS _ v. 
LATIMER (1919), 54 I. L. T. 11.—IR. 


CRUICKHHANKS (1896), 23 R. (Ct. of 
; 33 Se. L. R. 683; 
S. L. T. 62.—SCOT. 
PART VII, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT, 2.— 
B. (c) il. 


19111. Honest belief in truth of facts 
untrue.J—GRIFFEN  ¥. 
Divers, [1922] 8. C. 605.—SCOT. 

Statement in part untrue.) 
MACGREGOR (1863), 1 
ocak of Sess.) 615; 35 Se. Jur. 


Munk’ (1901), 10 
RK , 
N. Z. L. R. 552.—N 


h. —— Motive 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


1909. ——-.]—CAULFIELD v. WHITWORTH, No. 


1450, ante. ; 
1910. No. 


1652, ante. 
Effect of belief of defendant.])—-See Sub-sect. 2, 


B. (c) ii., post. 
ii. Belief of Dejendant. 


1911. Honest belief in truth of facts stated— 
Facts untrue.|—Topp v. Hawkins, No. 1575, ante. 


HUMMERSTON, 





-|—PALMER v. 





1912. ——.]—TREMAINE v. PARKER, No. 
1534, ante. 
1913. ———.]—-At a meeting of a school board the 





chairman drew the attention of the meeting to the 
fact that a member moving a certain amendment 
adverse to the headmaster had, as defender in an 
action of damages for slander at the instance of 
the headmaster, been found liable in the sum of 
£400, & moved that this fact should be recorded 
in the minutes as showing that the member, in 
moving the amendment, was a prejudiced party. 
In an action of damages for slander against the 
chairman at the instance of this member the pursuer 
innuendoed the statement & motion of defender as 
representing that pursuer was actuated, not by a 
sense of public duty, but by private animosity. & 
was thereby guilty of dishonourable conduct. 
It was admitted that the occasion was privileged : 
—Held: there was no evidence, in the statement 
itself or in the circumstances in which it was made, 
to infer malice. 

Qu.: whether, in any event, the statement was 
capable of bearing the innuendo placed upon it.— 
LYAL v. HENDERSON, [1916] S. C. (H. L.) 167; 
53 Se. L. R. 557. 





1914. No reasonable ground for belief.]— 
CLARK v. MOLYNEUX, No. 1922, poat. 

1915. ——- ———.]—-HowE v. JonEs, No. 1885, 
ante. 

1916. —— \—WHITE v. Batey & Co., 





Lrp. (1892), 8 T. L. R. 698. 

1917. —— .|—CoLLINsS v. Cooper (1902), 
19 T. L. R. 118, C. A. 

1918. Statement made with knowledge of un- 
truth.]—TREMAINE v. PARKEN, No. 1534, ante. 

1919. .|—At the trial of an action for 
slander, pltf.’s witnesses proved that the slanderous 
statements were untrue in fact. but also that they 
were the natural & reasonable inference from what 
took place & they professed to describe; & that 
deft. was present at the occurrence which the 
slanderous statements referred to. The judge 
ruled that the occasion was privileged ; but that 
pltf. must have a verdict unless deft. proved that 
the statements were made without malice :— 
Held: a right direction; the presence of deft. 
being some evidence that the statements were 








1913 i. ——.}—CRATE v. MCCALLUM 
(1905), 11 0. L. R. 81; 86 O. W. R. 
825.—CAN. 


1918i. Statement made with knowledge 


of untruth.}— HaNnEs v. BURNHAM 
~}--MARTIN & STARK v. (1896), 23 A. R. 90.—-CAN. 
1918 ii. ———.}—GREEN v. MILLER 
3; 4 | (1903), 33S. C. R. 193.—CAN, 


1918 fii. ——.]—Woops v. PLUMMER 
(1908), 15 O. L. R. 652; 11 0. W. R. 
377.—CAN. 





1918 iv. .}—At the trial of a libel 
action where the truth of the libel was 
not in issue, ovidence showing that the 
statoments complained of were false 
to the knowledge of deft. was properly 
admitted for the purpose of showing 
malice in deft. & rebutting the defence 
‘of privilego.—ScCHAEFER v. SCHWAB 
(1909), 19 Man. L. R. 212.—CAN. 


1918 v. .}--CARNE v. ROBINSON, 
{1915)} T. P. D. 139.—8. AF. 
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made with a knowledge that they were untrue.— 
HARTWELL v. VESEY (1860), 3 L. T. 275. 

1920. Statement made recklessly.]|—-(1) When it 
appears that deft. might have ascertained the 
truth or falsehood of the allegations which he 
publishes, & does-not do so, the ct. will hold that 
there is some evidence of his knowing the libel 
to be false. 

(2) Qu. : whether a deft. can be convicted of 
publishing a defamatory libel under Libel Act, 
1843 (c. 96), upon an indictment charging the 
common law offence of publishing a false defa- 
matory libel, knowing it to be false.—R. v. GRAY 
(1862), 26 J. P. 663. 

1921. Publication by editor of newspaper. ]— 
HARLE v. CATHERALL, No. 1766, ante. 

1922. -I—(1) In an action for libel where the 
occasion is privileged, it is for pltf. to establish 
that the statements complained of were made 
from an indirect motive, such as anger, or with a 
knowledge that they were untrue, or without 
caring whether they were true or false, & not for 
the reason which would otherwise render them 
privileged; & if deft. made the statements 
believing them to be truc, he will not lose the 
protection arising from the privileged occasion, 
eacueh he had no reasonable grounds for his 

elief. 

(2) A defamatory communication made by a 
clergyman to his curate, for the purpose of obtain- 
ing his advice as to the course to be pursued by 
him in an ecclesiastical matter is privileged. 

(3) If a man is proved to have stated that which 
he knew to he false no one need inquire further. 
Everybody assumes thenceforth that he was 
malicious, that he did a wrong thing for a wrong 
motive. Ifit be proved that out of anger, or for some 
other wrong motive, deft. has stated as true that 
which he does not know to be true, & he has 
stated it whether it is true or not, recklessly, by 
reason of his anger or other motive, the jury may 
infer that he used the occasion, not for the reason 
which justifies it, but for the gratification of his 
anger or other indirect motive (BRETT, L.J.).— 
CLARK v. MOLYNEUX (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 237; 47 
L. J. Q. B. 230; 37 L. T. 694; 42 J. P. 277; 26 
W. R. 104; 14 Cox C. C. 10, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Murdock v. Funduklia 
(1885), 2 T. L. R. 215; Stuart v. Bell, [1891] 2 Q. B. 341. 
Apld. Jenoure v. Delmege, [1891] A. C. 73. eid. Howe v. 
Jones (1885), 1 T. L. R. 461: Baker v. Carrick (1894), 
9 R. 283; London Assoecn. for Protection of Trade v. 
Greenlands, [1916] 2 A. C. 15; Adam v. Ward, [1917] 
A. ©. 309. As to (2) Refd. Botterill 7. Whytehead (1879), 
41 lL. T. 588. As to (3) Consd. Botterill v. Whytchead 
(1879), 41 L. T. 588; Stuart v. Boll, [1891] 2 Q. B. 341. 
Refd. Royal Aquarium & Summer & Winter Garden Soc. 
v. Parkinson, [1892] 1 Q. B. 431; Pratt v. British Medical 
Assocn., [1919) 1 K. B. 244; British Ry. Traffic & Electric 
Co. v. C. R. C. Co. & L. C. C., [1922] 2 K. B. 260. Generally, 
Mentd. Jones v. Canadian Pacific Ry. (1913), 83 L. J. 
P.C.13; Skeate v. Slaters, [1914] 2 K. B. 429. 











1923. ..—WIspomM v. Brown (1885), 1 
T. L. R. 412. 
1924. ——.]—Royvart Aquarium & SuMMER & 


WINTER GARDEN SOCIETY v. PARKINSON, No. 1592, 
ante, 


iii. Other Statements by Defendant. 


1925. General rule.|—-In an action for libel to 
prove that the libels declared on were written by 
deft., certain documents admitted to be in her 
handwriting were used as standards of compari- 
son; & pltf. called several witnesses; & to sup- 
port & strengthen such evidence he produced 
seven anonymous letters, generally relating to the 
Same matters as the libels declared on. This 
evidence was admitted to prove malice; & they 
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were also used as a comparison of the handwriting 
in dispute, & no objection was made by deft.’s 
counsel :—Held: (1) these seven anonymous 
letters were admissible; (2) they were relevant 
to the issue to show malice; but (3) if a proper 
objection had been made at the time of the trial, 
they could not have been received as evidence of 
handwriting. 

It is an undisputed rule of law that words 
spoken or written before or after are evidence, 
when they reflect on plitf. & show malice (HILL, die 
—Hvuaurs v. DINORBEN (LADY) (1859), 32 L. T. 
O.S. 271. 

1926. Publication in newspaper — Subsequent 
publication in another paper.]—(1) If a party who 
has summoned another before a magistrate draws 
up a report of what took place on the investiga- 
tion, it is his duty to give an impartial statement, 
without any colouring or exaggeration, putting 
in all that is in favour of the party accused, as 
well as that which is against him: & in such an 
account he has no right to insert an observation 
to the prejudice of the party made by the magis- 
trate’s clerk; & if he do insert such observation, 
he is liable, on that ground alone, to an action for 
libel, as in such a case it is what the judge says 
that is to be looked at, & not what any other per- 
son said who was present at the time. 

(2) In an action for libel the rule of law is not 
that if pltf. relies only on general injury to his 
business, he may show by witnesses the general 
diminution of that business, because the law as- 
sumes the existence of a general injury; & if 
pltf. seeks specific damages, he must give specific 
evidence. 

(3) In such an action, after pltf. has proved the 
publication of the libel in one newspaper, evidence 
may be given, for the purpose of showing malice, 
that deft. went to the editor of another news- 
paper, & procured the insertion of the libel in that 
paper, stating that he had got it inserted in one 
already ; & the circumstances of there being a 
count in the declaration charging the second in- 
sertion as a distinct publication will not make any 
difference as to the admissibility of the evidence. 
—DELEGALL v. HIGHLEY (1837), 8 C. & P. 444, 
N. P. 
sks tere :—As to (3) Refd. Pearson v. Le Maitre (1843), 7 


1927. Admissions by defendant—Subsequent to 
speaking words—Of dispute with plaintiff as to 
money.|—(1) In an action for words which are 
prima facie privileged, evidence tending to make 
out an admission by deft., subsequently to the 
speaking of the words of a dispute existing between 
him & pltf., before the speaking of the words, 
about a sum of money claimed to be due from 
deft. to pltf., is admissible to show express malice ; 
& the evidence of the examination of pltf. himself 
before a comr. in insolvency on occasion of an 
application by deft. to the ct. to have the debt 
so claimed by pltf. & inserted in his schedule 
struck out therefrom, & on which occasion deft. 
declined to be examined, though called upon, is 
proper to be left to the jury as evidence of such 
admission of a previous dispute. 

(2) Where a justification of the truth of the 
words had been pleaded, & pltf. during the trial, 
offered to accept an apology & a verdict for nominal 
damages, if deft. would withdraw the plea of justi- 
fication, which deft. refused to do, though he did 
not attempt to prove it:—Held: this conduct 
on the part of deft. was also proper to be left to 
the jury, with reference to the question of malice 
as well as that of damages.—SIMpson v. ROBINSON 
(1848), 12 Q. B. 511; 3 New Pract. Cas. 182; 18 
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Sect. 2.—Ezxpress malice: Sub-sect. 2, B. (c) tit., w., 
v. & vi., & C.; sub-sect. 3.) 
L. J. Q. B. 73; 11 L. T. O. S. 266; 13 Jur. 187; 


116 E. R. 959. 

Annotations -—As to (1) Refd. Hemmings v. Gasson (1858), 
EK. B. & K. 346. 48 to (2) Distd. Mangena v. Lloyd (1908), 
98 LL. T. 640. Refd. Caulfield v. Whitworth (1868), 18 
L.-T; 627. 

1928. Previous publications.]|— BARRETT v. LONG, 

No. 961, ante. 

1929. Publication after issue joined.] — HEM- 

MINGS v. GASSON, No. 914, ante. 

Proof of animus in aggravation of damages.|]— 


See Sub-sect. 4, B., post. 


iv. Manner of Publication. 


Publication generally, see Part V., ante. 

1930. Publication in presence of third party.}— 
TooGooD v. SpyRina, No. 1489, ante. 

1931. -]|—In an action of slander, if the facts 
proved are such that the communication is, by 
the rules of law, privileged, the judge ought not 
to leave any question to the jury as to malice, 
unless pltf. gives further evidence showing a pro- 
bability that the communication was made mali- 
ciously rather than that it was made bond fide. 
If a master about to dismiss his servant for dis- 
honesty calls in a friend to hear what passes, the 
presence of such third person does not take away 
privilege from words which the master then uses, 
imputing the dishonesty. A master, having so 
dismissed his servant, refused to’ give him a 
character, alleging, to those who asked the 
character, that he had discharged him for dis- 
honesty. The servant’s brother afterwards in- 
quired of the master why he had treated the servant 
so, & was keeping him out of a situation. The 
master said, ‘‘ He has robbed me; & I believe for 
years past’’; adding that he concluded so from 
the circumstances under which he had discharged 
the servant. Only one instance of actual robbing 
had been imputed :—Held: (1) the answer did 
not go beyond the privilege afforded by the 
inquiry; (2) oh trial of an action for speaking 
words, as above stated, in presence of a third 
person & in answer to inquiries by the brother, no 
further proof being offered by pltf. to show malice, 
the judge ought not to have left the question of 
malice to the jury. 

(3) Communications made for the fair & reason- 
able purpose of protecting the interest of the party 
uttering them are held to be privileged (ERLE, J.). 
—TayLor v. HAWKINS (1851), 16 Q. B. 308; 20 





L. J. Q. B. 313; 16 L. T.O. 8, 4095 15 Jur. 7465, 


117 EF. R. 897. 
Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Revis v. Smith (1856), 20 
J. bP. 453; Henwood v. Harrison (1872), L. lt. 7 C. P. 


PART VII. aes ek 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 


defamatory words.—ToBIN v. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


606; Jones v. Thomas (1885), 53 L. T. 678; Hesketh v. 
Brindle ygee »47. L. R. 199. As to (2) Distd. Cooke v. 
Wildes , 6 K. & B. 328. Folld. Manby v. Witt 
(1856), 18 C. B. 544. Consd. Senior v. Medland (1858), 
. 1039; Jackson v. Hopperton (1864), 16 
Cc. B. N. 8. 829. Folld. Lawless v. Anglo-E tian 
Cotton & Oil Co. (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 262. Gopsd, Mur 
dook v. Funduklian (1285), 27. L. R. 215. Refd. Harris 
v. Thompson (1853), 13 C. B. 333; Gilpin v. Fowler (1854), 
9 Exch. 615; Amann v. Damm (186 )» 7 Jur. N.S. 47 ; 
Caulfield v. Whitworth (1868), 18 L. 'T. 527; Wason v. 
Walter (1868), L. R. 4 Q. B. 73; Laughton v. Sodor & 
Man (Bp.) (1872), L. Rh. 4 P. C. 495 ; Nevill v. Fine Art & 
General Insce. (1895), 72 L. T. 525. 

1932. Publication on postcard—No open reference 


to plaintiff.}—SaDGROVE v. HOLE, No. 1484, ante. 


v. Plea of Justification. 

1988. Whether evidence of malice.|—CAULFIELD 
v. WILITWORTH, No. 1450, ante. 

1934. Plea abandoned at trial.]}—-WILSON 
v. ROBINSON, No. 1473, ante. 

1935. Refusal to abandon plea—-After offer 
to accept apology & nominal damages.|—SIMPSON 
v. ROBINSON, No. 1927, ante. 

6 As aggravation of damages.]|—See Sub-sect. 4, 
+» post, 








vi. Characters of Servants. 


1936. General rule.}|—In all cases where you will 
maintain an action for words, there ought to be 
some particular words of slander spoken or 
written by which the particular loss came. Here 
is a letter, it had not any slander in it; & it cannot 
be conceived that the lord turned him away out 
of his service or office by that letter, which does 
not touch him in his office of stewardship nor his 
receivership (RICHARDSON, C.J.).—NURSE v. POUN- 
FORD (1629), Het. 161; 124 EB. RR. 42). 

1937. Volunteered statement to former master— 
To prevent giving character.]|—Although a master 
be not in general bound to prove the truth of a 
character given by him to a person applying for 
the character of his servant, yet if he officiously 
state any trivial misconduct of the servant to a 
former master in order to prevent him giving a 
second character, & then himself upon application 
for a character give the servant a bad character, 
the truth of which he is not able to prove, the jury 
may from these circumstances infer malice against 
the master in an action against him by the ser- 
vant.—-ROGERS v. CLIFTON (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 
587; 127 BE. R. 317. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fairman v. Ives (1822), 1 Dow. & ay 
K. B. 252. Refd. Bromage v. Prosser (1825), 3 L. J. O. S. 
K. B. 203; Child v. Aftfieck (1829), 9 KB. & C. 403; Foun- 
tain v. Boodle (1842), 3 Q. B. 5; Coxhead v. Richards 
(1846), 2 C. B. 569; Jackson v. Hopperton (1864), 16 
Cc. B. N.S. 829. 

1938. Volunteered statement to future employer.| 

-PATTISON v. JONES, No. 1507, ante. 





SHEA paper.}—Incorrect headlines attached 


(c) ibi, 


1928 i. Previous publications.}—The 
fact that on previous occasions defts, 
used slanderous language of pltf. is 
admissible & relevant evidence on the 
question of malice.—NoORTON  ¢. 
Crooks, (1914) Kk. D. L. 532.—8. AF, 


k. Of similar slander.}—In 
an action for slander actionable per se, 
evidence of a slander also actionable 
per se other than the slander get forth 
in the statement of claim, is properly 
admitted for the purpose of proving 
malice,— KING »., LONDERVILLE (1915), 
31 W. L. R. 821; 25 D. L. Rk. 352 ; 
8 Sask. L. R. 276.—CAN. 


l. Subsequent pp beceations:} — In 
an action for Hbel the ct. permitted 
articles, published subsequent to the 
libel to be read to the jury as evidence 
of the malicious character of the 





(1859), 4 Nfld. L. R. 257.—NFLD. 
m, ——.])—~- HART tv. HOBINSBON 
(1897), 12 EK. D. C. 24.—S. AF. 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
» (6) iv. 


n. Adverlisement in newspaper.) — 
HOLLIDAY vv. ONTARIO "ARMERS’ 
MUTUAL INSURANCE Co. (1873), 1 


A. R. 483.—-CAN. 

_ ©. Placards in privrale office—d& 
insertion in company’s circular books. }— 
TENCH vt. GREAT ESTERN Hy. Co. 
(1873), 33 U. C. R, &.—CAN. 

p. Spreading reports to parties not 
concerned. }—Bruiting about reports to 
partics who have no concern in the 
transaction cannot be held to be 
prlered. EARN v. HAWKER (1888), 

Nfid. L. R. 309,—-NFLD. 


q. Misleading headlines in news- 


to a newspaper report of the proceed: 
ings of a public body upon a matter of 
public interest may turnish proof of the 
existence of animus injuriandi.— 
Smith & Co. tv. SOUTH 
NEWSPAPER Co. (1906), 23 8. 
16C. T. Kt. 440.—8. AF. 


PART VII. ae SUB-SECT. 2.— 
° Vv. 


19331. Whether evidence of malice. }— 
Pleading justification in an action of 
slander, where no attempt is made to 
prove the plea, is not in itsclf evidence 
of malice entitling pltf. to have the 
case submitted to the jury, the words 
in question having been spoken on a 
pevieges occasion.—CORRIDAN sv, 

ILKINBON (1893), 20 A. R. 184.—CAN, 

19841. —-— Pleaabandoned at trial. )— 
FauciittT v. BootH (1871), 31 U. CG RB. 
263.—CAN. 


AFRICAN 
C. 310; 


Part VII.—Maticr. 


1989. Charge of theft—Refusal to give con- 
firmatory detail.]|—A master in giving the character 
of his late servant to a person intending to take 
her, charged her with theft ; & in support of that 
charge, stated, that she had borrowed money 
when she came into his service & repaid it before 
she received any wages. In reply to an inquiry 
made afterwards by a relation of the servant, he 
admitted that the time when he paid the wages 
was entered in a book, which he produced, but 
refused to state what the time was, & on the same 
party remonstrating, & observing that the servant, 
in consequence of her loss of character, might have 
gone upon the town, he answered, ‘‘ What is that 
to us?” :—Held: this conduct was evidence to 
go to the jury, though slight, that the communi- 
cation to the intended master was made mali- 
ciously.— KELLY v. PARTINGTON (1833), 4 B. & 
Ad. 700; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 460; 110 E. R. 619 ; 
subsequent proceedings (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 645. 

1940. Offer to give character if theft 
admitted.]—JAcKSON v. HHOpPpERTON, No. 1942, post. 





C. Functions of Judge and Jury. 

1941. Malice or no malice—Question for jury— 
If any evidence of malice.|—CookE v. WILDEs, No. 
1896. ante. 

1942. -|—In an action for slander 
in giving a character of a servant, although the 
occasion primd facie justifies the communication 
of matter which would otherwise be actionable, 
yet if, at the close of pltf.’s case, there is any evi- 
dence which would warrant the jury in inferring 
actual or express malice, the judge cannot with- 
draw the case from them. Where deft., in answer 
to an inyguiry as to her character, charged pltf. 
with acts of dishonesty, having previously told 
her that, if she would acknowledge having com- 
mitted them, he would give her a character :— 
Held: it was properly left to the jury to say 
whether deft. bond fide believed the charge to be 
true, or was influenced by sinister or corrupt 
motives.—JACKSON v. HOPPERTON (1864), 16 
C. B. N.S. 829; 4 New Rep. 242; 10 L. T. 529; 
12 W. R. 913; 143 E. R. 1352. 
aan :—Refd. Caulficld v. Whitworth (1868), 18 L. T. 

vo . 


1943. .|—Pltf. asked deft., his 
employer, for a testimonial, which deft. wrote out, 
certifying to his trustworthiness. DPitf. wished the 
word ‘‘ honest’’ to be inserted in it, but deft. 
declined to do this. Deft., in the presence of 
pltf., then asked his cashier if there were any 
difference between the two terms, who said there 
was none, & deft. thereupon again refused to alter 
the language of the testimonial. [ltt. then asked 
deft. if he had not some suspicions as to the honesty 
of his conduct in a certain transaction, & he said 
he had. Pitf. having recovered damages in an 
action of slander, the Div. Ct. set aside the verdict 
on the ground that the evidence was equally con- 
sistent with thorough bona fides on deft.’s part 
as with his having acted maliciously :—Held: 
as there was evidence of malice for the jury, the 
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19411. Malice or no malicc—Question 
for jury—If any evidence of malice.\— 
lu an action for defainatory words, if 
the question of privilege is raised, the 
jury should say whether privilege has 
been exceeded.—CREEK v. NEWLANDS 
(1878), 4 Vv. L. R. (L.) 412.— AUS. 

1941 ii. ———- ——— ——.] —HORNE v. 
ae (1881), 7 V. L. R. (L.) 296.— 





stances the 


17 





1941 fii, —— —— ——.]—WILLIAMS 
ore (1882), 8 V. L. R. (L.) 82.— 





the jury to say whether in the circum- 
anguage employed is 
within the privilege, or is in cxcess 
of what the occasion justified & if in 
excess they can properly draw inference 
of malice.— COLVIN v. McKay (1888), 
O. ht, 212.— CAN. 


1941 v. —— -———.]}— WEL 0. 
LinDop (1888), 15 A. R. 695.—CAN, 


1941 vi. ——— ———- ——-. }} ENGLISH 
v. LAMB (1900), 32 O. R. 73.—CAN. 


1941 vii. ——-———- ——-.}-_-PRESTON 
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verdict given at the trial must stand.—MuRDOCH 
v. FUNDUKLIAN (1886), 2 T. L. R. 614, C. A. 
1944. Duty of judge to withdraw case from Jury 
—If evidence consistent with bona _ fides.)— 
SOMERVILLE v. HAWKINS, No. 1437, ante. 











1945. ——.]—Harris v. THOMPSON, No. 
1598, ante. = 
1946. .|—Where a letter containing 


defamatory words is written upon a privileged 
occasion, surrounding circumstances are to be 
considered by the judge at the trial in determining 
whether the words used are so much too violent 
for the occasion as to rebut the presumption of 
the absence of malice arising from the privilege 
of the occasion; & if from surrounding circum- 
stances it appears that the words are capable of 
two constructions, one of which is compatible 
with the absence of malice, then the presumption 
of the absence of malice which existed in the first 
instance from the privilege of the occasion should 
be allowed to prevail throughont.—SPILL_ vv. 
MAULE (1869), L. R. 4, Exch. 232; 38 L. J. Ex. 
138; 20 L. T. 675; 17 W. R. 805, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Apprvd. Laughton v. Sodor & Man (Bp.) 
(1872), L. R. 4 P. C. 495. Folld. Baker v. Carrick (1894), 
70 L. ‘T. 366. Apprvd. Adam v. Ward, [1917] A. C. 309. 
Refd. Steward v. Young (1870), 18 W. R. 492; Brett v. 
Watson (1872), 20 W. R. 723; Henwood v. Harrison 
(1872), L. R. 7 C. P. 606; Clark v. Molyneux (1877), 3 
Q. B. D. 237; Gerhold v. Baker (1918), 35 T. L. R. 102. 


1947. —— If no evidence of malice.|—LAWLESS 
v. ANGLO-EGYPTIAN CoTTON Co., No. 1481, ante. 

1948. J—NEVILL v. FINE ART 
GENERAL INSURANCE Co., No. 1868, ante. 








SuB-sEcT. 3.—AS AFFECTING FAIR COMMENT. 

1949. Whether malice must be proved—Com- 
ment unfair.J|-CAMPBEI.L v. SPOTTISWOODE, No. 
1802, ante. 








1950. —_—.]—MERIVALE v. CARSON, No. 
1837, ante. 

1951. ———.|—-H ENNESSY v. WRIGHT, No. 
1804, ante. 

1952. Comment fair.|—HENWoopD v. HAR- 





RISON, No. 1735, ante. 

1953. .|—In an action of libel against the 
publishers of a trade periodical, in respect of an 
article contained in an issue of their periodical, 
defts. pleaded by way of defence that, in so far 
as the words complained of consisted of expres- 
sions of opinion, they were fair comment, made 
in good faith, & without malice, on a matter of 
public interest, &, in so far as they consisted of 
allegations of fact, they were true in substance & 
in fact. Pitfs. administered to defts., among 
others, interrogatories which were substantially 
as follows: (5) What information had you, when 
you published the said words, which induced you 
to believe that the expressions of opinion in the 
said words contained, & which you allege to be 
fair comment, made in good faith, & without 
malice, were true? Did you in fact believe that 





v. THOMPSON, 21 C. L. T. 464.—CAN, 


1941 viii. ——-~ ———- ——.]—Hoprt- 
WELL tv. KENNEDY (1904), 4 O. W. R. 
433; 25C.L. 1.70; 9 OL R. 43.— 


CAN 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT, 3. 


r. General rule.}—Every one has 
a right to comment on matters of 
public interest & general concern, 
rovided he does so fairly & with an 
onest Pp a Such comments are 
not libellous however severe in their 


It is for 
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Sect. 2.—Eaxpreas malice: Sub-sects. 3 & 4, A., B. 
(a) & (b), C. & D.] 
the said opinions were true? (7) From whom did 
ou obtain the information on which you relied 
in publishing the said expressions of opinion ? 
Defts. objected to answer these interrogatories : 
—Held: the fifth interrogatory was admissible, 
& must therefore be answered, but, according to 
the general rule of practice in actions of libel 
against the publishers of newspapers, in respect 
of matter published in their newspapers, the 
seventh interrogatory was, in the absence of 
special circumstances, inadmissible, & defts. ought 
not to be compelled to answer it. 

If the defence set up in an action of libel is 
one of privilege, then the existence of what has 
been called express malice becomes a question of 
fact which is raised on the issues for trial. Simi- 
larly if the defence is one of fair comment, then 
the fairness or otherwise of the comment is a ques- 
tion which is at issue on the trial (VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, L.J.). 

I am clear that both in cases in which the 
defence of privilege & in those in which the defence 
of fair document is set up, the state of mind of 
deft. when he published the alleged libel is a 
matter directly in issue (FLETCHER-MOULTON, L.J.) 
—-PLYMOUTH MUTUAL CO-OPERATIVE & INDUS- 
TRIAL SOCIETY, LTp. v. TRADERS’ PUBLISHING 
Assocn., Lrp., [1906] 1 K. B. 403; 75 L. J. K. B. 
259; 94 L. T. 258; 54 W. R. 319; 22 T. L. R. 
266, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thomas v. Bradbury, Agnew, [1906] 
2K. 8.627; Adam v. Fisher (1914), 110 L. T. 537. Refd. 
Maass v. Gas Light & Coke Co. (1911), 80 L. J. K. B. 
1313; Lyle-Samuel r. Odhains, [1920] 1 K. B. 135; Aga 
Khan v. Times Publishing Co., [1924] 1 K. B. 675. 

1954. Existence of malice—May negative fair 
comment—Comment prima facie fair.])—MERr1I- 
VALE v. CARSON, No. 1837, ante. | 

1955. -|~-In an action of libel, | 
where the defence is that the writing complained 
of is fair comment upon a matter of public interest, 
evidence that deft. was actuated by malice towards 
pitf. is admissible, upon the ground that comment 
which is actuated by malice cannot be deemed fair 
on the part of the person who makes it, &, there- 
fore, proof of malice may take a criticism that is 
prima facie fair outside the limits of fair comment. 

The right... whether it be called privilege 
or by any other name does not extend to cover 
misstatements of fact however bond fide... . It 
is of course possible for a person to have a spite 
against another & yet to bring a perfectly dis- 
passionate judgment to bear upon his literary 
merits; but, given the existence of malice, it 
must be for the jury to say whether it has warped 
his judgment (CoLLins, M.R.).—THoMAS v. BRAD- 
BURY, AGNEW & Co., Lrp., [1906] 2 K. B. 627; 
75 L. J. K. B. 726; 95 L. T. 23; 54 W. BR. 608; 

ae Merk R. eva A. 

nnotations :— . Walker v. 

239; Pratt v. British Medical Beer OTL L eB a 

1956. Proof of malice—Subsequent publication 
ea io joined.]|—MacLeop v. WakLEy, No. 

» ante. 


terms, unless et f are written 
intemperately & maliciously.— Magsix 
v. TORONTO PRINTING Co. (1886), 11 
oO. R. 362.—CAN., 














actuated 


~}—BaRRow v. Hem CHUN- 


M 
wens an AIRI (1908), I. L. R. - 
i ia ( ) R. 35 Cale 


19541. Extstence of malice—Ma 
negative fair comment— Comment pre 
facte fair.}—The qualified privilege of 
fair comment upon a matter of public 
interest fails to protect if the writer, 


Bom. 293.—IND 


1957 1. 


in writing the libel complained of, is 
McKINLEY (isB2) 1 V. L. R. 802 
AUS. » . * . —— 


1964 f.-——-] ——-  ——}-—- KR, ¢, 
ABDOOL Wanoop (1907), I. L. R. 31 
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General rule.}~HALLREN v. 
HOLDEN (1914), 20 B. ohh. 489.—CAN. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


What interrogatories allowed.])—-See DISCOVERY, 
Vol. XVIII., pp. 208-210, Nos. 1557-1571. 


SUB-sEcT. 4.—AS AFFECTING DAMAGES. 
A. In General. 

1957. General rule.]—In an action for defama- 
tion, either party may, with a view to the damages, 
give evidence to prove or disprove the existence 
of a malicious motive; but if the evidence given 
for that purpose establishes another cause of action, 
the jury should be cautioned against giving any 
damages in respect of such other cause of action. 
—PEARSON v. LEMAITRE (1843), 5 Man. & G. 700; 
6 Scott, N. R. 607; 12 L. J. C. P. 258; 1 L. T. 
O. 8.170; 7 J. P. 336; 7 Jur. 748; 134 HE. R. 
742, 

Annotations :—Folld. Anderson t. Calvert (1608), 24 T. L. R. 


399. Refd. Hemmings v. Gasson (1858), 27 L. J. Q. B 
252; Hebditch v. MacIIwaine, [1894] 2 Q. L. 54, 


1958. Discretion of jury—To give nominal 
damages—Though malice proved.}—'‘lhere is no 
necessary inconsistency in a jury finding a verdict 
for pltf. for a farthing damages in an action for 
libel, even though the jury find that the libel was 
maliciously written.—COOKE v. BROGDEN & Co. 
(1885), 1 T. L. R. 497, D.C. 


B. Other Statements by Defendant. 
(a) In General. 


1959. Whether admissible to prove malice.]}— 
GEARE v. BRITTON (1746), Bull. N. P. 7, N. P. 
aunaion :—Refd. Pcarson v. Lemaitre (1843), 5 Man. & G. 

00. 


1960. .}—Words spoken at different times 
may be given in evidence on one count.—CHARLTER 
v. BARRET (1790), Peake, 32, N. P. 





| Annotation -—Refd. Pearson t. Le Maitre (1843), 7 J.P. 336. 





1961. -|—In an action for words spoken to 
A. concerning pltf., evidence of words, not them- 
selves actionable, spoken to B. may be received 
to show the malice of deft.—MEap v. DAUBIGNY 
(1792), Peake, 168, N. P. 

1962. -|—(1) Under the plea of not guilty 
to a declaration for a libel, pltf. cannot go into 
evidence to show that the allegations in the libel 
are false. Neither can he give in evidence sub- 
sequent declarations by deft., where the intention 
of the publication is not equivocal. 

(2) The editor of one public newspaper is not 
justified in attacks upon the private character of 
the writer of another public newspaper.—STUART 
v. LOVELL (1817), 2 Stark. 93, N. P. 

1968. -]—On the trial of an action against 
the publisher of a monthly periodical for a libel 
contained in it, articles published from month to 
month alluding to the action, & attacking pltf., 
are receivable as evidence quo animo the libel was 
published, & as showing that the publisher of the 
work considered it as applying to pltf.—CHUBB 
v, WESTLEY (1834), 6 C. & P. 436, N. P. 

1964. -J—In an action for slander, other 
slanderous words may be given in evidence to 
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B. (a). 











ce.—STEWART v. 
a. admissible to prove 
malice—<A fidavtt made by defendant 


—ZIn pending criminal proceedings 
against plaintiff.}—In an action for 
oral slander an davit made by deft. 


trate as the foundation 
of a criminal proceeding againat piti., 
which 1 still pending, is not admissible 
evidence to show malice in deft.— 
RANKIN v. CLARKE (1838), 2 N. B. RK. 
(Ber.) 470. 


Part VII.—MALiIceE. 


show the animus of deft.—CAMFIELD v. BIRD 
(1852), 3 Car. & Kir. 56; 19 L. T. O. S. 365. 

1965. Right of defendant to prove truth.|— 
In an action for slander, words are given in evidence 
in order to prove malice, which are not stated in the 
declaration, deft. may prove the truth of such 
words.— WARNE v. CHADWELL (1819), 2 Stark. 
457, N. P. 

1966. Words proved unambiguous.] — In 
slander where the words proved are unambiguous, 
subsequent words of the same import are inadmis- 
He aia v. ORNSBY (1835), 1 Mood. & R. 


Annotations :—Refd. Symmons v. Blake (1835), 1 Mood. & R. 
477; Pearson v. Lemaitre (1843), 5 Man. & G. 700. 


1967. .|—(1) In slander where the 
words proved are unambiguous, evidence of sub- 
sequent words of the same import is inadmissible. 

(2) Previous slander for which damages have 
been recovered, may be given in evidence.— 
Symmons v. BLAKE (1835), 1 Mood. & R. 477, 
N. P.3 subsequent proceedings, sub nom. SYMONS 
v. BLAKE, 2 Or. M. & R. 416. 


Annotation :—.1s to (1) Refd. Pcarson v. Lemaitre (1843), 
5 Man, & G. 700. 


1968. ——_— Previous words for which damage 
recovered.|—-SYMMONS v. BLAKE, No. 1967, ante. 

1969. Expressions omitted from printed 
libel.]—TARPLEY v. BLABEY, No. 1106, ante. 

1970. Subsequent publication of same libel.] 
—On the trial of an action for a libel published in 
a newspaper, pltf. was allowed to give in evidence 
a second paragraph subsequently published in the 
same paper, in which the libellous charge was 
reasserted, for the purpose of showing deft.’s 
intention ; & in leaving the case to the jury, the 
judge told them to take the two paragraphs with 
them, & to give pltf. such damages as they con- 
sidered him entitled to under the circumstances. 
An application for a new trial, on the ground of 
misdirection, was refused.—BARWELL v. ADKINS 
(1840), 1 Man. & G. 807; 2 Scott, N. R. 113; 1383 
EB. R. 558. 

1971. ——— Intention that libel should be sub- 
sequently published.|}—WHITNEY v. MOIGNARD 
(1890), 24 Q. B. D. 630; 59 L. J. Q. B. 3245 6 
T. L. R. 274. 




















(b) Statements giving Rise to Fresh Cause of 
Action. 
1972. Whether admissible.|—Cook v. 


(1788), 3 Esp. 183, N. P. 
HOO :—Mentd. Helsham v. Blackwood (1851), 11 C. B. 


FIELD 


1978. ——.|—In an action for a libel, other 
papers which are themselves libels on pitf. may be 
given in evidence to increase the damages.— 
LEE v. Huson (1792), Peake, 223, N. P. 

Annotation :—Refd. Pearson v. Le Maitre (1843), 7 J. P. 336. 











1974, .|— PLUNKETT v. COBBETT, No. 2001, 

ost, 

1975. : ‘| In an action for slander, pltf 
may give evidence of any thing that deft. after 


wards said, that goes to show malice in deft., 
provided that it cannot be the subject of another 
action; therefore pltf. may give evidence that 
dift. repeated the same words at a subsequent 
time, or spoke on the subject of this action, but 
cannot go into evidence of other words subse- 


quently spoken, if those words may be the subject 


of another action.—DEFRIES v. DAVIS (1835), 7 
CO. & P. 112, N. P. 7 
1976. ——— Indictment preferred by defendant — 
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Ignored by grand jury.]|—TATE v. HUMPHREY 
(1808), 2 vat 73, n. 
Annotation :—Distd. Finnerty v. Tipper (1809), 2 Camp. 72. 
1977. Duty of judge to direct Jury not to 
award damages for subsequent publication.|— 
You cannot give in evidence special damage not 
laid in the declaration ; but you may give in evi- 
dence any words as well as any act of deft. to show 
quo animo he spoke the words which are the subject 
of the action; still it would be the duty of the 
judge to tell the jury, that they must give damages 
only for the words which are the subject of the 
action (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J .).—- RUSTELL v. 


MACQUISTER (1807), 1 Camp. 49, n. 

‘Annotations :—Consd. Pearson v. Lemaitre (1843), 5 Man. 
& G. 700. Refd. Finnerty v. Tipper (1809), 2 Camp. 72; 
Hemmings v. Gasson (1858), 27 L. J. Q. B. 252. 














1978. .|—PeEarson v. LEMAITRE, No. 
1957, ante. 
1979. —__— Effect of failure of judge to 


direct jury.]—Pitf., a tidewaiter in H.M. Customs, 
brought an action against the publisher of a news- 
paper foralibel,imputing to him that he was a papal 
rebel, a traitor, & anidolater ; that he was a member 
of an association for the conversion of England to 
the Roman Catholic faith, & had enlisted himself 
in the service of a foreign potentate, & was bound 
never to decline from the purpose of annihilating 
all religious belicfs other than the Roman Catholic 
religion & Popery. Deft. pleaded, not guilty, & 
a justification of so much of the libel as imputed 
to him that he was a member of the association 
etc. At the trial, pltf., who was a witness, statec 
that he was a Roman Catholic, & had subscribec 
money to an association for the conversion 0! 
England to the Roman Catholic faith ; but hac 
done no other act to become a member of it :— 
Held: (1) the imputations being false in fac! 
& without a justifiable occasion, the law impliec 
malice ; (2) there was no misdirection in omittins 
to tell the jury not to give damages in respect of thi 
publication subsequent to the libel.—DarBY v 
OUSELEY (1856), 1 H. & N. 1; 25 L. J. Ex. 227 
2 Jur. N. S. 497; 156 Kk. R. 1093; sub nom 
DERBY v. OUSELEY, 27 L. T. O.S. 70; 4 W. R. 463 
Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. Henman v. Lester (1862 

12 C. B. N. 8. 776. 

1980. ——— ———.] —ANDERSON v. CALVERT 
No. 2014, post. 


C. Plea of Justification. 

1981. Whether evidence of malice.|—RyYan 1 
Woop, No. 1817, ante. 

1982. Action for malicious prosecution 4 
slander—lIssue of slander not proceeded with.|— 
Where in an action for maliciously giving pltf 
into custody & for slander, deft. pleaded to th 
latter cause of action a plea in justification, whic! 
would have heen no answer to the former, & at th 
trial pltf. failed to prove the slander :—Held: th 
jury ought to disregard this plea in considering th 
former cause of action.—BROOKE v. AVRILLO: 
(1873), 42 L. J. C. P. 126: 21 W. R. 594. 

As avoiding qualified privilege.|—-See Sub-sect. ‘ 
B. (c) v., ante. 


D. Liability of Publisher. 

1983. Malice of writer—Inadmissible again: 
publisher.j|—In an action for libel against tt 
publisher of a magazine, evidence of the writer 

ersonal malice against pltf. is inadmissible.- 

OBERTSON v. WYLDE (1838), 2 Mood. & R. 10 
N. P.3 subsequent proceedings, 7 L. J. C. P. 196. 
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Inaccuracy of firat article corrected tn subscquent article—Materiality as question of damage.}-—LIVINGBTON v, TROUT (188 


b. of 
9 O. R. 488.—CA e 


uw 2, 
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LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Part VIIl—Damages and Costs. 


SrecT. 1.—DAMAGES. 
SuB-sECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
Sce, generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 78 
ef seq. 
1984. Question for the jury.] —- HAWKINS vt. 
Sc1etT (1622), Palm. 314; 81 E.R. 1099.. 


<nnotation :-—Mentd. Beardmore v. Carrington (1764), 2 
Wils. 244. 


1985. ———.]}—WILSON v. REED, No. 5, anle. 


an action against | 


deft. for having published ina Liverpool newspaper, 

of which deft. was proprietor, a series of libels, of 

a gross & offensive character, on pitf. as the incum- 

bent of a church in Liverpool. It appeared at the 

trial that the first libel originated in pltf. having 
preached & published in the local papers two 
sermons, reflecting on the magistrates for having 
appointed a Roman Catholic chaplain to the 
borough gaol. & on the town council for having 
elected a Jew their mayor; & pltf. had, soon after 
the libels had commenced, alluded, in a letter to 
another newspaper, to deft.’s paper as the ‘' dregs 
of provincial journalism ; ’’ & he had also delivered 
from the pulpit & published a statement, to the 
effect that some of his opponents had been guilty 
of subornation of perjury in relation to a charge 
of assault for which pltf. had been fined 5s. The 
jury having returned a verdict for a farthing 
damages, pltf. obtained a rule for a new trial on 
the ground of the inadequacy of the damages :— 
Held: although on account of the grossness & 
repetition of the libels, the verdict, in the opinion 
of the ct., might: well have been for larger damages, 
it was a question for the jury, taking pltf.’s own 
conduct into consideration, what amount of 
damages he was entitled to; & the ct. ought not to 

interfere.—KELLY v. SHERLOCK (1866), L. R. 1 

Q. B. 686; 7B. & 8.480; 35 1L. J. Q. B. 209; 30 

J.P. 805; 12 Jur. N.S. 937. 

Annotations :—Consd. Falvey tr. Stanford (1874), L. 
Q. B. 44, Cooke r. Brogden (1885), 1 T. L. RR. 497. 
Bryce vr. Rusden (1886), 2 T. L. R. 433. 

1987. -|~—In an action for libel the deter- 
mining the amount of damages is essentially the 
duty of the jury. In no such case will the ct. 
Interfere unless it appears clearly that the jury 
have given their verdict from vindictive or improper 
feelings. Where no such considerations exist 
the verdict will not be interfered with. Roberts 
v. OWEN (1889), 538 J. P. 502, D. C.3 previous 
proceedings (1888), 5 T. L. R. 11. 

188 -|—In an action for libel, the judge 
misdirected the jury in favour of pltf. upon a 
material part of the libel, & the jury gave a verdict 
for large damages. The Ct. of Appeal thought that 
the nature of the libel was such that the jury would 
have been entitled to give, & would probably 
have given, the same verdict, even if the direction 
had been the other way, & refused deft.’s applica- 
tion for a new trial on the ground that in their 
opinion no “ substantial wrong or miscarriage ” 
had been occasioned by the misdirection, within 
the meaning of R. S. C., Ord. 39, r. 6 :—Held: 
since the assessment of damages is the peculiar 
province of the jury in an action for libel, & since 


R. 10 
Refd. 
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1984 i. Question for th ; 
SYME (Davip) & Co. tv. pee ead 
(1909), 10 C. L. R. 43.—-AUS. 1984 iv 


1984 ii. ——.}—Tayior vt. MaasEY 


eee 
i. x 


262.— IR. 


at. different times.—JAXON 1. 


(1891), 20 O. Rt. 429.—CAN. 


1984 ii WATT v. McQvualia 
(1905), 40 N. 8, t. 553.—CAN, 
~——. /—-WHITE tv. TYRRELL 
(1856), 5 1.0. L, 1. 477; 8 Ir. Jur. 


the jury had not had deft.’s real case submitted 
to them & might in assessing the damages, have 
been influenced by the misdirection, there had been 
a substantial wrong or miscarriage within the 
above rule, & there must be a new trial.— BRAY 
v. Forp, [1896] A. C. 44; 65 L. J. Q. B. 213; 73 
L. T. 609; 12 T. L. R. 119, H. L.3 revsq. S. C. 
sub nom. ForD v. Bray (1894), 11 T. L. R. 82, C. Ae 
Annotations :-—Distd. Barber rv. Deutsche Bank (Berlin) 

London Agency, [1919] A. C. 304. Refd. Floyd v. Gibson 

(1909), 100 L. T. 761 ; Greenlands v. Wilmshurst & London 

Assocn. for Protection of rade, [1913] 3 K. B. 507. 

Mentd. Hamilton v. Seal, [1904] 2 K. B. 262; Bath v. 

Standard Land Co., [1911] 1 Ch. 618; Banbury v. Bank 

of Montreal, {1918} A. C. 626; Hill v. Showell (1918), 

87 L. J. K. BL. 1106. 

1989. -}—Such newspapers as_ publish 
libellous statements do so because they find that 
it pays; many of their readers prefer to read & 
believe the worst of everybody, & the newspaper 
proprietors cannot complain if juries remember 
this in assessing damages. The amount of 
damages is peculiarly their province, & 1 see no 
ground for interference (FARWELL, L.J.).—JONES 
tv. HULTON (E.) & Co., [1909] 2 K. LB. 4443 78 
L. J. K. B. 937; 101 L. T. 3380; 25 T. L. R. 597, 
C. A.3 on appeal, sub nom. LIULTON (I.) & Co. v. 
Jones, {[1910] A. C. 20, H. L. 


Annotations :-— Mentd. Spiers & Pond rv. John Bull (1916), 
85 L. J. K. B. 9923; Adain v. Ward, (1917) A. C. 309 5 
lratt v. British Medical Assocn. (1918), 120 L. TP. 413 
Shaw v. London Express Newspaper (1925), 41 T. L. lt. 
475. 


1990. Entire damages— Different slanders spoken 





at same time.]—LUKER’s CasE (1610), Jenk. 301 ; 


145 BE. I. 220. 
1991. —— Different slanders at different times.] 


—Entire damages may be given for different sets 


of actionable words spoken to different persons 
TANNER (1631), 
Cro. Car. 236; 79 IE. i. 807. 

1992. Nominal damages—Jury not bound to 


award—Judgment by default—-No evidence offered.| 
* —In case for words, deft. suffered judgment by 


default. At the execution of the writ of inquiry, 
pitf. offered no evidence, & the jury assessed the 
damages at £40 :—-Held: it was not incumbent 


on pitf. to give any evidence, & the jury were not, 


under such circumstances, bound to give nominal 
damages only.— Tipp v. ‘THOMAS (1824), 3B. & C. 
427; 5 Dow. & Ky. K. B. 276; 31. J.0.8. K. B. 
42; 107 EK. RR. 792. 

1993. ——— Right of jury to award—No real 


injury.|—In an action of slander, where there is no 


real injury, the jury may find for nominal damages, 
& semble: may consider the question of costs. 
Thus, in an action by a master of a workhouse, 
for words imputing to himself that he dishonestly 
got honest men turned out of employment there, 
in order to get in creatures of his own, for his own 
purposes :—Held: actionable ; but, being spoken 
in angry altercation, & without malice, the jury 
were directed that they might, if they thought 
there was no real injury, give nominal damages, 
so as not to carry costs; & deft.’s counsel was 
allowed to ask, on cross-examination, what would 
be the probable amount of costs to deft. if a verdict 


0. Nominal damages—In absence 
of pecunta damage.}—-Where the1o 
was no proof of any pecuniary damage 
suffered by pltf. judgment was given 
for $10 & costs as of a circuit ct. action 
of the lowest clask.— HEARN v. GRAHAN, 
23 Cc. L. T, 119.—CAN. 


Part VIII.—DAMAGES AND Costs. 


for more than a nominal amount were given.— 
WAKELIN v. Morris (1860), 2 F. & I. 26, N. P. 
Ba Nea ‘—Refd. Russell v. Weniweser (1868), 16 W. R. 


1994. Vindictive damages.]—SToNE v. BREwIs 
(No. 1) (1902), 47 Sol. Jo. 70, C. A. 

199 Proof of actual loss.|—LEETHAM vv, 
RANK, No. 872, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—MEASURE OF DAMAGES. 
A. In General. 


1996. General rule — Measured according to 
damage done.|—The amount of damages is in 
proportion to the damage done & if therefore a 
paper is of such wide circulation as stated, then an 
unfounded attack in it is a very serious thing 
indeed (ERLE, C.J.).—ATTHILIL v. SOMAN (1866), 
15 L. T. 36, N. P. 

1997. Slander actionable per se.|—SAUNDERS v. 
EDWARDS (1662), 1 Sid. 95; 82 Ih. R. 9yl. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Aldridge v. Drake (1686), 2 Show. 493- 

1998. Slander actionable on proof of damage.|— 
SAUNDERS v. HDWARDS (1662), 1 Sid. 95; 82 E. R. 
991. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Aldridge v. Drake (1686), 2 Show. 493. 

1999. Crime imputed to plaintiff—Good, sound, 
substantial damages.|— BrRuTON v. DOWNES, No. 
1237, ante. 


B. Matters for Consideration. 
{a) In General. 

2000. Loss of office..—Hawk v. Rowe (1663), 
1 Sid. 1381; 82 H.R. 1013. 

2001. Libel in newspaper—Copies bought after 
action brought.|—-In case for a libel published in a 
weekly paper, after proof, the buying of the paper 
at deft.’s shop ; in which the libel was contained ; 
evidence of similar papers purchased at deft.’s 
shop at uther times is admissible evidence, to show 
that the paper was regularly published, & that the 
libellous publication was deliberately made.— 
PLUNKETT v. COBBETT (1804), 5 Esp. 186, N. P. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Pearce v. Ornsby (1835), 1 Mood. & R. 
455; Pearson v. Lemaitre (1843), 5 Man. & G. 700. 


2002. Extent of circulation.|—-GATHERCOLE 
v. MIALL, No. 1773, ante. 

2008. ——-.|— ATTHILL v. SOMAN, No. 1996, 
ante. 

2004. Libel against partnership—lInjury to joint 
business only.|— HAytTiorRn v. Lawson, No. 35, 
ante. 

2005. Prospective injury to area FR 
In case for a libel against a co-partnership, the 
jury may take into their consideration, in estima- 
ting the damages to which pltfs. are entitled, the 
prospective injury which may acrue to the partner- 
ship from deft.’s act.—-GREGORY v. WILLIAMS 
(1844), 1 Car. & Kir. 568. 

2006. Libel against ship owner—Probable profits 
of voyage.|— INGRAM v. Lawson, No. 161, ante. 

2007. Loss of situation—Though not proved as 
special damage.j— RUMSEY v. WEBR, No. 1541, ante. 

2008. Arrest of plaintiff after action brought— 

















19941. Vindictive damages.|—In an 
action of slander tho jury are entitled 
to give exemplary & punitive damages. 
—LAMB v. West (1894), 15 N.S. W.L. 
R.120; 10 N.S. W. W.N. 209.—AUS. 

d. Mode of assessment—Where no — °° 
appearance to summons.}—STANLEY 1. 
Litt (1900), 19 P. R. 101.—CAN. 


M‘LOUGHIIN v. 
IL. R.1 IR 


2012 i. General loss of business.]— 


WELSH (1846), 


e. Conduct of plaintiff.}—BUTCHER 
v. raetoN (1891), 9 N. Z L. R. 240. 


PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.— , 
PART VIII. aoe es aia 2.— B. (b 
a). 


20131. Whole conduct of defendant— 
Down to time of verdict—From publica- 


165 


In consequence of libellous advertisement—Evi- 
dence given with consent of defendant’s counsel.|— 
In an action for a libel, in the form of an advertise- 
ment, charging pltf. with fraud, & offering a reward 
for his apprehension, evidence having been given, 
with the consent of deft.’s counsel, of arrests of 
pitf. in consequence of the advertisement, after the 
commencement of the action :—Held : deft. could 
not afterwards complain that the judge, in his 
summing up, did not expressly tell the jury that 
they were not to take those arrests into their 
consideration in estimating the damages for the 
libel.—GosLIn v. Corry (1844), 7 Man. & G. 342 ; 
8 Scott, N.R.21; 3L.T. 0.8.56; 1385 BE. R. 143. 
2009. Libel barred by Statute of Limitations— 
Single act of re-publication—Caution to jury.]— 
BruNswWIck (DUKE) v. HARMER, No. 1080, ante. 
2010. Circumstances leading to conviction of 
plaintiff — Although conviction erroneous.|— 
GWYNN v. SOUTH-EASTERN Ry. Co., No. 1279, ante. 
2011. Circumstances of election contest.|— 
PANKHURST v. HAMILTON (1887), 3 T. L. R. 500. 
2012. General loss of business.|—-CONCARIS v. 
Duncan & Co., [1909] W. N. 51. 


(b) Conduct of Defendant. 


2013. Whole conduct of defendant—Down to 
time of verdict—From publication.]|—PRAED v. 
GRAHAM, No. 1087, ante. 

2014. Before & after publication.]— 
(1) In assessing damages for libel the jury may 
have regard to the whole conduct of deft. before 
& after the publication of the libel down to the 
verdict as showing the existence of a malicious 
motive, but the jury ought not to treat such 
prior or subsequent circumstances as giving a 
separate & independent right to damages, & the 
judge should caution them against doing so. 

(2) The omission of the judge at the trial to 
direct the jury sufficiently that, though they might 
give punitive damages for malice they must not 
give damages for another cause of action :—Held : 
in the circumstances, not a ground for granting a 
new trial, by reason of R. S. C., Ord. 39, r. 6.— 
ANDERSON v. CALVERT (1908), 24 T. L. R. 399, 
C. A. 

2015. Damage resulting from repetition—General 
loss of business.|——Jn an action by a surgeon for 
slander imputing that a female servant had had 
a bastard child by him, whereby D. would not 
employ him as an accoucher, & pltf. was otherwise 
injured in the way of his business, it was proved 
that the words were spoken by deft. in conversation 
with D. :—Held: pltf. was not entitled to recover 
such damages in respect of a general loss of 
business as might: have been caused by repetitions 
of the slander, but could not have arisen directly 
from the speaking of the words by deft. to D.— 
DIXON v. SMITH (1860),5 H. & N. 450; 29L. J. Ex. 
125; 157 E.R. 1257. 
innvlations :-—Consd. Riding v. Smith (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 

281. Refd. Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 

Repetition of defamatory statements generally, 
see Part V., Sect. 3, ante. 

2016. Manner of publication.]|—If, in an action 








10 = tion.J—In assessing damages tho jury 
aro entitled to take into consideration 
the whole conduct of deft. in the matter, 
from the time the libel was published 
down to the time of the verdict.— 
Hicks v. GREGORY (1904), 6 W. A. L. R. 
100.—AUS., 


2013 ti. ——-——_—_——. ]—_Sa LZMANN 
g. ee {1914] App. D. 471 


a ae 
. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sect. 1.—Damages: Sub-sect. 2, B. (b), (c) & (d), & 
C.; sub-sect. 8, A. & B. (a), (b) & (c).] 

for libel, deft., by his peers: admits the publica- 

tion, pltf. is still at liberty to show the manner of 

the publication, with a view to the amount of 

damages.— VINES v. SERELL (1835), 7 C. & P. 

163. 

2017. Delay in publishing contradiction.]|—The 
Times having published in Dec. a libel on a tailor, 
stating that he had been flogged (which turned 
out to be a pure fabrication), & having, although 
it was complained of at once, & they heard of the 
falsehood of the statement, delayed publishing any 
contradiction until after action, these circum- 
stances were left to the jury as evidence of 
negligence, & a verdict for very large damages was 
not disturbed. Semble: in such a case no plea 
under Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), would be allowable.— 
SMITH v. ITARRISON (1856), 1 F. & F. 565. 

2018. Circumstances of election contest—Bona 
fides of defendant’s decor a PANKHURST v. 
HAMILTON (1887), 3 T. I. R. 500. 


(ce) Matters in Aggravation and Mitigation. 
See Sub-sect. 3, post, 


(d) Effect of Verdict on Costs. 
See Juries, Vol. XXX., pp. 245, 246, Nos. 
443-456. 


C. Review of Assessment—New Trial. 
See DaMAGEs, Vol. XVITI., pp. 164 et seq. 


SUB-SECT. 3.— AGGRAVATION AND MITIGATION. 
A. Aggravation. 


Fee gencrally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 120 
et seq. 

2019. Aggravation induced by conduct of parties’ 
representative—Whether damages follow aggra- 
vation.|—Risk ALLAH BEY v. WHITEHURST, No. 
1734. ante. 

2020. -}—(1) In extreme cases, such 
as this is, 1 think the cts. ought not to allow such 
an extravagant result, even though the parties 
have procured it by the conduct of which their 
representatives have been guilty (LorpD LA.s- 
BURY, C.), 

(2) Pit. was encountered by a most insulting 
& offensive cross-examination, for some parts of 
Which there docs not seem to be the least justifica- 
tion. Even in mitigation of damages it is well 
settled you cannot go into evidence which, if 
proved would constitute a justification (Lorp 
HaLspury, C.).—Watr rv. Watt, [1905] A. C, 
115 ; 74 L. J. K. B. 488; 92 1. 7. 450; 69 J.P. 
tac Pal R. 547; 21 T. 1. R. 3863 49 Sol. Jo. 


Annotations :—~Generally, Mentd. Jenkins vt. Taff Vale Ry. 











PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. | Jouxson 
f. Refusal by defendant to 243.-—CAN 

—-Although — opnortunit Oreck. = 

Damages for libel may be agyravated 

by the fact that pleas of truth & 


justification are kept on the 

to the time of COINMENCENGAE Spite 
& by the refusal of the libeller to avait 
himself of an opportunity of retraction 
offered to him.—Knotr tv. TELEGRAM 
PRINTING Co., LTp., [1917}1 W. W. R 
974; 27 Man. L. BR. 336.—CAN, 


PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
B. (a). 


2022 


M. & O. 385.—I 


20241. Power of court to mitigate. }-— 


vt. EASTMAN (1825), Tay. 


2022 1. Kridence amounting to ifi- 
cation -—— Inadm tasible.} — Seimei. 
LAIDMAN (1889), 18 O. R. 420.—CAN. 


ii. - oes 
Brows (1902), 22 Nn a ii: 3342-: 


_ 20261. Evidence of matte : 
ing toj ustification- Whe pores 
—-CREIGHTON Frat INLAY (1842), Arm. 


. Evidence amountt to 
wifi here no plea “Tnadmineible 

0o were spok . 
in a conversation with ‘A., ZA ath 


1912), 106 L. T. 715; Barber ». Deutsche Bank (Berlin 
Zondon Agency, [1919] A. C. 304; Wing Lee v. Lew, [1925] 


Malice.]|—See Part VII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 4, ante. 


B. Mitigation. 
(a) In General. 

See R. 8. C., Ord. 36, r. 37. 

Mitigation of damages generally, sce DAMAGES, 
Vol. XVII., pp. 124 et seq. 

«vas. Power of court to mitigate.|—In slander 
deft. justified, & verdict for pltf.; the ct. cannot 
mitigate the damages, but in a case of mayhem 
may increase them.—BONHAM v. STURTON (1553), 
2 Dyer, 105a; 73 BE. R. 230. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hawkins r. Scict (1622), Palm. 314. 

2022. Evidence amounting to jJustification—In- 
admissible.]|—In an action for words deft. pleaded 
not guilty & offered to prove the words to be true 
in mitigation of damages, which the Chief Justice 
refused to permit.—-UNDERWOOD v. Parks (1743), 
2 Stra. 1200; 93 FE. R. 1127. 

Annotations :—Refd. Roberts vt. Camden (1807), 9 East, 

93; Manning v. Clement (1831), 7 Bing. $62; Rumsey 

vr. Webb (1842), J1 L. J.C. bP. 120. 

2023. ——.]|— DENNIS v. PAWLING (1716), 
12 Vin. Abr. 159, pl. 16. 

2024. -]—In an action for a libel, deft. 
cannot, under the general issue, give evidence of 
any fact in mitigation of damages, which would be 
evidence to prove a justification of any part of the 
libel. He ought to justify as to that part.— 
VESSEY v. PIKE (1829), 3 C. & P. 512, N.P. 

2025. ——.]— Wat? v. WatTT, No. 2020, ante. 

2026. Evidence of matters not amounting to 
justification— Whether admissible.]—Semble : in an 
action for a libel, evidence of facts, which do not 
amount to a justification, may, under circum- 
stances, be received in mitigation of damages, 
though special pleas of justification, which were on 
the record, have been withdrawn before the trial, 
& pltf. in consequence is not prepared with evidence 
to answer deft.’s proof.—East v. CHAPMAN (1827), 
2C. & P. 570; Mood. & M. 46, N. P. 

Annotation :—Mentd. R. vr. Garbett (1847), 1 Den. 236, 

2027. -.\—A libel purported to be a 
report of what occurred before a comr. of inquiry 
respecting corpns.:—Held: (1) deft. could not 
give evidence of the accuracy of the report as a 
matter of justification, but he might give such 
evidence in mitigation of damages; (2) if he did 
so, pltf. might give evidence in reply, to show the 
inaccuracy of the report.—CHARLTON v. WATTON 
(1834), 6C. & P. 385, N. P. 

2028. -j}--CHALMERS v. SHACKELL, No. 
1282, untle. 

Particulars furnished to plaintiff — Administra- 
tion of interrogatories.}|—See Part X., Sect. 4, post. 


(b) Character of Plaintiff. 
oce R.S.C., Ord. 36, r. 37. 
2029. General evidence—-Whether admissibie.|— 
KIRKMAN v. OXLEY (undated), Phillips on Evi 


presence of third persons, & there was 
no plea of privilege on the record :— 
Held: evidence that It was the duty 
of deft. to make the communication 
to A., was not admissible in mitigatien 
of damages.—-BELL v. PaRKE (1860), 
]] I. C. L. h. 413.— IR. 


























CROWLEY 1, 
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20291. General evidence — Whether 
admiasible.)—In an action of slander 
for @ ing plitf. with stealing, ovi- 
dence of the mencrs: bad character of 
pltf. is not admissible in evidence in 
initigation of damages.— WILLISTON 0. 


vtlege 
—When 


the 
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dence, 4th ed., 189, n.; Starkie on Evidence, 
8rd ed., Vol. 2, 306, n. 


Annotation :—Refd. Scott v.Sampson (1882),8 Q.B. D.491. 
20380. .J}—DENNIS v. PAWLING (1716), 
12 ee Abr. 150, ot Di 16. 


-|— WILLIAMS Uv. 
(1810), Holt, N.P. P. 307, n., N. P. 


Annotations :—Dbtd. Waithman v. BR Ns 
257. Refd. Saunders v. ate ioe) 3 
Scott ». Sampson (1882), 8 Q. BD 491, 


2032. .|—When the general issue i8 
pleaded to an action for a libel, it is doubtful 
whether deft. can call witnesses to speak to the 
general character of pltf.—RUsHWORTH’S CASE 
(1823), as reported in 1 L. J. O. S. K. B. 118. 

2083. .—ELLERSHAW v. ROBINSON 
(1824), Starkie on Slander & Libel, 3rd ed., 538 ; 
2 Starkie on Evidence, 3rd ed., 641, n. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Scott v. Sampson (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 491. 


2034. -|—MAWBY v. BARBER (1826), 
Starkie on Slander & Libel, oe ed., 538, n.; Starkie 
on Evidence, 3rd ed., 642, 

Annotation ; :—Refd. Scott v. Bae aki (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 


20385. -]}—MooreE v. OASTLER (1836), 
2 Starkie on Slander & Libel, 3rd ae 538, n.3 2 
Starkie on Evidence, 3rd ed., 642, 

Annotations :—Refd. Richards v. ae een 2 acee 

& B.. 557; Scott v. Sampson (1882), 8 Q. B 

2036. |— Harpy v. ee 
(1837), Starkie on Slander & Libel, 3rd ed., 538, n. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Richards v. Richards (1844) re neo 

& Kt. 557; Scott v. Sampson (1882), 8 Q. 

2037. .]—In an action o itbel iat 
there is no plea of justification, questions cannot 
be asked, tending to show pltf.’s previous bad 
character in mitigation of damages. Where a 
witness had said nothing in examination-in-chief 
he cannot be cross-examined to discredit him.— 
pee v. BAILEY (1859), 1 F. & F. 536, 








CALLENDER 





1822), 11 Price, 
oo. & P. 520; 






































‘Annotation :——Retd. Scott v. Sampson (1882). 8 Q. B. D. 491. 














2038. .|—Scort v. Sampson, No. 2045, 
post, 
2039. .]|— Pltf., a professional jockey, 


sued to recover damages for a libel charging him 
with unfairly & dishonestly riding the horses in a 
particular: stable. Deft. pleaded a justification, 
& afterwards applied to amend his defence by 
adding a paragraph alleging that at the date of 
the publication pltf. was commonly reputed to 
have been in the habit of unfairly & dishonestly 
riding horses in races, so as to prevent them from 
winning :—Held: as general evidence of pltf.’s 
bad reputation, if admissible, could only be given 
in reduction of damages, & not in answer to the 
action, the paragraph did not contain a statement 
of material facts on which deft. relied for his 
defence, within the meaning of R. S. C., Ord. 19, 
r. 4, or a ground of defence which must be raised 
under Ord. 19, r. 15, but was a denial or defence as 
to damages claimed or their amount, within Ord. 21, 
r. 4, & therefore ought not to be pleaded, & leave 
to amend must be refused.—Woop v. DURHAM 
(EARL) (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 501; 57 L. J. Q. B. 
no. 59 L. T. 142; 37 W. KR. 222 ; 4T. L. R. 778, 





“CAN, (1847), 5 N. B. R. (3 Kerr) 443. 


—— ——.J—MYERS v. CURRIE 
asoey 92 U.C. R. 470. one 
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MITOHELL (1886), 11 O. R. 21. Oo TCAN. 
2029 iv. ——- ———_. ]—‘* THE I'NGLISH- 


ae Lrp. ». Lagpat Rat (1910), 
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2040. ——_ ——-.]—-Woop v. Cox, No. 2307, 

ost. 

i 2041. ——- ——.]—-MANGENA v. WRIGHT, No. 
1722, ante. 

2042. Evidence of particular facts—Inadmis- 
HARRISON (1701), 1 Id. 
Raym. 727; 91 HE. R. 1385, N. P. 

Annotation : Ref. Smith v. Richardson (1737), Willes, 20. 


2043. —— ——.]—Jonzs v. STEVENS, No. 1236, 
ante. 

2044. .|}— Harpy v. ALEXANDER 
(1837), Starkie on Slander & Libel, 3rd ed., 538, n. 
Annotations :—Refd. Richards v. Richards (1844), 2 2 Mood 














& R. 557; Scott v. Sampson (1882), 8 Q. 
2045. .|—Action for a libel sisded 
that pltf., a theatrical critic, had endeavoured 


to extort money by threatening to publish defama- 
tory matter concerning a deceased actress. 
Defence—that the allegation was true in substance 
& fact:—Held: (1) evidence of rumours before 
the publication of the libel that pltf. had com- 
mitted the offences charged in it, & evidence of 
particular facts & circumstances tending to show 
the misconduct of pltf. as a theatrical critic could 
not be admitted in reduction of damages; 
(2) assuming such evidence to be material it was 
rightly rejected, for the particular facts & circum- 
stances were not stated or referred to in the 
pleadings as required by Ord. 19, r. 4. 

On principle, therefore, it would seem that 
general evidence of reputation should be admitted 
(CAVE, J.).—Scotr v. SAMPSON (1882), 8 Q. B. D. 
491; 51 L.J.Q. B. 380; 46L. T. 412; 46 J.P. 
408; 30 W. BR. 541, D.C. 

Annotations : -—Folld. Wood v. arn Gees), 47. L. R. 652. 

Refd. Wood v. paren pees 1Q. B. D. 501; Scaife v, 


Kemp ea 515; Mangena v, Wright, 
[1909] 2 K. B. 








2046. ——.]—Woop vy. Cox (1888), 4 
T. L. R. 550, D.C. 

2047, ——.]—MANGENA v. WRIGHT, No. 
1722, ante. 


(c) Rumours and Suspicions. 


2048. Whether evidence admissible—Rumowurs.] 
—EAMER v. MERLE (circa 1808), cited in 2 Camp. 
at p. 253, N. P. 

Annotations : -—Consd. Waithman v. Woe eee a Price, 

257, n.; Scott. v. Sampson (1882), 8 Q. B Refd. 

Leicester v. Walter Sees ac Camp. asi; 

Mills (1829), 3 Moo. & P 52 

2049. Star an action of slander, 
imputing a specific charge of unnatural practices 
to pltf., where the declaration contains the usual 
allegation of good fame, etc., deft. may, upon 
cross-examination. ask pltf.’s witness whether 
he had not heard reports in the neighbourhood 
that pltf. had been guilty of similar practices, in 
order to diminish the damages.— v. Moor 
(1813), 1M. & &. 284; 105 BH. R. 106. 


annotations :—Expld. Thompson v. Nye aoe . i B. 


‘Saunders v. 




















175. Consd. Scott v. Sampson (1882), 8 Q. B 

ia -|—Wyattr v. GORE, Now 2062, 
post, 

2051. —.|—The declaration in the usual 


form alleged plté. have been of good fame & 
repute. Plea, not guilty. Pltf. & deft. were rival 


defts. cannot give evidence of rumour: 

7 fhe ceeee of bad character.—** TH 
LISHMAN,” Lrp. v. LaspaT Ra 

bib, I. L. R. 37 Calc. 760.—IND. 


48 ii. -}—BELL tv. Parez 
(1860), 111.0. L. R. 413 See 


AF. 


2048 iil. ———-_ ———-.}_-_ Maco 
vw. Lrrr (1851), 13 Dunl. (Ct. Oat Beas Seas 
960; 23 Sc. Jur. 144.—SO0OT, 
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2083. .|—Where the pltf. in an action for 
libel alleged (inter alia) in his statement of claim, 
that by reason of the libel certain persons who 
were about to subscribe to a loan in which pltf. 
was interested had withdrawn their names, & the 
loan had failed, & he had lost the benefit of certain 
concessions, & his expenses in obtaining them :— 
Held: these being items of special damage, 
particulars should be given of them, or they should 
be struck out of the statement of claim.— DIMSDALE 
v. GOODLAKE (1876), 40 J. P. 792. 

2084. ——.]—BuLuck v. LOVERING (1885), 1 
T. L. R. 497, D. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 
-|—See, generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 
153, 154, Nos. 549-554. 

2085. Loss of general custom—General not special 

damage.|—-HARRISON v. PEARCE, No. 2078, ante. 

086 When to be pleaded generally 
—Libel.]|—In an action for words not actionable 
per se, but constituting an untrue statement 
maliciously published about pltf.’s business, which 
statement is intended or reasonably likely to 
produce, & in the ordinary course of things does 
produce, a general loss of business as distinct from 
the loss of particular known customers, evidence 
of such general loss of business is admissible, & 
sufficient to support the action. 

That an action will lie for written or oral false- 
hoods, not actionable per se nor even defamatory, 
where they are maliciously published, where they 
are calculated in the ordinary course of things to 
produce, & where they do produce, actual damage, 
is established law. Such an action is not one of 
libel or of slander but an action on the case for 
damage wilfully & intentionally done without just 
occasion or excuse, analogous to an action for 
slander of title. To support it, actual damage must 
be shown, for it is an action which only lies in 
respect of such damage as has actually occurred 
. . - but a loss of general custom, flowing directly 
& in the ordinary course of things from a libel, may 
be alleged & proved generally ... general loss 
of custom cannot properly be proved in respect. 
of a slander of this kind when it has been uttered 
under such circumstances that its repetition does 
not flow directly & naturally from the circumstances 
in which the slander itself was uttered. The 
doctrine that in slanders actionable per se general 
damage may be alleged & proved with generality 
must be taken, therefore, with the qualification 
that the words complained of must have been 
spoken in circumstances which might in the 
ordinary course of things have directly produced 
the general damage that has in fact occurred 

- it makes no difference in this respect whether 
the falsehood is oral or in writing. The necessity 
of alleging & proving actual temporal loss with 
certainty & precision in all cases of the sort has 
been insisted upon for centuries (BOWEN, L.J.).— 
RATCLIFFE v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524; 61 
LL. J. Q. B. 585; 66 L. T. 794; 567. P. 837 ; 40 
ta 578; 8 T. L. R. 597; 36 Sol. Jo. 539, 


Annotations :—Consd. Roya) Baking Powder Co. v. Wright, 
Crossley (1900), 18 Rt. BP. C. 95; Leetham v. Rank (1912), 
57 Sol. Jo. 1113 Shapira v. La Morta (1923), 130 L. T. 

~~... ¥. White, eet 3 Ch. 276; Hubbuck 
v. Wilkinson Heywood & Clark, (1899) 1 Q. B. 86; Lyne 
v. Nicholls (1906), 23 T. L. R. 86; Barrett v. Associated 
Newspapers (1907), 23 T. L. R. 666 ; Concaris v. Duncan, 
{1909} W. N. 51 Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, [1920] 


oly 
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20911. Probable & natural consequence 


of defendant's statement.}—The special 
damage required . in 
defamation must be such as would be 
the reasonable & natura! result of the 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


A. C. 956; British Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. v. C.R.C. Co. 
& L.C.C., [1922) 2 K. B. 260. Mentd. Ajello v. Worsley, 
{1898] 1 Ch. 274; Allen v. Flood, [1898] A. C. 1. 


2087. ——  —— Statements actionable 
per se.]|— RATCLIFFE v. Evans, No. 2086, ante. 
As special damage.|—See Nos. 2158-2160, 








post, 

2088. Action for special damage—Not sustain- 
able after damages recovered for same slander— 
Whether such slander actionable per se or not.]— 
GEARE v. BRITTON (1746), Bull. N. P. 7, N. P. 
prota :—Refd. Pearson v. Lomaitre (1843), 5 Man. & 


2089. Plea denying special damage—Where 
slander actionable per se.]|—SaatTu v. THOMAS, No. 
1448, ante. 

2090. Particulars of damage-——Extent of decline 
of plaintiff’s business—Whether defendant en- 
titled to.}—WINGARD v. Cox, No. 1205, ante. 


B. Statemenis Actionable only on Proof of Special 
Damage. 
(a) Damage Sufficient to Sustain Action. 
i. General Rules. 

Directness & remoteness generally.|— See DAmM- 
AGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 93 et seq. 

2091. Probable & natural consequence of defen- 
dant’s statement.|—Where special damage is 
necessary to sustain an action for slander, it is not 
sufficient to prove a mere wrongful act of a third 
person induced by the slander, such as that he 
dismissed pltf. from his employ before the end of 
the term for which they bad contracted ; but the 
special damage must be a legal & natural conse- 
quence of the slander.—VIcaks v. WUILCOCKS 
(1806), 8 East, 1; 103 E. R. 244. 

Annotations :—Apld. Powell v. Salisbury (1828), 2 Y. & J. 

391. Consd. Kmght v. Gibbs (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 43. 

Dbtd. Gillett v. Bullivant (1846), 7 L. 1. 0. 8. 490. Distd. 

Luinley v. Gye (1853), 2 kK. & B, 216. N.F. Lynch v. 

Knight (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 577. Apld. Chamberlain v. 

Boyd (1883), 11 Q. BK. D. 407. Refd. Green v. Button 

1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 707; Barnett v. Allen (1858), 1 

*, & F.125; Hoey v. Felton (1861), 11 C. B. N.S. 142 5 

Martyn v. Gray (1863), 14 C. B. N.S. 824; Weld-Blundell 

v. Stephens, {1920} A. C. 9586. Mentd. Keene v. Dilke 

(1849), 4 Exch. 388; Walker v. Goe (1850), 4 H. & N 

$50; Richardson v. Dunn (1860), 8 C. B. N.S. 655 

Rogers v. Rajendro Dutt (1860), 8 Mou. Ind. App. 103 

Wilson v. Newport Dock Co. (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 177 

Ellis v. Loftus Iron Co. (1874), L. RK. 10 C. P2103; Bowen 

vt. Hall (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 333; Lepla v. Rogers, [1893] 1 

Q. B. 31; Bostock v. Nicholson, (1904) 1 K. B, 725. 

2092. .]|— Special damage, which is necessary 
in order to make words actionable, must be such as 
naturally or reasonably arises from the use of the 
words. 

The declaration alleged that pltf., being the 
first inventor of a new manufacture, had duly 
applied for letters patent, & had left at the office 
of the Patent Comrs. a petition & declaration, & 
a provisional specification, under Patent Law 
Amendment Act, 1852 (c. 83), that the application 
& specification had been referred to the Solicitor 
General, who had permitted the title of the inven- 
tion to be amended, & pltf. had given notice of his 
intention to proceed with the application. That 
deft., knowing the premises, maliciously & without 
reasonable or probable cause, pretended & 
represented to the Solicitor General that he had 
an interest in a the grant of the patent 
to pltf., & maliciously, etc. published certain 
words, being a notice, set out, to the Solicitor 
General that the amended title might embrace 
an invention of deft. for which he had applied for 





BaTSson 


words used.—LUDLOW  ¢. ih 


(1903), 238 C. L. T. ae 60. L. 


action of 
309; 2 0. W. R. 41.—CAN, 


an 
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a patent; whereas deft. was not, but pltf. was, 
the first inventor of the invention in question, & 
deft. had never any interest in opposing the grant 
of a patent to pltf.: whereby the Solicitor General 
refused to allow pltf.’s application for letters 
patent, etc.:—Held: the declaration was bad ; 
the allegation of the refusal in the statement of 
special damage could not be called in aid to supply 
a substantial traversable allegation of the refusal ; 
& the special damage alleged did not appear to 
be the necessary or natural result of the facts 
stated in the declaration—HADDAN v. LOTT 
(1854), 15 C. B. 411; 3 C. L. R. 144; 24 1L. J. 
C. P. 49; 241. T. 0.8. 96; 139 E. R. 484, 

2093. .|—Qu.: whether a wife can maintain 
an action against a third person for words occasion- 
ing to her the loss of the consortium of the husband? 
If she can, the words must be such that from them 
the loss of the consortium follows as a natural & 
reasonable consequence: Where therefore a wife, 
her husband being joined for conformity as pltf., 
brought an action to recover damages from A. for 
slander uttered by him to her husband, imputing 
to her that she had been almost seduced by B. 
before her marriage, & that her husband ought 
not to let B. visit at his house, & the ground of 
special damage alleged was, that in consequence 
of the slander the husband forced her to leave his 
house & return to her father, whereby she lost 
the consortium of her husband :—Held: the cause 
of complaint thus set forth would not sustain the 
action, for the alleged ground of special damage 
did not show, in the conduct of the husband, a 
natural & reasonable consequence of the slander. 

I strongly incline to agree, that to make the 
words actionable, by reason of special damage, the 
consequence must be such as, taking human nature 
as itis, with its infirmities, & having regard to the 
relationship of the parties concerned, might fairly 
& reasonably have been anticipated & feared would 
follow from the speaking the words, not what 
would reasonably follow, or we might think ought 
to follow. ...I cannot agree that the special 
damage must be the natural & legal consequence of 
the words, if true (LORD WENSLEYDALE).— 
LYNCH v. KNIGHT (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 577; 5 
L. T. 291; 8 Jur. N.S. 724; 11 1B. R. 854, H. L. 


Annotations :—Folld. Chamberlain v. Boyd (1883), 11 Q. B. 
D. 407. Distd. Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, [1920] A. C. 
956. Refd. Parkins v. Scott (1862), 1 H. & C. 153; 

Roberts v. Roberts (1864), 5 B. & S. 384; Davies v. 

Solomon (1871), L. R. 7 Q. B. 112; Miller v. David (1874), 

L. R.9 C. P2118; Riding v. Smith (1876), 45 L. J. Q. B. 

281; Bowen v. Hall (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 333; Ecklin v, 

Little (1890), 6 'T. L. R. 366; Whitney v. Moignard (1890), 

24 Q. B.D. 6303; Wilkinson v. Downton, [1897] 2 Q. B. 57. 

Mentd. Butterworth v. Butterworth & Engleficld, Collins 

v. Collins & Harrison, Barratt v. Barratt & Fox, Howell v. 

Howell & Walker, Adams v. Adams & Ward, Ellworthy 

v. Ellworthy & Ledgard, [1920] P. 126; Gray v. Gee 

ha hana T. L. R. 429; Hambrook v. Stokes, [1925] 1 


2094. .]}—Action by a trader charging that 
deft. falsely & maliciously spoke & published of 
the wife of pltf., who assisted him in his business, 
& in relation to such business, certain words 
charging her with having committed adultery 
upon the premises where pltf. resided & carried 
on business, whereby pltf. was injured in his 
business, & certain specified persons & others who 
had theretofore dealt with him ceased to do so :— 
Held: (1) the action was maintainable on the 
ground that the injury to pltf.’s business was the 
natural consequence of the words spoken, which 
would prevent persons resorting to pltf.’a shop. 

It appears to me that if a man states of another, 
who is a trader earning his livelihood by dealing 
in articles of trade, anything, be it what it may, 
the natural consequence of uttering which would 
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be to injure the trate & prevent persons from 

resorting to the place of business & it so leads to 

loss of trade, it is actionable (KELLY, C.B.). 

(2) Special damage might be proved by general 
evidence of the falling off of pltf.’s business, without 
showing who the persons were who had ceased to 
deal with pltf., or that they were the persons to 
whom the statements were made.—RIDING v. 
SmirH (1876), 1 Ex. D. 91; 45 L. J. Q. B. 281; 
34 L. T. 500; 24 W. R. 487. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Thomas rv. Williams (1880), 
14 Ch. D. 864; Thoricy’s Cattle Food Co. v. Massam 
(1880), 14 Ch. D. 763; Allen v. Flood, [1898) A. C. 1. 
As to (2) Expld. Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524 ; 
Refd. Clarke v. Morgan (1877), 38 L. T. 354. Generally, 
Refd. Ripley v. Arthur (1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 165; Weld- 
Blundell v. Stephens [1920] A. C. 956. 

2095. .|—Claim, that pltf. was a candidate 
for membership of the R. Club, but upon a ballot 
of the members was not elected ; that a meeting 
of the members was called to consider an alteration 
of the rules regarding the election of members ; 
that deft. falsely & maliciously spoke & published 
of pltf. as follows: ‘‘ The conduct of’”’ pltf. 
‘‘ was so bad at a club in M. that a round robin was 
signed urging the committee toexpel’”’ him; “‘ as, 
however,” he was ‘‘ there only for a short time, the 
committee did not proceed further;”’ whereby 
deft. induced a majority of the members of the 
club to retain the regulations under which pltf. 
had been rejected, & thereby prevented pltf. from 
again seeking to be elected to the club :—Held: 
the claim disclosed no cause of action; for the 
words complained of, not being actionable in 
themselves, must be supported by special damage 
in order to enable plitf. to sue; & the damage 
alleged was not pecuniary or capable of being 
estimated in money, & was not the natural & 
probable consequence of deft.’s words.—CHAMBER- 
LAIN v. Boyp (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 407; 52 L. J. 
Q. B. 277; 48 L. T. 328; 475. P. 372; 31 W.R. 
5738, C. A. 

2096. .|—The alleged slander was in respect 
of words not actionable per se, & the consequences 
were stated to be that pltf. had suffered annoyance, 
loss of friends, credit, & reputation & that through 
deft. having caused an irreparable breach between 
pitf. & her husband, her husband had deprived 
her of her own house & of an income :—Held: 
the damage alleged as the consequence of the 
slander was not special damage so as to give a cause 
of action. 

The law is perfectly plain & has been long 
settled that, in respect of slanderous words such 
as these in question, however distasteful they may 
be to pltf., an action will not lie unless they have 
produced that which the law recognises as special 
damage. To constitute such damage it is necessary 
to prove something more than injury to pitf.’s 
feelings, because that is not a legal cause of action ; 
though, by way of damage, where there is a cause 
of action, the law does take notice of such injury. 
Therefore slander causing mere injury to feelings 
gives no cause of action. Another rule is that the 
special damage must be the natural & reasonable 
result of the words spoke. If the damage alleged 
is not so, but is the result of mere caprice or ill- 
feeling on the part of some one else, the injury does 
not flow from the words, but from the caprice or 
ill feeling of the person who does the injury 
(BRETT, M.R.).—WELDON v. DE BATHE (1884), 14 
Q. B. D. 339; 54 L. J. Q. B. 113; 53 L. T. 620; 
33 W. R. 328; 1T. L. R. 171, C. A. 

Annoiation :—Mentd. Shipman v. Shipman, [1924] 2 Ch 


2097. ———.]|—-The wrongful refusal of a thiré 
party to fulfil a contract may give a right to specia 
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damage for a slander, if such refusal be the probable 
consequence of the utterance of the slander.— 
SocitTt FRANCAISE DES ASPHALTES v. FARRELL 
(1885), Cab. & EI. 563. 

2098. Legitimate consequence of defendant’s 
statement./—Vicars v. WiLcocks, No. 2091, ante. 

2099. -J—In an action for words, imputing 
to pltf., a governess, that she had had a child by 
her master, the declaration alleged, as special 





damage, that her master had dismissed her from | 


his cmplovment. The words were spoken by 
deft. to pltf.’s father, at a time when pltf. was 
visiting her father, & were repeated by the father 
to the master, who then declined to reccive pltf. 
again, though he knew the charge to be false, on 
the ground that it might be injurious to her 
character to do so, & would be unpleasant to both 
of them :—Held: the special damage was the 
direct & natural & legitimate consequence of the 
slander ; & was therefore sufficient to support the 
action.—_GILLETT v. BULLIVANT (1846), 7 L. T. 
O. 8. 490. 

2100. ——-.]—LyncuH v. Kniaut, No. 2093, ante. 

2101. Material temporal loss necessary.]—The 
special damage necessary to support an action for 
defamation. when the words spoken are not action- 
able in themselves, must be the loss of some 
material temporal advantage. 

A declaration for slander imputing unchastity 
to a married woman alleged as special damage that 
she was not allowed to continue any longer a 
member of a society & congregation of Calvinistic 
Methodists, & was turned out of the same, & that 
the leaders or clders of the society refused to 
celtify that she was fit to be a member of the sect., 
or of any socicty or congregation of the same, 
whereby she was prevented becoming a member 
of the said society in I. & was prevented from 
attending religious worship, & that she became 
greatly injured in her good name & reputation & 
became sick & ill, & pltf. R., the husband, incurred 
great expense in nursing her and in endeavouring 
to get her cured :—Held: the declaration was 
bad, as it showed no sufficient special damage to 
support the action.—Roserts v. ROBERTS (1864), 
5B. & 8. 384; 4 New Rep. 271; 33 1. J. Q. B. 
249; 10 L. T. 602; 10 Jur. N.S. 1027; 12 W. RR. 
909 5 122 E.R. 874. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Davies +. Solomon (1871), L. R. 7 

Q. B. 1172. 

2102. —-— Capable of pecuniary estimation.|— 
CHAMBERLAIN v. Boyp, No. 2095, ante. 

2103. ——— Actual not threatened loss necessary.| 
Faia v. SpPIERS & Ponp, Ltn., No. 552, 
ante, 

2104. Person acting in consequence of words 
spoken—Belief in words unnecessary.|—In order 
to support an action for defamatory words action- 
able only in respect of special damage, it is not 
necessary that the person whose act constitutes 
the special damage should have believed the 
defamatory charge, provided he acted in conse- 
quence of the words having been spoken. 

In case for slanderous words, by reason of which 
pltf. was turned out of her lodging & employment, 
it appeared that deft. complained to E., the mistress 
of the house, who was his tenant, that her lodgers, 
Eee NUR EA Sinica Ue 
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AHEARNK (1875), I. I. 
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of whom pltf. was one, behaved improperly at the 
windows; & he added that no moral person would 
like to have such people in his house. E. stated 
in her evidence that she dismissed pltf. in conse- 
quence of the words, not because she believed 
them, but because she was afraid it would offend 
her landlord if pltf. remained :—Held: the action 
was maintainable, the special damage being the 
consequence of slanderous words used by deft.— 
KNIGHT v. Gipps (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 43; 3 Nev. 
; a K. B. 467; 3L. J. K. B. 185; 110 ©. BR. 
1124, 
Annotations :-—Apld. Gillett v. Bullivant (1846), 7 

O. 8. 490. Refd. Green ». Button (1835), 5 L. J. Ex. 81; 

Lynch v. Knight (1861), 5 L. IT. 291. 


ii. Loss of Custom. 

2105. Whether sufficient to sustain action— 
Where words not actionable per se.|—PERRY v. 
PERRY (1732), Kel. W. 71; 25 KE. R. 406. 

2106. -]—In a declaration for slander pltf. 
stated that he was a jobber or dealer in the funds, 
& as such had been accustomed lawfully to con- 
tract; that deft. said of him, as such jobber 
or dealer, ‘‘ He is a lame duck;’’ meaning that 
he had not fulfilled his contracts in respect of the 
said stocks or funds; in consequence of which 
divers persons refused to fulfil their contracts with 
him, specifying the contracts, & he was prevented 
from fulfilling his contracts with other persons :— 
Held : it did not sufficiently appear either that the 
words were spoken of lawful contracts, or that 
pitf. was a lawful jobber or dealer in the funds ; 
& the declaration was therefore bad. Qu.: 
whether it can be stated as a special damage that 
divers persons refused to fulfil their contracts with 
pltf., since he might recover a compensation by 
action, if the contracts were lawful.—Morris v. 
LANGDALE (1800), 2 Bos. & P. 284; 126 I. R. 


1284. 
Consd. Lumicy v. Gye (1853), 2 E. & B. 216. 
Expld. Foulger r. Neweomb (1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 327. 
Refd. Lynch vr. Knight (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 577. Mentd. 
Green v. Button (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 707; Greville rv. 
Chapman (1843), 8 Jur. 189. 


2107. Possible illegality of business lost—Stock 
jobber & dealer..— Morris v. LANGDALE, No. 2106, 
ante. 

2108. Loss partly direct & partly indirect— 
Repetition.]|—In an action for verbal slander not 
actionable per se, the declaration alleged for special 
damage, that, in consequence of the speaking of 
the words, four of pltf.’s customers had ceased to 
deal with him. Three of those persons proved 
only that they ceased to deal with pltf. in conse- 
quence of reports they had heard in the neighbour- 
hood; but the fourth proved the speaking by 
deft. of words substantially as charged, & stated 
that he did not deal with pitf. afterwards :-—Held: 
some evidence of special damage.—BATEMAN v. 
LYALL (1860), 7 C. B. N. S. 638; 1 L. T. 296; 
141 KE. It. 966. 

Pleading & proof of loss.]—See Sub-sect. 3, B., 
post. 





iii. Loss of Hospitality. 

2109. Sufficient special damage.|-—-If in conse- 
quence of words spoken pltf. is deprived of sub- 
stantial benefit arising from the hospitality of 
friends, this is a sufficient temporal damage 


}—SUBRAHAN v, 


In a declaration by ao husband & wife 
9C. L. 412 


for the slander of the wife in accusing 
her of adultery :—Held: sufficient. 


—_— 
. 


pewon—iVhere words nt actionable allogation of special damage that the 
50. ee a v. Brow (1899), PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.— wife had lust beer dene ved of the 
W.N. 81 ieue 395; 16 N. 8. W. B. (a) iil. hospitality of friends.—CAMPBELL 0, 

weet : 2109 i. Sufficient special damage.)— CAMPBELL (1875), 25 C. P. 368.--CAN 


Part VIIJ.—Damaces AND Costs. 


whereon to maintain an action.—MoorEv. MEAGHER 
(1807), 1 Taunt. 39; 127 E. R. 745, Ex. Ch.; 
previous proceedings, sub nom. MEAGHER v. MOORE 
(1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 135. 

Annotations : -—Consd. Lynch v. Knight (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 


677. Expld. Davios v. Solomon (1871), L. rt 7 Q. B. 
112. Re d. Parkins v. Scott (1862), 1 H. & C. 
2110. -]—The fact that Hetamnions words, 





not actionable in themselves, -have occasioned 
illness, does not constitute special damage so as 
to give a right of action, either to the person 
defamed or, if a married woman, to her husband, 
illness not being the natural or immediate result 
of words spoken. 

A declaration by husband & wife alleged that 
deft. falsely & maliciously spoke certain words of 
the wife imputing incontinence to her, whereby 
she lost the society of her neighbours, & became 
ill & unable to attend to her necessary affairs 
& business, & her husband incurred expense in 
curing her, & lost the society & assistance of his 
wife in his domestic affairs :—JIeld: the declara- 
tion disclosed no cause of action.—ALLSOP uv. 
ALLSOP (1860), 5 H. & N. 534; 29 L. J. Ex. 315; 
2L. T. 290; 6 Jur. N.S. 483; 157 H.R. 1292 ; 
sub nom. ALSOPP v. ALSOPP, 8 W. R. 449. 
annotations :—Apprvd. Lynch v. Knight (1861), 9 WW. L. 

ee 577. Expld. Wilkinson v. Downton, [1897] 2 Q. B. 

Refd. Chamberlain v. Boyd (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 407. 

Menta: Jones v. Jones, ae 2A. C. 481; Janvier v. 

Sweency, [1919] 2 K. B. 

2111. a Deninpaiew: by husband & wife, 
charged a slander imputing want of chastity to the 
wife, whereby she was “ injured in her character 
& reputation, & became alienated from & deprived 
of the cohabitation of her husband, & lost & was 
deprived of the companionship, & ceased to receive 
the hospitality of divers friends, & especially of 
her husband,’ & others named, who had ‘ by 
reason of the premises withdrawn from the 
companionship & ceased to be hospitable to or 
friendly with her’’:—Held: the Joss of the 
hospitality of friends was the reasonable & natural 
consequence of the slander, & a loss to the wife 
herself of benefits which her hiusband was not bound 
to bestow upon her; &, therefore, such loss of 
hospitality was special damage which would 
support an action by husband & wife.—DAVIES 
v. SOLOMON (1871), L. R. 7. Q. B. 1125; 41 L. J. 








Q. B.10; 25 L. T. 709; 363. P. 454; 20 W. RR. 
167. 
2112. -]|—In an action for slander, evidence 


that a particular person, who was not present 
when the slander was uttered, has ceased to show 
hospitality to pltf. in consequence of a subsequent 
repetition by some one in such person’s hearing of 
the slander complained of is no evidence of special 
damage. 

Senible : evidence of a general falling off, since 
the time when the slander was uttered, of the 
hospitality shown to pltf. is evidence of special 
oo v. MorGAN (1877), 38 L. T. 
Annotation :-—Refid. Weld-Blundcll +. 

A. C. 956, 


Stephens, [1920] 


iv. Loss of Alarriage. 


2113. By a man.J—An action for defamation, ! 


ver quod pltf. lost his marriage, will lie, although 
he words were only cognisable in the Spiritual 
Ct.—MATTHEW v. CRASSE (1613), 2 Bulst. 89; 
Cro. Jac. 323; 80 EB. R. 983. 

A iclaion :—Reki. Harrison v. Cage (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 
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2114. J—SELLY v. Facy (1615), 3 Bulst. 
48; 1 Roll. Rep. 79; 81 E. R. 41. 

‘Annotations :—Expld. Jeveson r. Moe (1699), 12 Mod. Rep. 
262. Befd. Harrison v. Cage (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 386. 
Mentd. Cane v. Golding (1649), Sty. 176. 

2115. .J—An action reciting that A. being 
seised in fee, married B. & had issue C. between 
whom & D. there was a communication concerning 
marriage, & that deft. said, ‘‘ Hath that bastard 
C. arrested you?’’ per quod C. lost his marriage, is 
maintainable, although the words be interrogative, 
& it be not averred that C. was the son of A. or 
that A. was seised in fee when the slander was 
spoken.—NELSON v. STAFF (1617), Cro. Jac, 422 ; 
79 KK. R. 860; sub nom. NELSON’s CASE, Jenk. 
336. 

2116. .}—TAYLOR v. TOLWIN (1623), Lat. 
218; Palm. 385; 82 I. R. 354. 

2117. j—In slander, special damage is a 
good cause of action, although the words them- 
selves be not actionable.—WIcKS v. SHEPHERD 
(1629), Cro. Car. 155; 79 &. R. 735. 

2118. -|—To accuse another of adultery 
per quod he lost his marriage, is actionable.— 
SOUTHOLD v. DAUNSTON (1632), Cro. Car. 269 ; 
79 EK. R. 834. 

Aion :—-Refd. Harrison v. Cage (1697), 1 Ld. Raym. 


2119. .|—Slander, whereby he lost his 
marriage: & no agreement of marriage or mutual 
love alleged, & the words were spoken only inthe 
innuendo, yet good.—EDWARDS v. FRENCH (1646), 
Aleyn, 6; 82 Ik. R. 885. 

2120. PO aera ey v. WAKEMAN (1662), 
1 Keb. 459; 1 Lev. 53; 1Sid.79; 83 E. R. 1052, 
Annotations -_Bxpld. Haddan wv. Lott 1850), 15 C. B. 411. 

Refd. Barnardiston v. Soame (1674), 6 State Tr. 1063 ; 

Lumley v. Gye (1853), 2 E. & B. 216. Mentd. Allen v. 

Flood, [1898] A. C. 1. 

2121. By a woman.|—To say of a woman that 
‘*S. did get her with a child, & she had a child by 
him,’’ whereby she lost her marriage with D. is 
actionable ; because if the woman had a bastard, 
she was punishable by 18 Eliz.c.3; &. though the 
words were a spiritual slander, yet the loss of mar- 
riage was temporal. For spiritual defamation, as 
calling one a whore, heretic, or adulterer, etc. no 
action lies without special damage. But it is 
actionable to say of a clergyman “ he is an heretic,”’ 

etc. whereby he loses his preferment ; or to charge 

a woman with incontinence, who is ‘ound to live 

chaste, or holds an estate quamdiu casta vixerit ; 

or an innkeeper with having an infectious disease, 
by which she loses her guests.—-DavIs v. GARDINER 

(1593), 4 Co. Rep. 16b.; Poph. 36; 76 E. R. 

897. 

Annotations :—Expld. Brokes Case (1595), Moore, K. B. 
409. Distd. Holwood v. Hopkins (1600), Cro. Eliz. 787. 
Apld. Matthow vw. Crasse (1614), 2 Balst 89. Conad. 
Barnes « Prudlin (1669), 1 re 396 ; arg 9 Ore a 
Salk. 694; Byron v, Elms (1696), Comb Refd. 
Sneade v. Badiey (1615), 3 Bulst. 74; Bernards v. Bealo 
1618), Poph. 140; Elborrow »v. Allen (1622) Palm. 

99; Law v. Harwood (1628), Cro. Car. 140; Wicks ». 

Aine a lA Cro. Car.155 ; Holder v. Dickéson (1673), 

Freem. K. 5; Potter v. Eliott (1674), Freem, K. 

o74. “Mentd, Bold v. vie are Cro. Eliz. 346. Darby 
Corpn, v. Foxley 1D) A ee ep. 118; Vaughan v. 
Scandish (1622), ee ep. v. Roberts (1697), 
1 Ld. Raym. 374; Onan 6. Turtor (1703), Holt, K. B. 
sv; Graves v. Blanchett (1704), 6 Mod. Rep. 148. 























2122. .|— RESTON v. PoMFREICT (1598), Cro. 
Eliz. 639 ; 18 » R879. 
2123. Se, 





tainable at common law, though a al aati 
ensue, unless it appear that the words were spoken 
for the purpose of the injury which ensues. 


2109 ii, ——~.]—PALMER v. SOLMES (Sask.), [1918]3 W. W. R. 55.—CAN. to be special dam FerCHE 
45 U. C. R. 15.—CAN, 2109 iv. ——-.}-—Loss of association CLEMENT, [1919] 1 v. . R. isd. 
2109 ili, ——-.}—Batn v. DONNELLY & hospitality of friends has been held CAN. 
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Sect. 1.—Damages: Sub-sect. 4, B. (a) w., v., vt, 
vit. & viii., & (b).] 

If the words had been spoken to him who was 
in communication to have married her, so as it 
had appeared that he purposely intended to 
hinder the marriage, the action had been main- 
tainable for the loss which she sustained (per CUR.). 
——Houwoop v. HopKIns (1600), Cro. Eliz. 787 ; 78 
E. R. 1017. 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 

2124. .|—SHEPHERD v. WAKEMAN (1662), 
1 Keb. 459; 1 Lev. 53; 1 Sid. 79; 83 E. R. 1052. 


winnotations :-—Expld. Haddan v. Lott (1854), 15 C. B. 411. 
Refd. Barnardiston v. Soame (1674), 6 State Tr. 1063; 
Lumley v. Gye (1853), 2 E. & B. 216. Mentd. Allon wv. 
Flood, {1898} A. C. 1. 





v. Loss of consortium. 


2125. Action by wife.|-Lyncu v. KNIGHT, No. 
2093, ante. 

2126. Jointly with husband.]—DaAvIEs v. 
SoLoMON, No. 2111, ante. 

2127. Action by husband—Wife not present 
when slander spoken.] — ARGENT v. DONIGAN 
(1892), 8 T. L. R. 482, N. P. 

Consortium generally.|—See HusBAND & WIFE, 
Tol. XXVII., pp. 78 et seq. 








vi. Loss of Office or Employment. 


2128. Whether sufficient special damage.|— 
Hawk v. RowWE (1663), 1 Sid. 131; 82 E. R. 1013. 
2129. -—In an action for consequential 
damage from slander, imputing incontinence to 
pltf., it is enough to state that he was employed 
to preach to a dissenting congregation at a certain 
licenced chapel situated at A.; that he derived 
considerable profit from his preaching; & that, 
by reason of the scandal, ‘‘ persons frequenting 
the chapel had refused to permit him to preach 
there, & had discontinued giving him the profits 
which they usually had & otherwise would have 
given,’ without saying who those persons were, 
or by what authority they excluded him, or that 
he was a preacher duly qualified according to 
10 Anne, c. 2.—HARTLEY v. HERRING (1799), 8 

Term Rep. 130; 101 E. R. 1305. 

Annotations :—Apld. Moore v. Meaghbor (1807), 1 Taunt. 39; 
Rogers vt. Rajendro Dutt (1860), 13 Moo. bP. C. C. 209. 
Refd. Hopwood v. Thorn (1849), 8 C. B. 203; Hoey v. 
Felton (1861), 11 C. B. N. 8. 142; Pickering r. James 
(1873), 42 L. J. C. P. 217; Clarke v. Morgan (1877), 38 
L. T. 354; Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 

2130. .|—An allegation in a declaration in 
slander, which states, that ‘‘ by reason of the 
premises, divers persons, to wit,’’ ete., ‘‘ who 
would otherwise have retained & employed pltf., 
wholly declined & refused so to do,’ is not sup- 
ported by evidence which shows that other persons 
would have recommended pltf. & that the persons 
named in the declaration would have employed 
him on such recommendation.—STERRY v. FoRE- 
MAN (1827),2 C. & P. 592. 

aa ——.]—KELLY v. Partington, No. 200, 
ante. 

2132, ——-.]—Kniaurt v. Grpas, No. 2104, ante. 

2133. -]—(1) The dismissal by the police 
comrs. of a police constable, in consequence of a 
report duly made to them of a censure uttered on 
such police officer by a justice of the peace, is in 
itself sufficient evidence of special damage to 
sustain an action against the justice. 











LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


(2) In such an action evidence of malice ‘is 
necessary; for it is the duty of the justice to 
express his opinion of the conduct of police con- 
stables, in order that the police comrs. may have 
proper information on which to proceed in making 
inquiries to enable them to regulate the force 
under their direction. 

(3) I have no doubt in my mind that a magis- 
trate, be he the highest judge in the land, is answer- 
able in damages for slanderous language, either 
not relevant to the cause before him or uttered 
after the cause is at an end; but for words uttered 
in the course of his duty no magistrate is answer- 
able, either civilly or criminally, unless express 
malice & the absence of reasonable or probable 
cause be established (LORD DENMAN, C.J.).— 
KENDILLON v. MALTBY (1842), Car. & M. 402; 


2 Mood. & R. 488, N. P. 

Annotations :—-As to (2) Refd. Rogers v. Rajendro Dutt 
1860), 13 Moo. P. C. C. 209; Parkins v. Scott (1862), 
KF. & F. 799; Speight v. Gosnay (1891), 60 L. J. Q. B 


231. As to (3), onsd. Seaman v. Netherclift (1876), 1 

aa D. 510. btd. Munster v. Lamb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 

588, 

2184, ——-.|—-EcKLIN v. LITTLE (1890), 6 
T. L. R. 366, D. C. 

2135. ——-.]—Whcere an action of slander was 


brought in respect of a statement made by deft. 
to pltf.’s employers that pltf. had removed from 
premises, leaving rent due to his landlord, pltf. 
alleging that he had in consequence of that state- 
ment been dismissed from the service of his em- 
ployers :—Held: the action would not lie, the 
damage alleged beeing too remote.—SPEAKE v. 
HUuGHES, (1904]1 K. B. 138; 73 L. J. K. B. 172 ; 
89 L. T. 576, C. A. 


vii. Damage resulting from Repetition. 

Repetition generally.|—Sec Part V., Sect. 3, 
ante. 

2136. Insufficient.|—Pltf. alleged special dam- 
age from words spoken by the deft. :—Held: 
this allegation could not be supported by proof 
that deft. had spoken the words to B., & that 
damage ensued in consequence of B.’s repeating 
them as the words of deft.—Wakrp v. WEEKs 
(1830), 7 Bing. 211; 4 Moo. & P. 796; 9 L. J. 
O0.S.C. P.6; 131 E. R. 81. 

Annotations :—Folld. Parkins v. Scott (1862), 1 H. & C.153; 
Clarke tv. Morgan (1877), 38 L. ‘kr. 354. Apprvd. Weld- 
Blundell v. Stephens, [1920] A. C. 956. BRefd. Green v. 
Button (1838), 2 Cr. M. & R. 707; Gillett v. Bulivant 
(1846), 7 L. T. O. S. 490; Hopwood v. Thorn (1849), 8 
C. B. 293; Bateman rv. Lyall (1860), 7 C. B. N.S. 638 ; 
Rogers v. Rajendro Dutt (1860), 13 Moo. P. C. C. 209; 
Lynch v. Knight (1861), 5 L. T. 291; Hirst v. Goodwin 
ao 3FL.& F 257 3 Riding ¢. Smith (1876), 1 Ex. D. 

1; Thorley’s Cattle Food Co. v. Massam (1880), 14 Ch. D 

763; Ecklin v. Little (1890), 6 T. L. R. 366; Ratcliff 

v. Evans, {1892] 2 Q. B. 524. Mentd. Pilmore v. Hood 

1838), 5 Bing. N.C. 97; Keene v. Dilke (1840), 4 Exch. 

§8; Lumley v. Gye (1853), 2 E. & B. 216; Harnett t. 

Bond, (1924) 2 K. B. 517. 

2137. .|—A. spoke slanderous words of LB. 
in the hearing of A., B. & C. only; C. repeated the 
slander to D., who in consequence would not 
employ B.:—Held: in an action by B. against 
A. this special damage could not be gone into as 
D. did not hear A. speak the words.—TUNNI- 
CLIFFE v. Moss (1850), 3 Car. & Kir. 83. 





2188. ——.]—CLARKE v. MorRGAN, No. 2112, 
ante. 

2189. ———.]—-SPEIGHT v. GosNay, No. 1188, 
ante. 

2140. ——-.]— ARGENT v. DONIGAN (1892), 8 


T. L. R. 482, N. P. 


a ae eh ee ee 


PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4,— 
B. (a) v. 


2125 i. Action by wife.J—A declara- allegi 


tion by a married woman for slander 
imputing tbat she had committed 
incest & adultery with her father, & 
ng as grounds of special damage 


the loss of the consortium of her 
husband :—Held: good.-—-PaLMER v. 
ag (1880), 45 U. GC, R. 
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viii. Other Cases. 

2141. Likelihood of divorce.] — Likelihood of 
divorce cannot be laid as special damage.— 
7 agi CaAsE (1618), Cro. Jac. 473; 79 E.R. 

2142. Loss of tenancy.|—-RouNGs v. WOODYARD 
(1654), Sty. 426; 82 E. R. 833. 

2143. Loss of theatre profits—Libel on one of 
plaintiff’s performers.|—Case will not lie for libel- 
ling a performer on the stage who is thereby pre- 
vented from acting, whereby pltf. lost the profits 
of her performance.—ASHLEY v. HARRISON (1793), 
1 Esp. 48; Peake, 256, N. P. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Rogers v. Rajondro Dutt (1860), 13 

Moo. P. C. C. 209; Chamberlain v. Boyd (1883), 11. Q. B. 


407: Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. Mentd. 
Lumley v. Gye (1853), 2 BE. & B. 216. 


2144. Loss of business transaction—Though pos- 
sibly unprofitable.|—-(1) The saying of a commis- 
sion agent that he is an unprincipled man, & 
borrowed money without repaying it, is not 
actionable unless there be special damage; but 
if this was said to a person who was going to deal 
with him, & did not do so in consequence of the 
speaking of the words, that is special damage, 
although, if the person had dealt with him, the 
cea ne might have turned out unprofitable. 

(2) If A. is going to have dealings with B., & 
he make inquiries of C., who gives A. information 
respecting B., this is a privileged communication, 
as every one is quite at liberty to state his opinions 
bond fide of the respectability of a party thus 
inquired about.—STOREY v. CHALLANDS (1837), 8 
C. & P. 234, N. P. 


Annotation :—.4s8 to (2) Consd. Greenlands v. Wilmshurst & 
pandgn Assocn. for Protection of Trade, [1913] 3 kK. B. 


2145. Non-delivery of goods bought.}—If A. has 
sold goods to B. a tradesman, &, before the de- 
livery of them C., without being asked or solicited 
in any way to do so, speak words injurious to the 
credit of B. as a tradesman, this is not a privileged 
communication ; but if he had been asked by A. 
as to the credit of B., it would have been so.— 
Kina v. Watts (1838), 8 C. & P. 614, N. P. 
aon :—Refd. Coxhcad v. Richards (1846), 2 C. B. 





2146. Illness of wife.]|—In an action for a libel 
which imputed that pltf.’s house was opened as 
a gaming-house, under the leadership of a woman 
of notorious character. Pltf. alleged in his de- 
claration that his house was a club-house, & that 
divers persons paid annual subscriptions. The 
payment of subscriptions was denied by one of 
deft.’s pleas, & evidence was given that a book 
was kept for subscribers’ names, & that two 
gentlemen wrote their names in this book; but 
no evidence was given of the payment of any 
subscription :—Held: (1) there was evidence to 
go to the jury in support of the allegation in the 
declaration. Deft. pleaded several pleas, but 
none of them at all referring to pltf.’s wife; 
(2) pltf. could not go into evidence to show that 
his wife was a respectable person, as on these 
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pleadings she must be taken to be so :—Held: 
(3) pitf. could not go into evidence to show that 
his wife had become ill, & died soon after the pub- 
lication of the libels. 

Pltf. could not in this action recover damages 
either for the sufferings of his wife, or for the loss 
occasioned by her death (COLERIDGE, J.).—GuyY 
v. GrecorY (1840), 9 C.& P. 584, N. P. 


2147. ——.]—ALLsop v. ALLSOP, No. 2110, ante. 
2148. ———.]|—Rosrrts v. Rosperts, No. 2101, 
ante. 


2149. Injury to feclings.|—- WELDON v. DE 
BATHE, No. 2096, ante. 

2150. Delay in settlement of claim.]—HANcocK 
v. CASE (1862), 2 F. & F. 711. 

2151. Loss of membership—Of religious society.) 
—ROBERTS v. ROBERTS, No. 2101, ante. 

2152. Election to club.| — WALKLIN v. 
Jouns (1891), 7 T. L. R. 292, C. A. 





(6) Pleading and Proof. 

2153. Pleading—To be pleaded specially & with 
certainty.]— RATCLIFFE v. EVAns, No. 2086, ante. 

2154. ——— Loss of marriage—Name of person 
refusing to marry.]—In an action for saying, 
‘* You are a whore,” by which she lost her marriage, 
the name of the person who refused to marry 
her must be set forth.—WETHERELL v. CLERKSON 
(1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 597; 2 Lut. 1295; 88 E. R. 
1544. 

2155. Loss of custom—No names of cus- 
tomers pleaded.|—GROVE v. HART (1752), Bull. 
N. P..7, NP. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ratcliffe v. Evans (1892), 56 J. P. 837. 

2156. Proof—To be proved specially & with 
certainty.]|—RaTCcLIF¥FE v. Evans, No. 2086, ante. 

2157. Loss of custom—Particular customer 
& others—Evidence only as to particular customer.| 
—Case for words by which he lost the custom of 
S. & several others; pltf. shall only be admitted 
to prove the loss of S.’s custom particularly.— 
BROWNING v. NEWMAN (1725), 1 Stra. 666; 93 
I. R. 769. 

2158. —— Evidence of general loss of 
custom—Admissibility.|—In an action for slander 
of pltf. in his business of innkeeper, it is sufficient 
to allege & prove, as special damage, a general 
loss of custom, without stating the names of the 
customers who ceased to frequent the inn.— 
Evans v. Harries (1856), 1 H. & N. 251; 26 
L. J. Ex. 31; 156 E. R. 1197. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bateman v. Lyall (1860), 7 C. B. N.S. 
638. Apld. Riding v. Smith (1876), 1 Ex. D. 91. Consd. 
Clarke v. Morgan (1877), 38 L. T. 354; Ratclitfe v. Evans, 
[1899] 2 Q. LB. 524. 











2159. ———- ——— ——— ——.]—_RIDING v. Smiru, 
No. 2094, ante. 
2160. ——- ——- ——— —~--.]—RATCLIFFE v. 


Evans, No. 2086, ante. 

2161. Loss of employment & emoluments 
thereof—-Names & authority of persons depriving 
plaintiff.|;HarTLEY v. HERRING, No. 2129, ante. 











PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
B, (a) viii. 


2142 1. Loss of tenancy.}—MANITOBA CAN. 
& Press Co. v. NAGY (1907), 27 2153 ii. 
O. L. T. 783; 393. C, R. 340.—CAN, 





specially & with certainty.}—JACKSON | of 
v. SIMPSON (1848), 4 U. C. R. 287 


——.]—Where special 
damages are sought to be recovered 





customers pleaded.}—ALLMAN  ¢, 
KENSEL (1862), 3 P. R. 110.—CAN. 
21561. Proof—TJ 9 be proved tall 
& with certainty. ]J—GAaMBLE v. peteast 
ites uae) 26 N.S, R. (14 R. & G.) 


ee 
. 


: in an action of libel, or for verbal 
okie 1 Westone AUeeAtek Nutty | slander whore the words are actionable | 2156 ii, —— ——.1—Warruna vv. 
PAPER Co., Lrp. 0. SALTER (1916), | Pé7 8 Such special damage must be | Firming (1908), 16 0. L. R. 263; 11 
18 W. A. L. R. 103.—AUS. ’ | alleged & pleaded with particularity.— | O. W. R. 820.—CAN, 


ASHDOWN v. MANITO 
Co. (1891), 20 S. C. R. 43.—CAN. 


2153 iii, ———> 9§s§ ———.}—CaTTON  v. 
GLEASON (1891), 14 P. R. 222.—-CAN. 
2155 i. —— Loss of custom—No names | D. 


PART VIII. sea nasa 4.— 


21531. Pleading — To be pleaded 


pa ‘' FREE Press ” 





2156 iii. ——— -/—Where specia 
damage is alleged, it must be strictly 
ork Ray ON dene 
. e s - e s a § ; ‘ 

L. R. 728.—GAN, ae 
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Sect. 1.— Damages: Sub-sect. 5. Sect. 2: Sub-sects. 
1 & 2, A.) 
SuB-secT. 5.—THE AWARD AND JUDGMENT 


THEREON. 


2162. Statement only partly actionable—Award ' 


of entire damages—Whether plaintiff entitled to 
judgment.]|—-LYNKER v. STANWEL (1610), 1 Bulst. 
37; SOE. R. 741. 





21638. ——— ——.]—MEFLYNE v. FARNEDEN 
(1617), 3 Bulst. 283 ; 81 B. R. 239. 
2164. .|—In an action for words 











laid to have been spoken at different times, if some 
of them are actionable & others not, & entire 
damages be given, etc., judgment shall be arrested. 
——STEBBING v. WARNER (1709), 11 Mod. Rep. 255 ; 
88 FE. R. 1023. 

2165. -|—The ct. will not arrest 
the judgment in an action for words in one count, 
though some of them be not actionable. Secus, 
where there are two counts & none of the words 
in one are actionable, & a general verdict for 
pitfs.—LLoyp v. Morris (1743), Willes, 443; 
125 BK. R. 1259. 




















2166. —— ——.]—GRIFFITHS v. LEWIS, 
No. 327, ante. 

2167. oo One of several counts not 
actionable.|—-LLoyp v. Morris, No. 2165, anfe. 

2168, ——- ——- ———- —-—.]—-No valid judg- 


ment can be given upon an assessment of entire 

damages upon several counts in slander, one of 

which counts discloses no cause of action.— 

Day v. ROBINSON (1835), 1 Ad. & El. 554; 4 

Nev. & M. kK. B. 884; 3 L. J. Ex. 381; 110 E.R. 

1319, Ex. Ch. 

-{nnotations :—Refd. West v. Smith (1836), Tyr. & Gr. 825 ; 
Empson t. Griffin (1839), 11 Ad. & El. 186; Lewin vt. 
Edwards (1842), 6 Jur. 401. Mentd. Williams rv. Gardiner 
(1836), 1 M. & W. 2435. 

2169. —— ——- —-—— -———.]—Where one of 
several counts in a declaration for slander was 
bad, & some of the defamatory words in it were 
proved at the trial, & the jury found a gencral 
verdict, with damages, for pltf., the ct. set aside 
an order of the judge who tried the cause to 
confine the verdict & damages to one of the good 
counts, & awarded a venire de novo.—EMPSON Uv. 
GRIFFIN (1839), 11 Ad. & El. 186; 3 Per. & Dav. 
160; 9L. J. Q. B. 23; 113 E. R. 385. 
iclatian :—Mentd. R. v. Virrier (1840), 4 Per. & Dav. 

. ! 

2170, ——- ——— ——— -———.]—-PEMBERTON v. 
CoLts, No. 427, ante. 

2171. Severing damages—-Entire judgment for 
both issues—One issue erroneous.|—If several 
damages be given on two issues, & an entire judg- 
ment entered for both; if one of the issues be 
erroneous, it shall be reversed for the whole.— 
ina v. PEARSE (1612), Cro. Jac. 424; 79 E.R. 

2172. Joint defendants—Power of jury.]— 
Pitf. claimed damages in respect of a libel from 
two defts. who joined in their defence. The jury 
found a verdict for pltf., assessing the damages 
at £500—£495 against one deft. & £5 against the 
other :—Held: the jury had no power in such a 
case to sever the damages, & judgment was 
properly entered for £500 against both defts.— 





LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


DaMIENS v. MODERN Society, Lrp. (1910), 27 


L. R. 164. 
:—Refd. Greenlands ». Wilmshurst & London 


Annotations B07 | 


Assocn. for Protection of Trade, [1913) 3 K. B. 
Pratt v. British Medical Assocn., [1919) 1 K. LB. 244. 


2173. Action for libel & slander—Verdict for 
Pena on both issues.|—-SHIPLEY v. TODHUNTER, 

oO 

2 





. 896, ante. 
174. Entire damages to cover both 
issues—No judgment for either party.]—PItf. 
sued deft. for a slander & for a libel. Deft. 
pleaded an apology, & paid into ct. two sums of 
£105 each, one in respect of the slander & the other 
in respect of the libel. The jury returned a 
verdict for a lump sum of £200 to cover both 
causes of action :—Held: no verdict, & no judg- 
ment could be entered upon it for either party. 

By R. S. C. Ord. 22, r. 2, ‘‘ Payment into ct. 
shall be signified in the defence, & the claim or 
cause of action in satisfaction of which such pay- 
ment is made shall be specified therein.” 

Semble: a plea of payment into ct. of one sum 
in respect of two or more separate causes of action 
is a bad plea under KR. S. C., Ord. 22, r. 2, & not 
merely a ground for an application by pltf. for 
particulars.—_WEBER v. BIRKETT, [1925] 2 K. B. 
152; 94L.J.K.B. 767; 1838 L. T. 598; 41 T.L.R. 








consolidated—Apportionment of 
entire sum.]—STONE v. PRESS Assocn., No. 2300, 
post. 

2176. Specific sum claimed—lInterlocutory judg- 
ment in default of defence—Assessment by sherifi’s 
jury of higher sum-—Judgment signed for latter 
sum without amendment of statement of claim.!— 
In an action of libel plitf. claimed £1000 damages. 
No defence was delivered, & interlocutory judg- 
ment was signed for the damages to be assessed 
in the Sheriff’s Ct. The jury returned a verdict 
for £2,500. Pitf., without applying to amend the 
statement of claim, signed judgment for this 
amount :—Held: the judgment was bad.— 
CHATTELL v. ** DAILY MAIL”? PUBLISHING Co., LTD. 
(1901), 18 T. L. R. 165, C. A 


Sect. 2.— COSTS. 
SuB-sEctT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


Costs generally.|—See R. S. C., Ord. 65, & 
PRACTICE. 

2177. Apology by defendant—& agreement to 
pay costs—Proceedings stayed on these terms— 
Effect of failure to pay costs.|—-Where, after notice 
of declaration in an action of slander, deft. signs 
a& paper containing an apology, & a statement, 
that at his request pltf. has consented, on his 
paying the costs as between attorney & client, & 
making such apology, to stay the proceedings 
therein, & notice of trial is accordingly counter- 
manded, the ct. will require deft. to pay such costs, 
& empower pltf. to sign judgment as for want of a 
plea, in case of non-payment thercof.—YarRDREW 
v. BROOK (1833), 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 885, 

2178. Consecutive actions—Plaintiff! non-suited 
on first—Second action stayed until costs of first 
paid.)—Where pitf. in an action of slander had been 


PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 5. 


: eae a jury.| — KENDALL 
, NE UBLISHING A 
(1909), 7 E. L, R. 410.—CAN, is 


b. Jury finding no damages — 
Reconsideration of verdict. |}—It fe an 
action for slander, the words in ques- 
tion not being actionable per sc, the 


jury bring in a verdict for pltf., but 
find no dumages, the proper course is 
to instruct them that damages is of 
the cssence & send them back to re- 
consider their verdict, & the jury may 
bring in a verdict for nominal damages. 

TREID v. ARNOTT, [1921] 2 W. W. Ki. 
983.—CAN. 


~.}-—Karr v. STAR 


PUBLISHING Co., LTD., (1925]4 D. L. R. 
129; 3 W. W. RR. 177.—CAN, 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


ad. Apology by defendant — Effect 
of failure to Pay costs, EASTWOOD v. 
ENDERSON (1897), 17 P. R. 578.— 


Part VIII.—DamaceEs anp Costs. 


nonsuited upon the merits, & afterwards brought 
a second action against deft. substantially for 
the same supposed cause of action, though slightly 
varying the words charged to have been spoken, 
the ct. stayed the proceedings in the second action, 
until the costs of the first should have been paid.— 
HOARE v. Dickson (1849), 7 C. B. 164; 6 Dow. 
& L. 577; 18L.J3.C. P. 158; 12 L. T. 0. S. 402 ; 
187 E. R. 67. 


Annotations :—Refd. Cobbett v. Warner (1866), L. R. 2 
. B. 108; Morton v. Palmer (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 89. 
entd. Hoare v. Silverlock (1850), 9 C. B. 20. 


2179. Certificate for costs in slander—Power of 
court.|—The judge may certify for costs in an 


action of slander.—MOWERS v. CHATFIELD (1860), 
2¥F. & F. 200. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHERE PLAINTIFF SUCCESSFUL. 
A. In General. 

See Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) 
Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 50, & R.S.C., Ord. 65, r. 1. 

2180. Whether costs follow event.|—In an action 
for slander the jury found the main issue in favour 
of pltf., but returned a verdict for one farthing 
damages only :—Held: pltf. was entitled to the 
costs of the action,—MACALISTER v. STEEDMAN 
(1911), 27 T. L. R. 217. 

2181. — Discretion of court.] —Pitf. sued 
deft. for slander in respect of a statement that 
pltf. had at a Parliamentary election voted twice 
in one division. Deft. admitted publication, & 
paid £10 10s. into ct. in respect of the words com- 
plained of without the meanings alleged in the 
innuendo which he denied, & pleaded in mitiga- 
tion of damages certain letters of apology which 
he had written. At the trial the jury found a 
verdict for pltf. with one farthing damages :— 
Held: there was no reason shown for interfering 
with the exercise of the judge’s discretion in 
giving pltf. his costs of the action. 

It was plain from R. 8S. C. Ord. 22, r. 1, that in 
actions for libel and slander money could not be 
paid into ct. in respect of matters as to which 
deft. denied liability in his pleadings (VAUGHAN 
WILLIAMS, L.J.).—KINNELL v. WALKER (1911), 
27 T. L. RR. 257, C, A. 

2182. -]—21 Jac. 1, c. 16, 8. 6, by which in 
actions for slanderous words, if the damages are 








21791. Certificate for costs in slander— 
Power of court.)—SYTRKWART v. MOFFATTY 
(1869), 20 C. P. 89.—CAN 


damages. 


—Held: 





It was not apparent what 
had actuated the minds of the Jury in 
assessing the damages at one farthing : 


177 


under 40s. pltf. shall only recover_as much costs 
as damages is not repealed by the Jud. Acts. 
Therefore, where pltf. in an action for slander 
for words actionable without special damage, 
recovered one farthing, & no order was made as 
to costs :—Held: pltf. was entitled to one farthing 
costs only.—BowEyY v. BELL (1877), 36 L. T. 640, 
C. A.3; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. BOWEY 
v. BELL, Brooks v. IsRAEL, NORTH v. BILTON, 
Sippons v. LAWRENCE (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 95, D. O. 


Annotation :—Expld. Bowey v. Bell, Brooks v. Israel, 


North v. Bilton, Siddons v. Lawrence (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 95. 

See, now, No. 2184, post. ; 

2183. No certificate as to costs.]|—PItf. in 
an action of libel recovered one farthing damages. 

The judge at the trial refused to give any certificate 

with regard to costs :—Held: pltf. was entitled 

to costs.—Parsons v. TINLING (1877), 2 C. P. D. 

119; 46 L. J. Q. B. 230; 35 L. T. 851; 41 J. P. 

311; 25 W. R. 255. 

Annotations :—Folld. Bowey v. Bell (1877), 36 lL. T._550. 
Apprvd. Garnett v. Bradley (1878). 3 App. Cas. 944. Refd. 
Bowey v. Bell, Brooks v. Israel, North v. Bilton, Siddons 
v. Lawrence (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 95; Myers v. Defries (1880), 
49 L. J. Q. B. 266. Mentd. Creen v. Wright (1877), 2 
GC. P. D. 354; Clark v. Wallond (1883), 52 L. J. Q. B. 321 ; 
Re Wood's Estate, Ex p. Works & Buildings Cornrs. 
(1886), 31 Ch. D. 607. 

2184, ——.]—Where in an action for 
slander tried by a jury, plitf. obtained a verdict 
with nominal damages, the judge at the trial 
refusing to certify for costs:—Held: pltf. was 
entitled to his full costs.—GARNETT v. BRADLEY 
(1878), 3 App. Cas. 944; 48 L. J. Q. B. 186; 39 
L. T. 261; 43 J. P. 20; 26 W. R. 698, H. L. 3 
revsg. (1877), 2 Ex. D. 349, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bowey v. Bell, Brooks v. Israel, 
North v. Bilton, Siddons v. Lawrence (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 95. 
Apld. King v. Hawksworth (1879), 48 L. J. Q. B. 484. 
Refd. £.c p. Morcers’ Co. (1879), 10 Ch. D. 481. Mentd. 
Clarke v. Roche (1877), 36 L. 'T. 727; Monmouth Corpn. 
& Monmouth Churchwardens & Overseors, ctc. (1878), 
38 L. fT. 612; Barton v. Titmarsh (1880), 49 L. J. Q. B. 
573; The Ganges (1880), 5 P. D. 247; Marsden v. L. & 
Y. Ry. (1880), 42 L. T. 630; Myers v. Defrics (1880), 
5 Ex. D. 180; Pellas v. Neptune Marine Insce. eeu 








28 W. WR. 405; Tennant v. Ellis (1880), 6 Q. B - 46; 
Re Morris, Ex p. Streeter (1881), 19 Ch. D. 216; Turner 
v. Bridgett & Wright (1882), 51 L. J. Q. B. 377; Brad- 


laugh v. Clarke (1883), 8 App. Cas. 354; Re Knight’s 
Will (1884), 26 Ch. D. 82; Hasker v. Wood (1885), 54 
L. J. Q. B. 419; Parnell v. Mort, Liddell (1885), 33 W. R. 
481; Snelling », Pulling (1885), 52 L. T. 335; He Mills’ 
Kstato, Ex p. Works & Public Buildings Comrs. (1886), 
34 Ch. D. 24; Stokes v. Stokes (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 419; 
Re Williams, Jones v. Williams (1887), 36 Ch. D. 573; Re 
Jones (1889), 59 L. J. Ch. 157; Rockett v. Chippingdale, 


cents by way of damagos, he is entitled 
to his costs in the absence of evidence 
of misconduct or of any reason for 


2179 ii. ——. J—SHILLINGLAW v. 
LA are (1909), 19 Man. L. R. 149.— 


e. Written or spoken defamation— 
Costs on same footing. }—11 Vict. No. 13, 
8s. 1, according to its true construction, 
placed an action fur words spoken upon 
the same footing as regards costs & 
other matters as an action for written 
slander.— Haruka v. Davis (1885), 10 
App. Cas. 279.—AUS. 2 

f. Not question for jury.J—Theo 
jury in an action for slander have no 
right to give costs by their verdict.— 
OAMPBELL v. LINTON (1868), 27 
U. Cc. Rh. 563.—CAN. 

. Discretion of judge.}—SKINNER 
v,. In (1837), 6 O. S. 337.—CAN. 

h. ——.}—-HOGLE v. HoGLe (1858), 
16 U. C. R. 518.—CAN. 

. ~}—-LUCYK wv. Goski (1912), 
aa? L. gt, 581 Ps 2 W. W. R. 669.— 


PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


21804. Whether costs follow event. }— 
In an action for libel the jury found a 
verdict for pltf. with one farthing 


J.——-VOL. XXXII. 


in the circumstances the 
ordinary rule should prevail, & costs 
should be awarded to pltf.—LATHAM 
oe (1920), 23 W. A. L. R. 15.— 


2180 ii. ——-.} -PEDDER v. MooRrz 
(1855), 1 P. R. 117.—CAN. 

2180 iii, ——-.}-Woop tv. MACKAY 
teas 20 N. B. BR. (4 P. & B.) 262.— 





2180 iv. -——.} WILSON v. ROBERTS 
(1885), 11 P. R. 412.—CAN. 


2180 v. ———.}——Ba vw WALLACE 
(1888), 20 N. S. R. (8 R. & G.) 504.— 
CAN. 

2180 vi. ——.]-—-Crorr v. JODREY 

ht. & G.) 78.— 


(1895), 28 N.S. R. (16 
CAN. 


2180 vii. .j—When the jury in 
an action for libel finds a verdict for 
pltf. with only one dollar damages, 
deft. should not be ordered to pay 
costs.— MANITOBA FaRMERS’ HEDGE 
& Wire FrNcE Co. v. STOVEL Co, 
(1903), 14 Man. L. R. 55.—CAN, 


2180 viii. ———.] —- Where in an 
aotion for libel pltf. recovers only five 





depriving him of costs other than the 
sinaliness of the damages awarded.— 
EMERSON tv. FORD-MCCONNELL, LTD. 
(1911), 16 B. C. R. 193.—CAN., 

2180 ix. ——.]—GALLAGHER v, O'N. 
(1896), 34 N. B. R. 194.—CAN ra 
2180 x. -1— BELL vv. 

(1900), 19 P. R. 167.—CAN. 
2180 xi. -—The fact that a 
pitf. in a libel action recovers merely 
# nominal sum as damages docs not 
per se warrant his being deprived of 
costs.—-MACKENZIEK vw. CUNNINGHAM 
(1901), 8 B. C. R. 206.—CAN 


WILSON 


see 





2180 xii. ———.]—-The practice of 
allowing no greater costs than 
in actions of slander, where the verdict 
is under forty shillings, is no longer the 
practice in either the Supreme Ct. or 
in the county cts. The costs now 
follow the ovent, unless otherwise 
ordered.— ROSENBERG v. RICH 
45 N. B, R. 86.—CAN, 


—ADAMS v. MCKENZIE Base 2 
N.S. R. (10 R. & G.) 50.—CAN, 

2181 ii, —— ~]— Ma 
Moyers (1870), 18 wok yt wen me 


eo 
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Sect. 2.—Coste: Sub-sect. 2, A., B. (a) & (bv), & C.; 
sub-sect. 3.) 

[1891] 2 Q. B. 293; 

414; Re Fisher (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. ~v L. . 

JJ., (1894) 1 Q. B. 453; The Dragoman (1395), 11 T. L. R. 

428; R.v. London JJ., [1895] 1 Q. B. 616; Sion College 

v. London Corpn., [1900] 2 Q. B. 581; R. v. Speyer, [1916] 

2K. B, 858; Banbury v. Bank of Montreal, (1918) A. O. 

626; Roid, Hewitt v. Joseph, [1918) A. C. 717 

2185. Application to Liverpool Court of 
Passage.}—A pltf. who recovers a shilling damages 
in an action for slander tried by a jury in the 
Liverpool Ct. of Passage is entitled to his costs, 
unless the judge before whom the action was tried 
has ordered otherwise.—KING v. KAWKESWORTH 
(1879), 4 Q. B. D. 371; 48 L. J. Q. B. 484; 41 
L. T. 411; 27 W. R. 660, D. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Poyser v. Minors (1881), 50 L. J. 

Q. B. 555; Hz p. Spelianan, [1895] 2 Q. B. 174, 

2186. -|—The Law of Libel Amendment 
Act, 1888 (c. 64), is not retrospective. In spite 
of the provision in Law of Libel Amendment 
Act, 1888 (c. 64), s. 5, that where actions have 
been consolidated the judge at the trial, if he 
awards to pltf. the costs of the action, shall there- 
upon make such order as he shall deem just for 
the apportionment of such costs between & 
against defts., R.S. C., Ord. 65, r. 1, still applies, 
& therefore costs ought to follow the event unless 
good cause is shown. 

Costs ought to follow the event, unless good 
cause be shown. It has been held that con- 
temptuous damages are good cause. Here the 
damages though not large are not contemptuous 
(CHARLES, J.).—HOPLEY v. WILLIAMS (1889), 53 
J. P. 822; 6T. L. R. 3. 

2187. ——- Sum _ awarded indicating jury’s 
approval of plaintiff.|.-In considering whether to 
certify for costs upon a verdict being found for 
pltf. in an action for slander, the judge, although he 
disapproves himself of the action having been 
brought, will give effect to an indication by the 
jury of a contrary opinion, & will treat a verdict 
for 40s. as such an indication.—HUME v. MARSHALL 
(1877), 37 L. T. 711; 42 J. P. 136. 

Good cause for depriving plaintiff of costs.} 
—See Nos. 2199-2204, post. 

2188. More than one defendant—Consolida- 
tion of actions.|—-HopLEyY v. WILLIAMS, No. 2186, 
ante. 

2189. Discretion of master—Cost of witnesses.1— | 
The master is in general sole judge of what wit- 
nesses shall be allowed on taxation, & therefore 
when he had, in an action of libel, disallowed all 
witnesses to prove innuendoes, the ct. refused to 
interfere to make him review his taxation.— 
SKELTON v. SEWARD (1832), 1 Dowl. 411. 

2190. Apology of defendant—Accepted by plain- 
tiff — Discretion of court.] — Deft. tendered an 
apology & paid money into ct. in satisfaction of 
pitf.’s claim. After certain further proceedings 
pltf. accepted the apology & the money paid 
into ct. in satisfaction. The judge at chambers 
allowed pltfs. full costs. Deft. contended that 
he should be allowed costs incurred subsequent 
to the payment into ct.. & appealed :—Held : 
there is no provision whereby ‘“ good cause ”’ 
in such a case can be shown to deprive pltf. of his 
a Ha foot ie were in the discretion of the 
judge, erefore no appeal lay.—MARRIAGE v, 
WILso0n (1889), 53 J. P. 120, D. o. one 

2191. Less sum awarded than sum paid into 


Goldhill v. Clarke (1892), 68 L. T. 
235; L. C. C 














PART VIAL SECT. 2, § JB-SECT. 2.— 
B. (a). “> of 


1. Discretion of judge.]}—~ Although their costs ; 


Tule 428 gives ae oe judge or ct. 
ep 

to an action, pl 
it docs not confer the A. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


oe oe v. OSBORNE, GARRETT & Co. (18986), 


12T. L. R. 2 
Ae :—Refd. Brown v. Feeney (1906), 22 T. L. R. 


2192. Mayor’s court—Jurisdiction to order costs 
—No scale provided—Less than five pounds re- 
covered.]—The fact that in a particular case no 
scale of costs is provided by the Mayor's Ct. of 
London Rules, 1890, is not in itself sufficient to 
show that that ct. has no inherent jurisdiction 
sy order costs in the cases not specifically provided 
or. 

Semble : in actions for libel tried in the Mayor’s 
Ct. of London, in which less than £5 is recovered 
the ct. has jurisdiction to order costs to be paid 
to the pltf., beyond ct. fees & allowances to wit- 
nesses although no scale is provided by the rules 
for such a case.—HALL v. LAUNSPACH, [1898] 
1Q. B. 613; 67 L. J. Q. B. 372; 78 L. T. 248 ; 
14 T. L. R. 215; 42 Sol. Jo. 251, C. A. 

21938. Apportionment of costs—Between various 
defendants—Different defences.|—In an action 
of libel against two defts. one deft. admitted his 
liability & pleaded an apology, the other pleaded 
justification. At the trial a verdict was found 
against both defts. for £750, & judgment was 
entered for pltfs. for that sum, with costs to be 
taxed :—Held: deft. who pleaded the plea of 
justification was alone liable for the costs occa- 
sioned to pltfs. by & in consequence of that plea, 
& other deft. was not liable for those costs.— 
Hosson v. Lena (W. C.) & Co., [1914] 3 K. B. 
1245; 83 L. J. K. B. 1624; 111 L. T. 954; 30 
T. L. R. 682; 59 Sol. Jo. 28, C. A. 


B. Depriving Plaintiff of Costs. 
(a) In General. 


See R. 8. C., Ord. 65, r. 1. 

2194. Discretion of judge—-Power of Court of 
Appeal to review.]—In 18338, pitf. having obtained 
a verdict, with one farthing damages, in an action 
of libel, the judge certified to deprive him of costs 
under 43 Eliz. c. 18. Pitf. did not sign judgment 
until after the passing of 3 & 4 Vict. 1841, c. 24, 
which repeals the provisions of 43 Eliz. c. 18 as 
to costs in personal actions. He then signed 
judgment, & gave notice to tax full costs; but 
the Master refused to allow more than one farthing. 
Pitf. afterwards obtained a rule for a review of 
taxation, which was argued ; but before judgment 
was given, 4 & 5 Vict. c. 28, was passed, under 
which deft. obtained a rule to show cause why all 
proceedings should not be stayed, on such terms as 
the ct. should direct :—Held: (1) the proceedings 
should be stayed, upon payment by deft., within 
three weeks, of all costs incurred by pltf. since the 
passing of 3 & 4 Vict. c. 24, & also the costs of this 
application. 

(2) The ct. would not review the opinion of the 
judge, who certified at the trial to deprive the 
pitf. of his costs.—MERRICK v. WAKLEY (1842), 
11 L. J. Q. B. 249; 6 Jur. 803. 


Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Barrow v. Arnaud (1846), 
10 Jur. 319; Barber v. Jessopp (1857), 1 H. & N. 578. 


2195. .]}—(1) The mere fact that the 
jury have given only a farthing damages to pitf. 
in an action for libel is not conclusive to show that 
‘* good cause ’’ existed for depriving pltf. of costs, 
but it is an element to be taken into account. 

(2) The Ct. of Appeal will review the decision 
of a judge that good cause existed for depriving 








ower of com a successful party 

ay the costa of an unsuccessful 
Y.-—WI1L18 v. CaRMAN (1888), 14 
K. 656.—CAN. 


any of the 
- or deft., of 


Part VIII.—Damaces AND Costs. 


pltf. of costs, but not a decision that no good 
cause existed.—Moorn v. Git (1888), 4 T. L. RB. 
738, O, A. 

2196, ——- ——.]—MARRIAGE v. WILSON, No. 
2190, ante. 

———.|— See, also, No. 2207, post. 

2197. Necessity for prompt application.!— 
In two actions of slander, the verdict being a 
farthing damages in each case, the ct. refused 
an application to deprive pltf. of his costs, which 
was made more than two years after trial; & 
determined to consider upon its merits another 
which was made about ten days after trial.— 
BoweEy v. BELL, Brooks v. IsRAEL, NORTH v. 
Bitton, SIpDoNs v. LAWRENCE (1878), 4 Q. B. D. 
05; 48 L. J. Q. B. 161; 39 L. T. 607; 43 J. P. 
287; 27 W. R. 247, D.C. 


(b) Grounds for. 


2198. General rule—Good cause must be shown.] 
—HOop.ey v. WILLIAMS, No. 2186, ante. 
2199. Small amount of damacas a----2-* 


Se ee oe) 


eiaeeaen oe v. KINANCIAL NEWS 
( ), 6T. L. R, 42. 
2 


201. ——- ——.|—Moore v. GILL, No. 2195, 
ante. 

2202. -|—Pltf. claimed damages from 
deft. in respect of an alleged libel & slander. 
Deft. counter-claimed in respect of statements 
made about him by plitf. At the trial of the 
action the jury found for pltf. on the claim with 
one farthing damages & for deft. on the counter- 
claim with 48s, damages :—IWeld: pltf. should be 
deprived of his costs, & deft. was entitled to the 
costs of his counter-claim.—NICOLAS v. ATKINSON 
(1908), 25 T. L. R. 568. 

2203. ——- ——-.|—-Pltfs. sued defts. for libel 
& obtained a verdict for one farthing damages :— 
Held: the conclusion to be drawn from tlie 
verdict was either that the jury thought that the 
charges were nearly true, or that they thought 
that pltfs. had suffered no commercial damage, & 








in those circumstances each party should bear | 


their own costs.—RED MAN’s SYNDICATE, LTD. v. 
ry ia Nrwsparers, Lrp. (1910), 26 T. L. R. 

2204, ——- Smali amount not necessarily con- 
i cia v. WILLIAMS, No. 2186, 
ante. 

-———.]—Compare Nos. 2180-2187, ante. 

2205. Acceptance of money paid into court.)]— 
MARRIAGE v. WILSON, No. 2190, ante. 

2206. Conduct of plaintiff..—In an action to 
recover damages for an alleged libel contained in 
a private letter, the jury awarded pltf. £10 damages. 
The judge, on the application of deft.’s counsel, 
& on the ground that the pltf.’s own conduct had 
led to the libel being written, gave judgment for 
the £10 without costs:—Held: on appeal, the 
judgment was right.—HarNeEtTT v. VIsE (1880), 
5 Ex. D. 307; 43 L. T. 645; 29 W. R.7,C. A. 
Annotations :—Apld. Bostock v. Hamsay U. C., [1900] 2 

Q. B. 616. Consd. Westgate v. Crowe, (1808] 1 K. B. 

24; Dann v. Curzon (1910) 104 L. T. 66. Refa. Roberts 


v. Jones, art! v. GN. ays [1891] 2 Q. B. 194; Ritter 
v. Godfrey, [1920} 2 K. B. 47. 


2207. ——— Oppression on part of plaintiff.]— 
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Pltf. brought an action for damages for a libel 
published a the Star. The Times had published 
a letter signed by pltf., & in the same issue a 
leading article thereon, & a few days after a letter 
from some one else upon the subject of the letter. 
The Star thereupon published the article com- 
plained of, commenting upon what had appeared 
in the Times, & making a personal attack upon 
pltf. Defts. pleaded that their article was fair 
comment upon a matter of public interest. The 
jury found a verdict for pltf. with ls. damages. 
The ct. was of opinion that it was obvious that the 
letter was not really written by pitf., but that she 
had allowed her name to be used for the purpose 
of raising a political controversy & injuring 
political opponents :—Held: it was, under these 
circumstances, oppression on the part of pltf. to 
bring the action, & that there was, therefore, good 
cause for which the judge might, in the exercise 
of his discretion, deprive pltf. of costs.—O CONNOR 
v, Stan NEWSPAPER Co., Lrp. (1893), 68 L. T. 
146; OT. L. BR. 233; 48. 271. C. A. 


Anan 


C. Amount Recovered Within Limits of County 
Court Acts. 


See County Courts Act, 1888 (c. 43), 8. 50; 
County Courts Act, 1919 (c. 73), s. 1 ; Administra- 
tion of Justice Act, 1925 (c. 28), s. 20. 


Sus-srect. 3.—WHERE BoTH PARTIES PARTIALLY 
SUCCESSFUL. 


See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. 65. 

2209. What costs allowed—Part of statement 
not actionable—Right of plaintiff to entire costs.}— 
JACOB v. MILLS (1614), Cro. Jac. 343; Jenk. 339 ; 
1 Roll. Rep. 24; 79 EK. R. 293; sub nom. MILES 
v. Jacos, Hob. 6, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—~ Refd. Cutting v. Wilkins (1702), 11 Mod. Rep. 
24; Button v. Heyward (1721), 8 Mod. Rep. 24. Mentd. 
erat) v, ey el oi eh2), Fre ss A ah 

648), 2 43 ov. Digie » Freem. K. 3B. 

U3 Bee y. ariane (1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 256; Whithera v. 

Warner (1720), 1 Stra. 309. 


2210. Costs of successful issues—-Issue 
found for defendant—Subsequently held bad in 
law.]—In an action of libel, deft. pleads the 
general issue & six special pleas; verdict for pltf. 
on general issue & one special plea, for deft. on 
the other five. Upon motion, judgment is entered 
up for pltf., non obstante veredicto, as the five pleas, 
the issues on which are found for deft., are bad in 
law :—Held: on application for costs, that neither 
party was entitled to the costs of the issues found 
for deft., on which the judgment of the ct. was 
finally entered for pltf.—GoODBURNE v. BOWMAN 
(1833), ¥ Bing. 667; 2 Dowl. 2086; 3 Moo. & S. 
69; 2L. J.C. P. 148; 181 EH. R. 764. 

2211. ——- ———.]—Where, in case for libel, on 
the general issue, the jury found for pltf., & also 
found as a fact, that a great part of the declaration 
did not apply specifically to pltf., though there 
were innuendoes by which it was endeavoured to 
connect him with the matter complained of :— 
Held: deft. was entitled to the costs of that part.— 
PRUDHOMMDB v. FRASER (1835), 2 Ad. & El. 645 








—CAN. v. LANE (1913), 13 E. L. R. 278; 13 
PART VIII, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— ea Betty. Wison | D. L. R. 79; 46 N.S. R. 301.—CAN, 
At (1900), 19 P. R. 167.—OAN. Ill, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT 
21981. General rule—Good cause must EANE Vie ees Joe 
be shouv,}—Pitt. can be deprived of | g/#198 ill, 7 J PICKLES 6% | 2211 i, What costs allowed 


costs for good cause only.—WELL- 
BANKS v. CONGER (2) (1888), 12 P. R. 


2206 i. Conduct of plaintiff. }—PICKEIS 


successful —Costs of 
iseues.}—WELLY 0, WITWON. 
[19221 V.T. R 4e9 0 Berm 
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Sect. 2.—Costs: Sub-sects.3 & 4. Part IX. Sect: 
1: Sub-sects.1 &2. Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1, A.] 


1 Har. & W.5; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 512; 4L. J. 
K. B. 87; 111 E. R. 248. 
Annotations :—Apld. Doe d. Errington v. Errington (1836), 4 

Dowl. 602. Consd. Anderson v. Chapman (1839), 5 M. 

& W. 483; Biddulph v. Chamberlayne (1851), 17 Q. B. 

351. Refd. Bird v. Ponrice (1840), 4 Jur. 970; Delisser 

v. Towne (1841), 1 Q. B. 333; Daniel v. Barry (1843), 

12 L. J. Q. B. 113; Doe d. Bowman v. Lewis (1844), 13 

M. & W. 241. 

2212. ———.]— In case, for libel, there was a 
plea of not guilty, on which the verdict was found 
for deft., & several pleas of justification, on which 
the jury found for pltf., because deft. offered no 
evidence in support of them :—Held: though deft. 
was entitled to the general costs, pltf. was entitled 
to the costs of the issues on the pleas of justifica- 
tion, including both the costs of the pleadings, & 
of evidence provided to rebut them.—SPENCER v. 
HAMERTON (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 413; 1 Har. & W. 
700; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 22; 5L. J. K. B. 114; 
111 BE. R. 843. 


«lnnotations :— Apld. Newton v, Holford (1845), 1 C. B. 141; 
Howell v. Rodbard (1849), 4 Exch. 309. Mentd. Bird 
v. Higginson (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 83: Partridge v. Gardner 


(1849), 4 Exch. 303; Callander v. Howard (1850), 10 
Cc. B. 290. 











2213. ——- ——-.]—-WELLS v. THOMPSON (1855), 
26 L. T. O. S. 176. 
2214. |—Upon a reference of all 


matters in difference in a cause, the costs to abide 
the event of the award, the party in whose favour 
the action is decided by the award is entitled to the 
costs of the cause, although some of the issues may 
be found in favour of the other party. ‘To one of 
sevcral counts in an action of slander deft. pleaded 
a multifarious plea of justification, setting forth 
a serics of statements of facts, any one of which 
was a sufficient answer to such count. Upon a 
reference of the cause, the arbitrator found that 
one of such statements in the plea was true, & 
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that the others were untrue. The finding on the 
issues as to another count was for pltf., who had 
the general costs of the cause :—Held: (1) the 
finding of part of such plea to be untrue was not 
a finding of an issue for pltf. within C, L. P. Act, 
1852 (c. 76), s. 81, or of r. 74, 1831, & pltf. was, 
therefore, not entitled to the costs of the issue on 
such plea; (2) deft. was entitled to the costs of 
so much of the plea as was found in his favour, 
including costs of evidence applicable to such part, 
though also applicable to the residue of the plea, 
but not to the costs of any evidence applicable 
only to that part of the plea which was found to be 
untrue.—-REYNOLDS v. Harris (1858), 3 C. B. 
N.S. 267; 28L. 3.0. P. 26; 30 L. T. O. 8S. 275 ; 
4 Jur. N.S. 856; 5 Jur. N.S. 365; 140 E. R. 743. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Brown v. Houston, {1901} 


2 K. B. 855. Refd. Calvert r. Scinde Ry. (1865), 18 C. B. 
2215. sedis Damages remitted by plaintiff—In 


respect of particular counts—Costs of such counts. 

—In an action of slander, the declaration containe 

ten counts, the jury found a verdict for pltf., with 
£50 damages on the seventh count, & £100 on the 
other nine counts. On a writ of error being 
brought, the ct. held the sixth count was bad, &, 
consequently, a venire de novo must be awarded ; 
but on pltf. consenting to remit the £100 damages, 
the Ct. of Exch. directed that the verdict should 
be retained on the seventh count :—Held: plté. 
was not entitled to the costs of the other nine 
counts.—DappD v. CREASE (1833), 2 Cr. & M. 223 ; 
4 Tyr. 74; 149 E. R. 742; sub nom. DANN v. 
CREASE, 2 Dowl. 269; sub nom. DoDs v. CREESE, 
3 L. J. Ex. 12. 


SuB-SEcT. 4.—EFFECT OF VERDICT ON Costs. 


See JURIES, Vol. XXX., pp. 245, 246, Nos. 
443-450. 


Part IX.—Injunction. 


SEcT. 1.—JURISDICTION OF COURT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
See, now, Supreme Court of Judicature (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), 8. 45. 
2216. Interlocutory injunction..—Quartrz HILL 


CONSOLIDATED GOLD MINING Co. v. BEALL, 
Na 2IAD mnonct 
2217. .|—LivErrooL HouskHoLp SToRES 





ASSOCN, v. SmiTu, No. 2254, post. 

2218. --i—Deft. having published a docu- 
ment containing charges of fraud, perjury, & 
conspiracy against pltf., pltf. brought an action 
for libel, & recovered judgment for £1,000 damages, 
of no part of which could he obtain payment. 
Deft. continued to publish documents repeating 
the same charges, & plitf. commenced the present 
action for an injunction & damages :—Held : 
though the ct. had jurisdiction to grant an inter- 
locutory injunction to restrain further publication 
of the libel, there was in this case no reason to 
apprehend any such danger of injury to pltf., 
In person or property, as to make it right to grant 
one.—SALOMONS v. KNIGHT, [1891] 2 Ch. 294 ; 
60 L. J. Ch. 743; 64 L. T. 589; 39 W. R. 506, C. A. 
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22161. Interlocutory injunction.]— goon 


Though in asland the cts. have not 
of ed publication before 
the quostion of libel has bccn sub- 








2219. -|—OPPENHEIM v. MACKENZIE (1898), 
42 Sol. Jo. 748. 
2220. Under special circumstances.|—The 





ct. has jurisdiction to restrain by injunction, & 
even by an interlocutory injunction, the publica- 
tion of alibel. But the exercise of the jurisdiction 
is discretionary, & an interlocutory injunction 
ought not to be granted except in the clearest cases ; 
in cases in which, if a jury did not find the matter 
complained of to be libellous, the ct. would set 
aside the verdict as unreasonable. An inter- 
locutory injunction ought not to be granted when 
deft. swears that he will be able to justify the libel, 

& the ct. is not satisfied that he may not be able 

to do 30.—BONNARD v. PERRYMAN, [1891] 2 Ch. 

269; 60 L. J. Ch. 617; 65 L. T. 506; 39 W. RK. 

435; 7T.L. R. 453, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Collard v. Marshall, [1892] 1 Ch. 571. 
Folld. Champion v. Birmingbam Vinegur Brewery Co. 
(1893), 10 T. L. R. 164; Monson v. Tussauds, Monson tv. 
Tussaud, (1894) 1 Q. B. 671; Leslie v. Tucker (18968), 
40 Sol. Jo. 780; Newton v. Amalgamated Musicians’ 
Union (1896), 12 f. L. R. 623. Distd. London & Northern 
Bank v. Newnes woo 16 T. L. R. 76. Consd. Corelli 
»v. Wall (1906), 22 T. L. Rt. 532. Salomons v. Knight, 
yo 2 Ch. 204; Lee v. Gibbings (1892), 67 L. T. 203; He 

cvelyn, Az p. Gonera]l Public Works & Assets Co. (1894), 


mitted to a jury, there is undoubted 
ower to O 80.—-WOLFENDEN ft. 
{Les (1892), 2 B. C. lt. 379.-—CAN., 
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1 Mans. 195; Mellin v. White eae). 59 J. P. 628: Whito 
v. Mellin, {1895] A. C. 154; ons v. Wilkins, {1896} 1 
Ch. 811; Ellis v. National Union of Conservative & 
Constitutional Assocns. Middleton & Southall (1900), 
44 Sol. Jo. 750; Watson v. Daily Record (Glasgow), 
{[1907]1 K. B. 853; R.v. Blumenfeld, Exp. Tupper (1912), 
28 T. L. BR. 308. Mentd. Cowley v. Cowley, {1900} P. 305: 
Dyson v. A.-G., [1911] 1K. B. 410. 


2221. —— -]—There is jurisdiction to 
restrain a libel, but the injunction ought not to 
be granted except in the clearest cases, which 
are defined to be those in which, if the jury do 
not find the matter complained of to be libellous, 
the ct. will set aside the verdict as unreasonable 
(CHitry, J.).—Lesntize & Co., Lrp. v. TUCKER 
(1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 780. 

2222. Libel calculated to injure plaintiff in 
his trade.)|\—-PINK v. FEDERATION OF TRADES & 
LABOUR UNIONS CONNECTED WITH SHIPPING, 
CARRYING & OTHER INDUSTRIES, No. 126, ante. 

2223. -|—The ct. has power to restrain 
by injunction on interlocutory motion the publica- 
tion of placards & circulars containing false 
statements injurious to trade where the ct. is 
satisfied upon the facts & evidence before it that 
such statements are false.—COLLARD v. MARSHALL, 
[1892] 1 Ch. 571; 61 L. J. Ch. 268; 66 L. T. 
248; 40 W. R. 473; 8 T. L. BR. 265. 

Annotations :—Consd. Pink v. Fedcration of Trades & Labour 
Unions connected with Shipping, Carrying, etc. Industries 
(1892), 67 L. T. 258; Lioyd’s Bank »v. Royal British Bank 
(1903), 19 T. L. R. 548. Refd. Lee v. Gibbings (1892), 
67 L. T. 263; Jarrahdaleo Timber Co. & M‘Lean v. 


Temperley & Klliott (1894), 11 T. L. R.119; Monson v. 
Tussauds, Monson v. Tussaud, (1894) 1 Q. B. 671. 


2224. Perpetual injunction—Restraint of further 
publication of matter found to be defamatory—At 
nae oe action.|—-HINRICHS v. BERNDEs, [1878] 


Annotation :—Consd. Thorley’s Food for Cattle Co. t. 

Massam (1879), 41 L. ‘f. 543. 

_ 2225, —— —— .|—The ct. has power to 
issue an injunction to restrain deft. from publishing 
of pltf., to the injury of his trade, matter which 
@ Jury have found to be libellous. Semble: this 
power may be exercised by the judge who tries 
the cause.—SaxByY v. EASTERBROOK & HANNAFORD 
(1878), 3 C. P. D. 339; 27 W. R. 188. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thorley’s Cattle Food Co, v. Massam 

(1880), 14 Ch. D. 763. Refd. Shaw v. Jersey (1879), 4 

C. P. DL. 120; Thomas v. Williams (1880), 14 Ch. D. 864; 

Mogul SS. Co. v. M'Gregor, Gow (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 

476; Armstrong v. Armit (1886), 2 T. L. R. 8875 Bounard 

v. Perryman, [1891] 2 Ch. 269; Champion v. Birmingham 

Vinegar Brewery Co, (1893), 38 Sol. Jo. 142; Monson vr. 

Tussauds, Monson v. Tussaud, {1894} 1 Q. B. 671. 

2226. Matter injurious to plaintiff’s trade.] 
——THORLEY’s CATTLE Foop Co. v. MASSAM, 
No. 2612, post. 

2227. 
2611, post. 




















——.|—TuHomAs v. WILLIAMS, No. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—EXTENT AND LIMITS OF 
JURISDICTION. 

2228. Whether slander included.] — B. was 
employed to manage one of L.’s branch offices for 
the sale of machines, & resided on the premises. 
He was dismissed by L., & on leaving gave the 
postmaster directions to forward to his private 
residence all letters addressed to him at L.’s branch 
office. He admitted that among the letters so 
forwarded to him were two which related to L.’s 
business, & that he did not hand them to L., but 
returned them to the senders. After his dismissal 
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satisfied that he nay not be able to 


18] 


he went about among the customers making ora 
statements reflecting on the solvency of L., & 
advised some of them not to pay L. for machines 
which had been supplied through himself. L. 
brought an action to restrain B. from making state- 
ments to the customers or any other person or 
persons that L. was about to stop payment, or was 
in difficulties or insolvent, & from in any manner 
slandering L. or injuring his reputation or business, 
& from giving notice to the post office to forward 
to B.’s residence letters addressed to him at L.’s 
office, & also asking that he might be ordered to 
withdraw the notice already given to the post 
office :—Held: the ct. has jurisdiction to restrain 
a person from making slanderous statements 
calculated to injure the business of another person, 
& this jurisdiction extends to oral as well as written 
statements, though it requires to be exercised with 
great caution as regards oral statements ; & in the 
present case an injunction cught to be granted.— 
Looa (HERMANN) v. BEAN (1884), 26 Ch. D. 306; 
53 L. J. Ch. 1128; 51 L. T. 442; 32 W. R. 994; 
ria a Loca (HERMANN) v. BEAN, 48 J. P. 708, 


Annotations :—Distd. Liverpool Household Stores Assocn. v. 
Smith (1887), 37 Ch. D. 170. Refd. Monson v. Tussauds, 
Monson v. Tussand, [1894] 1 Q. B. 671. Mentd. Pudde- 
phatt v. Leith, [1916] 1 Ch. 200. 


2229. .|—CLARKE v. MAIN (1904), Times, 
Mar. 24. 

2230. Whether confined to trade _ libels.|— 
MONSON v. TussauDs, Lrp., MONSON v. TUSSAUD 
(Lovts), No. 23, ante. 

2231. .|—This was a motion on behalf of 
pitf., an author, to restrain deft., a publisher, from 
publishing or selling a certain book otherwise than 
in the form in which it was prepared by the author, 
or from representing that pltf. was the author of 
the book published by deft. The book was 
originally published in its complete form in 1886. 
In 1892 the publisher issued an edition of the book, 
omitting the preface, table of contents, intro- 
duction, bibliographical notice, & index. The 
ground of the motion was that the publication of 
the book in a mutilated form caused an injury to 
pltf.’s reputation as an author :—Held: pltf.’s 
remedy in law was libel, with the exception of a 
case of trade libel, the ct. would not grant an 
injunction to restrain a libel before the case had 
been submitted to a jury.—-LEE v. GIBBINGS 
(1892), 67 L. T. 263; 8 T. L. R. 773; 36 Sol, Jo. 
713, 


Annotation :—Refd. Monson v. Tussaud, Monson v. Tussaud 
(1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 454. 











SEcT. 2.—GROUNDS FOR GRANTING OR 
REFUSING. 


SuB-SECT. 1.— INTERIM INJUNCTION, 
A. In General. 

2232. Conditions precedent to grant—Decision 
by court as to whether statement libellous.}—The 
question of libel or no libel is for the jury. It is 
for the jury & not for the ct. to construe the 
document, & to say whether it is a libel or not, 
To justify the ct. in granting an inéerim injunction 
it must come to a decision upon the question of 
libel or no libel, before the jury decides whether 
it is a libel or not. The jurisdiction is of a delicate 
nature. It ought only to be exercised in the 
clearest cases, where any jury will say that the 


I. L. T. 134.—IR. 





Mm. Conditions precedent to grant.) Justify the libel, an interlocutory in- n. .]— Before grant: an 
—When deft. tak th junction ought not to be granted.— 
onus of justitertion ya imseif the GALLAGHER. TUOHY (1924). 58 interdict on motion to restrain the 
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Sect. 2.—Grounds for granting or refusing : Sub-sect. 
1, A. & B.; sub-sect. 2.) 

matter complained of is libellous. The ct. must 
also be satisfied that in all probability the alleged 
libel was untrue, & if written on a privileged 
occasion that there was malice on the part of deft. 
(Lorp ESHER, M.R.).—COULSON (WILLIAM) & 
Sons v. COULSON (JAMES) & Co. (1887), 38 T. L. R. 
846,C. A. 

Annotations :—Apprvd. & Folld. Liverpool Household Stores 

Assocn. v. Smith (1887), 37 Ch. D. 170; Poulett v. Chatto 

& Windus (1887), 4 T. L. RR. 142; Bonnard v. Perryman, 

[1891] 2 Ch. 269. Consd. Monson _v. Tussauds, Monson 

v. Tussaud, (1894) 1 Q. B. 671. Apprvd. Oppenheim v. 

Mackenzie (1898), 42 Sol. Jo. 748. Refd. Champion v. 

Birmingham Vinegar Brewery Co. (1893), 38 Sol. Jo. 142 ; 

Re Evelyn, Ex p. General Public Works & Assets Co. 

(1894), 1 Mans. 195; Lyons v. Wilkins (1896), 74 L. T. 

358, Newton v. Amalgamated Musicians’ Union (1896), 

12 T. L. R. 623. 

2233. ———~ -}] — LIVERPOOL HovUsEHOLD 
STORES ASSOCN. v. SMITH, No. 2254, post. 

2234. —— .|—Lioyps Bank, Lrp. v. 
RoyAL BritisH BANK, Lrp. (1908), 19 T. L. R. 
Daa 47 Sol. Jo. 603 ; on appeal, 19 T. L. R. 604, 

2235. ——— Decision of court that statement 
untrue.'—(1) To obtain an interlocutory injunc- 
tion restraining deft. from issuing circ , ete., 
stating the wrongful user by pltf. upon his manu- 
factured articles of labels claimed by deft., & 
from threatening pltf.’s customers with legal 
proceedings for selling his articles bearing the labels 
in question, pltf. must satisfy the ct. that the 
statements in the circulars, etc., complained of 
are in fact untrue. 

(2) The fact that deft., having commenced 
actions against pltf. & his customers for injunctions 
restraining the wrongful user of the labele in 
question, had not thought fit to move for inter- 
locutory injunctions :—Held: no ground by itself 
for granting pltf. the injunction sought for.— 
ANDERSON v. LIEBIG’S EXTRACT OF MEaT Co., 
Lrp. (1881), 45 L. T. 757. 

2236. -|—QuaARTz H1ILt CONSOLIDATED 
GOLD MINING Co. v. BEALL, No. 2242, post. 

















2237. ——.]—ARMSTRONG v. ARMIT, No. 
2253. post 
2238 -———.]—CovuLson (WILLIAM) & SONS 





v. COULSON (JAMES) & Co., No. 2232, ante. 











2239. —— -——~.]—PovuLFtr v. CHaATTo & 
eee (1887), 4 T. L. R. 142, C. A. 

———.]—BONNARD v. PE : 

Saas | v. PERRYMAN, No 

2241. .}|—Pltfs. in an action for libel, 


six labour candidates for the office of borough 
councillor at a municipal election then about to be 
held, moved to restrain defts. from publishing 
statements to the effect that pitfs. were com- 
munists. Defts. alleged that they were prepared 
to justify the statements complained of at the 
trial:—Held: (1) although a statement that a 
man was a communist was probably libellous, 
where justification was pleaded, an interlocutory 
injunction ought not to be granted unless the ct. 
was satisfied that defts. had no reasonable prospect 
of Success at the trial; (2) the statements com- 
plained of were not false statements as to personal 
character within Municipal Elections Corrupt & 
ae We thc ae 1884 (c. 70). Injunction 
$ed.— BURNS v. ASSOCIATED N 
(1925), 89 J.P. 205; 42 T. L, Re 


Decision of court that defendant | 
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actuated by malice—Privilege.|—A solr., acting for 
some shareholders in a co., printed & circulated, 
but only among the shareholders, a circular con- 
taining very strong reflections on the mode in 
which the co. had been brought out, & on the 
conduct of the promoters & directors, & proposin 
a meeting of shareholders to take steps to protec 
their interests. The co. commenced an action to 
restrain the further publication, & applied for an 
interlocutory injunction, which was granted :— 
Held: (1) the ct. had jurisdiction to interfere on 
interlocutory application to restrain the publica- 
tion of a libel; (2) but this jurisdiction was to be 
exercised with great caution, & would not in 
eneral be exercised unless applt. satisfied the ct. 
hat the statements in the document complained 
of were untrue ; (3) still more caution was requisite 
where the document in question was primd facie 
a privileged communication, so as not to be 
actionable unless express malice was proved, the 
question of malice being one which cannot con- 
veniently be tried on interlocutory application. 
In the present case the ct. not being satisfied 
on the evidence that the statements in the docu- 
ment were false or malicious, the order for an 
injunction was discharged.—QUARTzZ HILL Con- 
SOLIDATED GOLD MINING Co. v. BEALL (1882), 20 
Ch. D. 501; 51 L. J. Ch. 874; 46 L. T. 746 ; 30 
W. RR. 683, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Bonnard v. Perryman, {1891} 
2 Ch. 269. Refd. Pollard v. Photographic Co. (1888), 
Ch. D. 345. As to (2) Refd. Voulctt_v. Chatto & 
Windus (1887), 4 T. L. R. 35. As to (3) . London 
Motor-Cab Proprietors Assocn. & British Motor-Cab Co. 
v. Twentieth Century Press (1912), Ltd. (1917), 34 T. L. Kt. 
68. Generally, Mentd. Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold 
Mining Co. v. Eyre (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 674. 
2243. ——.]—CouULSON (WILLIAM) 
& SONS v. COULSON (JAMES) & Co., No. 2232, anle. 
2244, Decision of court as to probable 
damage.|—SALOMONS v. KNIGHT, No. 2218, ante. 


B. Particular Instances. 

2245. Privileged occasion—Existence of malice 
doubtful.J}—MULKERN v. WARD, No 1758, ante. 

2246. —— |—COoULsON (WILLIAM) & 
Sons v. COULSON (JAMES) & Co., No. 2232, ante. 

2247, ——.]— QUARTZ HILL CONSOLIDATED 
GOLD MINING Co. v. BEALL, No. 2242, ante. 

2248. .]|—The law has been settled by 
a decision of the Ct. of Appeal in Bonnard v. 
Perryman, No. 2220, ante. The law has been settled 
to be that an injunction ought not te be granted 
in such case unless the ct. be absolutely satisfied 
that a wrong is being done, & that it is not so if 
a jury may, on any ground reasonably suggested, 
find that a wrong has not been done. The 
occasions on which these alleged libels were issued 
were all occasions on which, unless abused, 
privilege might exist (LoRD COLERIDGE, C.J.).— 
CHAMPION & Co., Lrp. v. BIRMINGHAM VINEGAR 
BreEweEry Co., Lrp. (1893), 10 T. L. R. 164; 38 
Sol. Jo. 142, D.C. 

2249. —— -]— OPPENHEIM v. MACKENZIE 
(1898), 42 Sol. Jo. 748. 

2250. ——— 1—The Home Secretary made 
an order sanctioning an increase of taxi-cab fares 
in London, & the drivers’ trade union instructed 
defts., who were printers, to print a circular 
stating that the proprietors, with their usual greed 
& rapacity, were claiming the whole of the increase. 
Defts. printed the circular & delivered four 
thousand copies to the trade union. Thereupon 
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pitfs., who were an unincorporated body of taxi- 
cab owners, suing by their chairman, &, a limited 
co. also owning taxi-cabs, brought an action 
against defts. for libel & moved for an injunction 
to restrain them, until the trial, from publishing 
the circular. At the hearing of the motion the 
evidence was that no further order had been given 
to defts., & they did not intend to print any more 
copies :—Held: as the injunction would, in the 
circumstances, do no good, & as there was a 
question whether the issue of the circular was not 
privileged, & as it was doubtful whether the action 
was properly framed, the motion must be refused. 
—LONDON Moror CAB PROPRIETORS ASSOCN. & 
British Motor Cas Co., Lrp. v. TWENTIETH 
CENTURY PreEss (1912), LTD. (1917), 34 T. L. R. 68. 

2251. Untrue statement as to financial position— 
Of friendly society.]—(1) An interlocutory injunc- 
tion was granted to restrain the circulation of an 
untrue statement as to the financial position of a 
friendly society. 

(2) A circular by a member of a friendly society 
issued to members for the purpose of obtaining 
a statutory investigation into the solvency of 
the society is not privileged unless believed to be 
true.—HILL v. HAarRT-DAVIES (1882), 21 Ch. D. 
798; 51 L. J. Ch. 845; 47 L. T. 82; 31 W. R. 22. 


Annotation :—As8 to (1) Consd. Liverpco) Household Stores 
Assocen, v. Smith (1887), 37 Ch. D. 170. 


2252. Of bank.]— The ct. granted an 
interim injunction to restrain the publication of a 
statement that pltf. bank was in liquidation.— 
LONDON & NORTHERN BANK, LTD. v. NEWNES 
(GEORGE), Lrp. (1899), 16 T. L. R. 76; subsequent 
proceedings (1900), 16 T. L. R. 433, C. A. 

2253. Libel not completely traversed.) — Defts. 
had in a newspaper article stated that pltfs., with 
whom were included a public co., had, by means 
of the use of corrupt influence with government 
officials obtained a number of contracts. Piltfs. 
applied for an interim injunction restraining defts. 
from further publishing such libels, but produced 
one affidavit only, in which it was not stated that 
the whole of the libels were untrue :—Held : upon 
principle & authority the application must be 
refused.— ARMSTRONG v. ARMIT (1886), 2 T. L. R. 
887, D. C. 

2254. Difficulty of framing injunction — In- 
sufficiently precise terms.|—(1) The jurisdiction to 
restrain by interlocutory injunction the publica- 
tion of a libel is of a very delicate nature, & will 
not be exercised except in a case where the ct. 
can see that the publication proposed to be 
restrained must necessarily be of such a character 
that no jury could reasonably fail to find it to be 
libellous. 

(2) Where a trading co. claimed an_inter- 
locutory injunction to restrain the publication 
in the newspaper of letters & statements in the 
future similar to others which had already been 
inserted in the same newspaper reflecting on the 
Solvency & financial condition of the co., the Ct. 
of Appeal refused the application, on the ground 
that it would be almost, if not entirely, imprac- 
ticable so to frame the injunction as not possibly 
to include in its terms something that might not 
be libellous, independently of the difficulty, which 
could not be overlooked, arising from the fact that 
the question whether the statement complained of 
was | ibellous or not would have to be decided by 
the judge on the application to commit for breach 





information at thoir public entertain- 
Ments as to the cause of death of pltf.’s 
husband, intimating as they had done 
at such entertainments, that he met 


with his death at the hands of 8 sup- 


osed friend, & thereby 8 
dea that his late partner 
concerned in the matter.—QUIRK v. 
DUDLEY (1902), 22 C. L. T. 388; 4 
O. L. R. 532; 10. W. R. 637.—CAN. 
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of the injunction.— LIVERPOOL HOUSEHOLD STORES 

Assocn. v. SMITH (1887), 87 Ch. D. 170; 57 

L. J. Ch. 85; 58 L. T. 204; 36 W. R. 485; 4 

T. L. R. 93, 0. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Monson v. Tussauds, Monson 
v. Tussaud, [1894] 1 Q. B. 671. -48to (2) Refd. Bonnard v. 
Perryman, [1891] 2 Ch. 269. 

2255. Justification pleaded.|—Burns v. ASSO- 
CIATED NEWSPAPERS, Lrp., No. 2241, ante. 

2256. Libel too unimportant—Though unjustifi- 
able.|—SALOMONS v. KNIGHT, No. 2218, ante. 

2257. Question for jury—Truth of libel.}]— 
PLUMBLY v. PERRYMAN, [1891] W. N. 64. 

2258. Meaning of words.}—NEWTON v. 
AMALGAMATED MusIcriANns’ UNION (1896), 12 
T. L. R. 623; 40 Sol. Jo. 716. 

2259. Case not sufficiently clear—Conflict of 
evidence.|—-Monson v. Tussaups, LTp., MONSON 
v. TUSSAUD (LouIs), No. 23, ante. 

2260. ——.]—-PLANT v. East HAM CORPN. 
(1906), 70 J. P. Jo. 244. 

2261. Publication o1 *‘ black list by trade union.’’] 
—In consequence of a dispute with reference to 
an alleged preferential employment of non-union 
men by a building firm, a trade union published a 
poster headed ‘‘ Trollope’s Black List,’’ containing 
the names of non-union men employed by the firm. 
Upon motion for an interlocutory injunction to 
restrain the publication, it was decided that the 
publication was a purely malicious act & that 
therefore an interlocutory injunction must be 
granted. Defts. appealed :—Held: a primé facie 
case had been established that defts. were doing 
more than was in fact necessary for their own pro- 
tection ; & therefore the order for an interlocutory 
injunction ought not to be interfered with.— 
TROLLOPE & Sons v. LONDON BUILDING TRADES 
FEDERATION (1895), 72 L. T. 342; 11 T. L. R. 
280, C. A.3 subsequent proceedings (1896), 12 
T. L. B. 373, N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Newton v. Amalgamated Musicans’ 
Union (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 716; Taff Vale Ry. v. Amal- 

amated Soc. of Railway Servants, (1901) A. C. 426. 


entd. Lyons v. Wilkins, [1896] 1 Ch. 811; Pratt v. 
British Medical Assoen. (1918), 120 L. T. 41. 


2262. Husband & wife—Publication of libellous 
affidavits.)—H. v. H. (1900), 44 Sol. Jo. 706. 

2263. Case disclosing no right of action—Portrait 
of plaintiff on picture post cards—Untrue likeness.] 
—Defts. published & sold, without the consent 
of pltf., post cards on which were coloured repre- 
sentations of pltf. depicting imaginary incidents 
in her life, & upon pltf. objecting they did not 
withdraw them. The portraits of pltf. were stated 
to be unlike her. Pitf. thereupon brought an 
action for an injunction to restrain the publication 
& sale of the post cards upon the ground either 
that they were a libel upon her or that she was 
entitled to restrain the publication of a portrait 
of herself without her authority, & applied for an 
interim injunction :—Held: the ct. would not 
grant an interim injunction, as no sufficient case 
had been made out on either ground. 

It is well settled that a person may be defamed 
as well by a picture or effigy as by written or spoken 
words (SWINFEN Eapy, J.).—CORELLI v. WALL 
(1906), 22 T. L. R, 532. 
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2264. Statements disclosing no right of action— 
Disparagement of rival’s goods.|—-Where there are 


iting the ~—-—s PART IX. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 
iP Advertisement calculated to de- 
ve.}—LEWIN vt. KENNEDY (1933), 


44N. L. R. 380.—8. AF. 
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Sect. 2.—Grounds for granting or refusing: Sub-sect. 
2. Sects.8,4,5&6. Part X. Sect. 1: Sub- 
1 & 2, A., B. & C.; sub-sects. 8 & 4. 

- 2&3: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.]} 


two rival works, the ct. will restrain the proprietor 
of one of them from advertising it in terms cal- 
culated to induce the public to believe that it is 
the other work but will not restrain him from 
publishing an advertisement tending to disparage 
that other work.—SkEELEY v. FisHer (1841), 11 
Sim. 581; 10 L. J. Ch. 274; 59 E. R. 998. 

2265. -I—(1) In order to entitle pltf. 
to maintain an action for damages for, or to obtain 
an injunction against, statements disparaging his 
goods, it must be shown that such statements were 
in disparagement of the goods of pltf. in particular ; 
that they were untrue; & that they occasioned 
special damage. 

(2) Qu.: whether an action will lie in any case 
for disparaging a trader’s goods merely by saying 
that some other trader’s goods are better either 
generally or in this or that respect. 

W., proprietor of V.’s food for infants, etc., 
bought from M. & sold to his customers M.’s 
infants’ food. W. was in the habit of affixing to 
the wrappers on M.’s food a label stating that V.’s 
food was far more nutritious & healthful than any 
other :—Held: W.’s conduct did not amount to a 
trade libel, but was merely a puff by a rival trader, 
& no injunction should be granted.—WHITE v. 
MELLIN, [1895] A. C. 154; 64 L. J. Ch. 308; 72 
L. T. 334; 43 W. R. 353; 11 T. L. R. 236; 11 
u ; sub nom. MELLIN v. WHITE, 59 J. P. 628, 


Annotations :—As to (1) Expld. & Apld. Royal Baking 
Powder Co. r. Wright, Crossley (1900), 18 R. P. C. 95. 
nsd. Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Maison Talbot, 
Shrewsbury & Talbot & Weigel, Clipper Pneumatic Tyre 
Co. v Maison Talbot, Shrewsbury & ‘Talbot & Weigel 
(1903), 20 T. L. R. 579; British Ry. Traffic & Electric 
Co. rt, C. N.C. Co. & L. C. C., [1922] 2 K. B. 260. . 
Bullivant c. Wright (1897), 13 'T.L. R. 201; British Empire 
Typesetting Machine Co. r. Linotype Co. (1898), 14 T. L. R. 
511; Alcott +. Millar’s Karri & Jarrah Forests Ua 
91 L. T. 722; Lyne r. Nicholls (1906), 23 T. L. R. 86. 
As to (2) Consd. Hubbuck r. Wilkinson, Heywood & Clark, 
11899] 1 Q. B. 86; British Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. r. 
C.R. C. Co. & L.C.C., [1922] 2K. B. 260. Refd. Bullivant 
v. Wright (1897), 13 T. L. Kk. 201; Cundey v. Lerwill & 

Pike (1908), 99 L. T. 273, 

2266. Suspension of ship’s class—In ship’s 
registry.|—-Upon motion for an injunction by sub- 
scribers to an assocn. called the Underwriters’ 
Registry, who had had a ship registered by the 
assocn., in the highest class, to restrain defts., the 
committee of the assocn., from inserting after a 
subsequent survey allowed by pltfs., in their 
published registry of ships the words ‘‘ Class 
suspended ’’ against pltfs.’ ships:—Held: the 
defts. were justified in notifying to their subscribers 
& the public their honest opinion as to the merits 
of the ship, & had a right to suspend the class 
until pltfs. should have altered the ship according 
to their requirements.— CLOVER v. ROYDEN (1873), 
L. R. 17 Eq. 190; 43 L. J. Ch. 665; 29 L. T. 
639; 22 W. R. 254; 2 Asp. M. L. C. 167. 

2267. mor Erasure of name—From medical 
register.|—The ct. refused an application for an 
injunction to restrain defts. from publishing the 
erasure of pltf.’s name from the dental register.— 
ALLINSON v. GENERAL COUNCIL OF MEDICAL 
EDUCATION & REGISTRATION (1892), 8 T. L. R. 
784, C, A.; affg. 8S. C. sub nom. Re GENERAL 
MEDICAL CoUNCIL ORDER, Ea p. ALLINSON, 8 
T.G: R. 7127, D.C.; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. 
ALLINSON v, GENERAL COUNCIL OF MEDICAL EDU- 
CATION & REGISTRATION, [1894] 1 Q. B. 760, C. A. 
eoeees Misleading account of legal proceed- 

g8.|—In an action brought by certain members 














against the officers of a trade union, charging them 
with fraudulent misrepresentation claiming declara- 
tions & injunctions, judgment was given for defts. 
on the issue of misrepresentation, & for pltfs. on 
the rest of the case. Pltfs. subsequently issucd a 
circular letter to a large number of the members 
of the union, containing misleading comments 
on the judgment, including a suggestion that 
defts. had not been cleared of fraud. Defts. 
having moved in the action for an injunction to 
restrain the issue of the circular —Held : the action 
being at an end & judgment delivered there could 
be no possible interference with the course of 
justice in the issue of the circular, even if it mis- 
represented the judgment & proceedings, or was 

culated to injure one of the parties, & the motion 
must be dismissed. Any such publication must 
be left to be dealt with by the ordinary law of 
libel.— DUNN v. BBVAN, BRODIE v. BEVAN, [1922] 
1 Ch. 276; 91 L. J. Ch. 299; 127 L. T. 143; 38 
T. L. R. 172. 

2269. ——_— Entry in registration book—No 
evidence of malice or damage.|]—Deft. co. hired a 
motor lorry from pltfs. on hire-purchase, the lorry 
remaining the property of pltfs. during the 
currency of the contract. In pursuance of Regula- 
tions made under the powers conferred by Roads 
Act, 1920 (c. 72), defts., the London County 
Council, issued a registration book to deft. co. 
who, as the fersons ‘‘ keeping’’ the lorry, were 
under Finance Act, 1920 (c. 18), the proper 
licencees. By Reg. 1 (2) of the above Regulations 
‘‘ owner ”’ is defined as ‘‘ the porn by whom the 
vehicle . . . is kept & used,” &, accordingly, defts. 
were described in the above registration book as 
owners of the lorry. Pitfs. claimed an injunction 
against deft. co. from publishing or using, & against 
deft. council from issuing a registration book con- 
taining the said statement, as constituting a slander 
of pltfs.’ title to the lorry. No damages were 
alleged or claimed :—Held: (1) although the above 
statement constituted a slander on pltfs.’ title, 
there was no evidence of malice in either deft. ; & 
(2) in any case, as plitfs. were claiming an injunction 
only, no injunction could be granted, as there 
was no evidence that any damage to pitfs. would 
necessarily arise.—BRITISH RAILWAY TRAFFIC & 
EveEctric Co. v. C. R. C. Co. & LONDON COUNTY 
CoUNCIL, [1922] 2 kK. B. 260; 91 L. J. K. B. 824 ; 
126 L. T. 602; 86 J.P. 70; 38 T. L. R. 190; 20 
L. G. R. 102. 


Sect. 3.—SLANDER OF TITLE. 
Whether granted.}|—See Nos. 2550, 2551, post. 


Sect. 4.—SLANDER OF GOODS. 
Sce Part XIIT., Sect. 3, post. 


Srecr. 5.—STATEMENTS AT ELECTIONS. 

Defamatory of Parliamentary candidates.}— 
See Corrupt & Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 
1895 (c. 40), s. 1. 

2270. Statement published for purpose of 
injuring plaintiff—Interim injunction.])—BayLEey 
v. EDMUNDS, ByROoN & MARSHALL (1895), 11 
T. L. R. 637, C. A. 

Annotation :—Reld. Ellis v. National Union of Conservative 
& Constitutional Assocns., Middleton & Southall (1900), 
44 Sol. Jo. 750. 

Defamatory of municipal candidate.| — See 
remit Elections Corrupt & Illegal Practices 
Act, 1911 (c. 7), 8. 1 (3), 
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+ 2271, Statements not amounting to state- 
ments as to personal character—‘‘ Communists.’’] 


—BURNS v. ASSOCIATED NEWSPAPERS, LTp., No. 
2241, ante. 
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Sect. 6.—STATEMENTS AMOUNTING TO 
CONTEMPT OF COURT. 
See CONTEMPT OF CouRT, Vol. XVI., pp. 26, 29, 
Nos. 236, 271-274. 


Part X.—Pleading, Practice and Evidence. 


Sect. 1.—PLEADING. 
SUB-8ECT. 1.—STATEMENT OF CLAIM. 


See Part IV.,Sect. 6, sub-sect. 1, ante; Part V., 
Sect. 5, ante. 


SURB-SECT. 2.—DEFENCES. 
A: Justification. 
See Part VII., Sect. 1, sub-sects. 1, 2. 


B. Fair Comment. 
See Part VI., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 6, ante. 


C. Mitigation of Damages. 
See Part VIII., Sect. 3, ante. 


SuB-SECT. 3.—COUNTERCLALIM. 
See SET-OFF. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—REPLyY. 
See No. 1877, ante. 


SEcT. 2.—DAMAGES. 


Part VITI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, C., sub-sect. 
B. (0). 


SECT. 3.—PAYMENT INTO COURT. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL, 

See R. 8. C., Ord. 22. 

eee into court generally, see PRACTICE. 

2272. When plea available—Not with denial of 
liability—R. 8S, C., Ord. 22, r. 1.)—FLEMING v. 
DOLuAR, No. 1262, ante. 

22 ——-.]——Defts. in an action for 
a libel published in a newspaper pleaded by 
way of defence, in accordance with Libel Act, 
1843 (c. 96), s. 2, that the libel was published 
without actual malice, & without gross negligence, 
an apology, & payment into ct. of £5. The jury 
at the trial found that the libel was published with- 
out actual malice, but not without gross negli- 
gence, & that the apology was sufficient, & they 
assessed the damages at £5:—Held:  defts., 
having made the payment into ct. as part of a 
defence under Libel Avt, 1843 (c. 96), 8. 2, & having 
failed at the trial on that defence, were not 
entitled to avail themselves of the payment into 
ct. as being made under R. S. C., Ord. 22, r.1, & 
therefore pltf. was entitled to judgment. 
_ There is no reason why under Jud. Act payment 
into ct. may not be pleaded in an action for libel, 
provided that liability is not denied. What 
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When plea available—Not with 
.}—Deft. cannot plead 


ng 


HARDWICK 1. 


Pen into ct. with a defence deny- 
liability in an action for libel.— 

KINNEY 

E. L. R. 583; 45 N, 8. R. 


R. 8. C., Ord. 22, r. 1, forbids is payment into ct. 
in such an action together with a denial of lia- 
bility. If liability is admitted payment into ct. 
may be pleaded in libel as in any other action. 
A defence does not the less admit liability because, 
together with such an admission, it states facts 
in mitigation of damages. I do not see, for in- 
stance, that the mere fact that it contains such a 
statement as that an apology was made precludes 
deft. from relying at the trial on the payment into 
ct. as a general payment into ct. under R. 8.C., 
Ord. 22, r. 1 (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.),—-OXLEY 
v. WILKES, [1898] 2 Q. B. 56; 67 L. J. Q. B. 678; 
78 L. T. 728; 14 T. L. R. 402, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Sley v. Tillotson (1898), 14 T. L. NR. 545. 














2274. ~}_-KINNELL v. WALKER, 
No. 2181, ante. 
2275. With admission of liability—Though 


accompanied by matters in mitigation of damages— 
Apology.|—OxLrEy v. WILKES, No. 2278, ante. 

2276. —— Action against husband & wife— 
Payment in by husband—Denial of Iiability by 
wife.|—-In a statement of defence in a common 
law action of tort against a husband & his wife 
jointly for a libel published by the wife, the hus- 
band pleaded payment of money into ct. in satis- 
faction of the claim, & the wife pleaded in denial 
of liability :—-Held : such a mode of pleading was 
inadmissible.-—BEAUMONT v. KAYE, [1904] 1 K. B. 
292; 73 L. J. K. B. 213; 90 L. T. 51; 52 W. RB. 
241; 20 T. L. R. 183; 48 Sol. Jo. 206, C. A. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Edwards v. Porter, [1925] A. C. 1. 

2277. ——~- One sum in respect of two or more 
separate causes of action.|—-WEBER 7. BIRKETT, 
No. 2174, ante. 

2278. Damages awarded less than amount paid 
in—Re-payment to defendant—Of amount paid in 
less damages awarded.|—In an action for slander 
deft. paid £5 into ct. in full satisfaction of pltf.’s 
claim, & at the trial the jury found a verdict for 
pltf. for one farthing damages :—Held: the judge 
had jurisdiction under R.S. C., Ord. 22,r. 5 (6), 
to direct the sum paid in, less the amount of 
damages, to be paid out to deft.—Gnray v. BarR- 
THOLOMEW, [1895] 1 Q. B. 209; 64 L. J. Q. B. 
125; 71 L. T. 867; 43 W. R. 177; 39 Sol. Jo. 
112; 14 R. 50, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Brown v. Feency, [1906] 1 K. B. 563. 

Apld. Maxwell v. Wolseley, [1907] 1 K. B. 274. 

2279. -.}—KLAMBOROWSKI v. 
CooxE (1897), 14 T. L. R. 88. 

Death of party to actlion—Abatement of action.] 
—See EXEcuTORS, Vol. XXITJ., p. 306, Nos. 3710— 
3711. 











SuB-SECT. 2.—APOLOGY WITH PAYMENT INTO 
: COURT. 


Payment into court generally.|—See PRACTICE. 
See Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), s. 2; Libel Act, 
1845 (c. 75), s. 2. 


_Y. Suffi 


of amount — Ques- 

tion for jury. TOMPSITT 0. WILSON 
a 11 = (1891), 1 . 
76.—CAN, 


° R. 383.—AUS. 
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Sect. 3.—Payment into court: Sub-sect.2. Sect. 4: 
Sub-sects. 1,2 &8. Sect. 5: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 
4&6.] 


2280. When plea available—Not together with 
denial.]—(1) In an action for a libel published in a 
newspaper, the special plea of apology & pay- 
ment into ct., given by Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 
s. 2, cannot be pleaded along with not guilty to 
the same part of the declaration. 

(2) Everything printed or written, which re- 
flects on the character of another, & is published 
without lawful justification or excuse, is a libel, 
whatever the intention may have been (PARKE, B.). 
—O’BRIEN v. CLEMENT (1846), 15 M. & W. 4385; 
15 L. J. Ex. 285; 7 L. T. O. S. 142; 10 Jur. 
395; 185 E. R. 920; subsequent proceedings, 16 
M. & W. 159. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hawksley v. Bradshaw (1880), 49 L. J. 


2281. ——— Apology as to part—Denial of ability 
as to remainder—-Payment in generally.]—Defts., 
in an action for libel, admitted part of the innuendo 
& denied the other part, & added a plea under 
Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), with a payment into ct., 
without stating in respect of which part the pay- 
ment was made :—Held: defts. were wrong, & 
that they should state in their defence to which 
part the payment was intended to apply.— 
MACKAY v. MANCHESTER PREss Co, (1889), 54 
J.P.22; 6T. L. R. 16, D.C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Weber v. Birkett, [1925] 2 K. B. 152. 

2282. ——— —-— Justification as to remainder— 
Libel not divisible.}—Davis v. BILLING (1891), 8 
T. L. R. 583 36 Sol. Jo. 59, C. A. 

2283. Replication to plea—Dential of malice & 
negligence—& sufficiency of amount paid in.Jj— 
By Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), s. 2, deft. may plead 
that the libel was inserted in a newspaper without 
actual malice, & without gross negligence; & that 
he inserted a full apology ; & may pay money into 
ct. by way of amends. The clause further enacts 
“that, to such plea to such action, it shall be 
competent to plitf. to reply generally, denying the 
whole of such plea’’:—Held: under that sect., 
pitf. is at liberty to deny the whole, or any part 
of such a plea; & a replication which admitted 
that the libel was inserted in a newspaper, & the 
payment of money into ct., & traversed the inser- 
tion of the libel without actual malice, & without 
gross negligence, & the sufficiency of the money 
paid into ct. as amends, was good.—CHADWICK v. 
HERAPATH (1847), 3 C. B. 885; 4 Dow. & L. 
653; 16 L. J.C. P. 104; 8 L. T. O. S, 389; 136 
BK. RR. 354. * 

2284. Plea constitutes one defence—Apology & 
payment not separable.|—OxLEy v. WILKES, No. 
2273, ante. 

2285. .|—SLEY v. TILLOTSON & SON 
(1898), 62 J. P. 505; 14 T. L. R. 545, 

Pe 2286. Sufficiency of apology—What amounts to 

full apology ’’—Manner of insertion in news- 
paper.]—To an action for libel contained in a 
newspaper, an apology, to be a full apology within 
the meaning of Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 8. 2, should 
be printed in the newspaper in larger size type & 
inserted in a@ prominent & conspicuous part of 
the newspaper, that it might readily catch the eye 
of, & be seen by ordinary readers.—LAFONE v. 
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22801. When plea available— Not to- 


2280 if. ———- ——.}— Parks v. Joun- 
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Smiru (1858), 8 H. & N. 785; 28 L. J. Ex. 88; 
32 L. T. 0.8.77; 4 Jur. N.S. 1064; 7W.R. 18; 
157 E. R. 664. 

Annoragns :—Refd. Jones v. Mackie (1867), L. R. 3 Exch. 

1; Oxley v. Wilks (1898), 67 L. J. Q. B. 678. 

2287. Question for jury—Must be reason- 
ably satisfactory..—Where an apology is pleaded 
in an action of libel, it is for the jury to say whether 
such apology is ene. sufficient. Deft. is 
not bound to insert an apology dictated by pltf., 
but if he inserts one which an impartial person 
would consider reasonably satisfactory under all 
the circumstances of the case, he will be pro- 
tected. The question of the sufficiency of an 
apology being eminently one for the jury, execu- 
tion will not be stayed, in the event of a verdict 
for deft. upon an application showing that pltf. 
intends to move to set aside the verdict as against 
the weight of evidence.—RiIsk ALLAH BEY v. 
JOHNSTONE (1868), 18 L. T. 620, N. P. 

2288. ——— Publication at earliest opportunity— 
One month after publication of libel.}] —An ad- 
vertisement was inserted in a newspaper, which 
amounted to a slander of title to certain property. 
The libel appeared on Jan. 6. The attention of 
deft. was called to it on Jan. 13. An action was 
commenced on Jan, 21 & an apology was published 
on Feb. 6:—Held: the apology had not been 
pupienes at the earlicst opportunity as provided 

y Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 8. 2.—RAVENBILL v. 
Upcotr (1869), 20 L. T. 233. 

2289. Payment into court-—-Communication to 
jury—Former practice.|—To an action for a libel 
in a newspaper deft. pleaded, under Libel Act, 
1845 (c. 96), s. 2, the insertion of a full apology & 
payment of 408. into ct. The jury having found 
that the apology was not sufficient, but that the 
40s. paid into ct. was sufficient to cover the damage, 
the judge directed a verdict for pltf. with ls. 
damage :—Held: pltf. was deprived of costs by 
3 & 4 Vict. c. 24, 8. 2; semble: the jury should 
have assessed the damages irrespective of the 408. 
paid into ct. & deft. was entitled to have such 
sum returned to him.—LAFONE v. Smiru (1859), 
4H. &N. 158; 32 L. T. O.S. 300; 5 Jur. N.S. 
127; 157 B. RR. 797. 

Annotations :—Refd. Roper v. Lendon (1859), 5 Jur. N. S. 

491; Oxley v. Wilks (1898), 67 L. J. Q. B. 678. 

2290. ——- ———- ———.]—To an action for a 
libel, in a newspaper, deft. pleaded a plea, under 
Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 8. 2, alleging that he inserted 
a full apology, etc.; & he paid £5 into ct. The 
jury, having found the apology not sufficient, & 
the plea therefore not proved, were directed by 
the judge to assess the damages irrespective of 
the £5 paid into ct. & without considering that 
payment in any way as an admission of liability : 

-Held: a proper direction.—JONES v. MACKIE 
(1867), L. R. %$ Exch. 1; 87 L. J. Ex. 1; 17 
L. T. 151; 31 J. P. 760; 16 W. R. 109. 


Annotations :—Refd. Dunn v. Devon & Exeter Constitu- 
tional Nerapapet (1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 342; Oxley v. 





Wilks (1898 L. J. Q. B. 678. 
2291. ——_—- ——— No communication to be made— 
As to payment or amount paid.}—Payment into 


ct. under Libel Act, 1845 (c. 75), 8. 2, in an action 
for a newspaper libel, is unconditional & subject to 
the ancient practice which prevailed as to pay- 





munication to jury—No communication 
to be made—. AIA ila ef eh 
patid.j}—Defta. pleaded a mistake & an 


} NA . . ’ s . « Ps 
fioel Hed ea Fin an aotion for | 3 Mite Lo fe GaN. YM 75% | Zoology, & paid into ot. 85, which 
was inconsistent wil Sine oe eae 2280 iii. ——- ——.]—BaRRY the d was sufficient to satlaty 
& pa ti tc & plea of apology M‘GRATH (1868) 17 W. R. 163 —IR. pl “eclaim. A special ju awarded 
SOURS Pa nto ct.—-DoYLE v. OWEN , Een ues ‘| pltf. $5,000 damages :—Zield: there 
RINTING Co. (1879), 8 P. R, 22011. Payment into court—Com- | should be a new trial because pitt.’s 
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ment into ct. without denial of liability. The 
operation of Ord. 22, r 22, of the R. S. C., 1893, 
does not alter this practice nor deprive pltf. of 
his right to the money in ct., although at the trial 
the jury may assess his damages at a sum less 
than that paid into ct. 

_ The uniform practice for the last fifty years, ever 
since the passing of Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), down to 
the making of the new rules of Nov. 1893, was 
simply to ask the jury whether the amount paid 
into ct. was sufficient. They were not entitled 
to say that it was too much, except in cases in 
which the plea was not proved, for that question 
was not inissue. Now under the new rule R.S.C., 
Ord. 22, r. 22, the fact of the payment into ct. 
is concealed from the jury. But the only object 
of that rule was to counteract the known tendency 
of juries to invariably give pltf. a little more than 
the sum paid in. It was never intended by that 
rule to alter the nature of the issues upon the 
plea (WitLs, J.).—DUNN v. DEVON & EXETER 
CONSTITUTIONAL Co., [1895] 1 Q. B. 211, n.; 63 
L. J. Q. B. 342; 70 L. T. 593; 10 T. L. R. 335; 
38 Sol. Jo. 351; 10 R. 167. 


Annotations :—Consd. Gray v. Bartholomew, [1895] 1 Q. B. 
Ae Refd. Maxwell v. Wolseley (1906), 76 a. re B. 


2292. ———- ——- ——- ——.]—The amount of a 
payment into ct. by deft. under Libel Act, 1845 
(c. 75), 8. 2, amending Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 
s. 2, is not to be communicated to the jury, &, 
where money has been so paid in, it is contempt 
of ct. to publish before the trial a statement that 
a particular sum has been paid by deft. to pltf.’s 
solr., Inasmuch as the publication of such a state- 
ment is calculated to prejudice the fair trial of 
the action. Semble: even the mere fact of such 
a payment into ct., without mention of the amount, 
is not to be communicated to the jury. In such 
a case the proper procedure to be adopted by deft. 
who alleges that pending the trial of the action 
pltf. has been guilty of contempt of ct., is not to 
apply for a rule nisi for attachment but to pro- 
ceed by notice of motion in the action.—R. v. 
WEALDSTONE News & HARROW NEWS EDITOR, 
PRINTER & PUBLISHER, HARLEY v. SHOLL (1925), 
41 T. L. R. 508; 69 Sol. Jo. 591, 642. 

2298. ——_- ——— Contempt of court.])—R. v. 
WEALDSTONE News & HWarkRow NeEws EDITOR, 
ce & PUBLISHER, HARLEY v. SHOLL, No. 2292, 
ante. 

2294. Assessment of damages—Award of amount 
Smaller than sum paid in—Right of plaintiff to 
sum paid in.|—DuUNN v. Devon & EXETER CON- 
STITUTIONAL Co., No. 2291, ante. 

2295. Apology before action—Power to stay pro- 
ceedings—On payment of plaintiff’s costs.]—In an 
action of slander, where deft. offered such an 
apology as was satisfactory to pltf. before action, 
the ct. will stay proceedings on payment of what, 
in their opinion, is sufficient for piti.’s attorney’s 
costs.—MILLER v. Drury (1865), 12 L. T. 464. 

2296. Absence of malice & gross negligence— 
Onus of proof on defendant.|—-PETERs v. EDWARDS 
(1887), 3 T. L. R. 423. 


2297. Sum taken out by plaintiff before verdict— 
Application by defendant for judgment—Mistake.]— 
BARNES v. JEAFFRESON (1890), 6 T. L. R. 435, C. A. 


counsel, in addressing the jury, had 
referred to the fact that money had 
von Paid into ct. & mentioned 
PRINTING & POM TON G5, WORLD 
21 W. L. R, 529 : NWR 853 48 


out mone 
of an apolo 


Pltf. in an action for libel contained in 
@ newspaper, is not entitled to draw 
lodged in ct. with defence 

» undor 6 & 7 Vict. oc. 96, 
s. 2, & to proceed with the action for 
the purpose of recovoring greater 
.— HARRIS v. ARNOTT (1889), 
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SECT. 4,—PARTICULARS. 
SuB-sECT. 1.—Or STATEMENT OF CLAIM. 

See, generally, PLEADING. 

2298. When to be delivered—Discretion of 
court.|—Pltf. in a libel action alleged in his state- 
ment of claim that after the outbreak of war he 
was engaged, with official sanction, in relief & 
other work on behalf of British prisoners of war 
& in conveying to them money, food, & clothing, 
from their relatives & friends. The statement of 
claim then set out the alleged libel, which was 
to the effect that the American Ambassador in 
Berlin had warned the British public against 
confiding anything to pltf. Defts., before de- 
livering their defence, obtained a master’s order 
for particulars of pltf.’s allegations as to his 
official position, his relief & other work, & the 
things conveyed by him to prisoners, & as to the 
relatives & friends referred to. An appeal from 
the master to the judge was dismissed :—Held: 
though the allegations in question might not be 
necessary, yet, as evidence that they were true 
would no doubt be given at the trial, they could 
not be said to be immaterial to pltf.’s case, & there- 
fore he was bound to give the particulars, & the 
question whether they should be given was a 
matter of discretion & there was no reason to 
interfere with the way in which it had been exer- 
cised.—GASTON v. UNITED NEWSPAPERS, Lrp. 
(1915), 32 T. L. R. 148, C. A. 


SuB-sECT. 2.—OF PUBLICATION. 
See Part V., Sect. 4, ante. 


SuB-SEcT. 3.—OF JUSTIFICATION. 
See Part VI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 4, ante. 


Sect. 5.—EVIDENCE. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—PROoF OF STATEMENT. 
See Part IV., Sect. 6, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


SuUB-SECT. 2.—-MEANING OF STATEMENT. 
See Part IV., Sect. 4, sub-sect. 5, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—PROOF OF PUBLICATION. 
See Part V., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 5; Sect. 2, sub- 
sect. 2, ante. 


SuB-SECT. 4.-—JUSTIFICATION. 
See Part VI., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, ante. 


SuB-SEcT. 5.—PRIVILEGE—PROOF OF MALICE. 
See Part VII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, B., ante. 


PART X. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 
a. Sufficiency of.J—KING tv. CLARK 
(1923), 19 Tas. L. te 16.—AUS. 


b. ———.}—GoULD v. BEATTTE (1886), 
11 P. R. 329.—CAN. 


; 2 W. W. RB, 553; 5 
D.L, R. 148; 17B.0. R.157.—CAN. damages 0. ———.}—-MACDONALD v. SHEPPARD 
t. Sum taken out by plaintig.j— 24 L. R. Ir. 404.—IR, PUBLISHING CoO. (1900), 19 P. R. 282, 
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Sect. 5.—Evidence: Sub-sects.6 & 7. Sects. 6,7, 8, 
&9. Part XI. Sect. 1: Sub-sect. 1, A., B., 
C., D.. E. & F.; sub-sects. 2,8 & 4, A. (a).] . 


SUB-SECT. 6.—DAMAGES. 


See Part VIII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 3, C., sub-sect. 4, 
B. (b), ante. 


SuB-SECT. 7.—CRIMINAL LIBEL. 
Sce Part XI., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 8, post. 


Sect. 6.—CONSOLIDATION OF ACTIONS. 

See Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (c. 64), 
s.5 & R. 8. C., Ord. 49, r. 8. 

2299. When ordered—Law of Libel Amendment 
Act, 1888 (c. 64), s. 5—-Different defences set up by 
different defendants.|—Defts. in two out of three 
actions of libel brought by the same pltf. justified 
the libel; third deft. merely pleaded an apology 
& paid into ct. On the joint application of three 
defts. the ct. consolidated the actions for the 
purpose of trial under the above sect.—EDDISON 
v. DALZIEL, SAME v. “ EVENING NEws & PosT’”’ 
PROPRIETORS, SAME v. “ BRADFORD ARGUS’' PRO- 
PRIETORS (1893), 9 T. L. R. 334, D. C. 

2300. Before delivery of defences.|]— 
There is jurisdiction under the above sect. to make 
an order consolidating actions of libel brought 
by the same person against several defts. in re- 
spect of the same or substantially the same libel 
before the delivery of defences in the action. 

_ If there are several actions consolidated, the 
jury need not necessarily find against defts. in 
all the actions. They may find verdicts against 
defts. in some of them, & they must find against 
those defts. in one sum, & must then apportion 


ee 
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the one sum which they have found among them 
(LoRD Esuer, M.R.).—-STONE v. PRESS ASSOCN., 
[1897] 2 Q. B. 159; 66L. J. Q. B. 662; 77 L. T. 
41; 45 W.R. 641; 18 T. L. R. 463, C. A. 


Sect. 7.—NEW TRIAL. 

Grounds for granting or refusing.] — See 
DamMaGEs, Vol. XVII., p. 177, No. 815, & generally, 
PRACTICE. 

Right of court to impose Sooo) ana 
DaMaGEs,Vol. XVII., pp. 164, 167, 171, 172, 176- 
179, Nos. 648, 655, 675, 716, 720, 730, 737, 739, 
793, 802, 809, 815, 822, 823, 825, 829, & generally, 
PRACTICE. 

Costs considered in estimating damages.|—Sce 
DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., p. 179, No. 829; JURIES, 
Vol. XXX., pp. 245, 246, Nos. 443-450 ; PRACTICE. 


Srcr. 8.—DISCOVERY. 

Production & inspection of documents.| — See 
Discovery, Vol. XVIII., pp. 95 et seq. 

Interrogatories—Libel.}— See Discovery, Vol. 
XVIII., pp. 203 et seq. 

—— Slander.]— See Discovery, Vol. XVIIL., 
pp. 206 et seq. 
Where malice in issue.]|—See DISCOVERY, 
Vol. XVIII., pp. 208 et seq. 

—— Grounds for not answering.}]-——See Dis- 
covERY, Vol. XVIII., pp. 236 et seq. 





Srecr. 9.—COSTS. 
See Part VIII., Sect. 2, ante. 


Part X1.—Criminal Proceedings. 


SEcT. 1.—WHEN MAINTAINABLE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—DEFAMATORY LIBEL. 
A. In General. 


2301. Uttering false statement—Knowledge of 
falsehood—lIndifference to falsehood or truth.]— 
R.v. Harvey & CHarman, No. 2496, post. 

2302. Imputation of insanity.).—R. v. Harvey 
& CHAPMAN, No. 2496, post. 


B. Where Breach of the Peace Probable. 

2303. Proceedings maintainable.|—Hicks’ CasE 
(1618), Hob. 215; Poph. 139; 80 E. R. 362. 
Annotations :—Refd. R. t. Sumner & Hillard (1665), 1 Sid. 

270; KR. v. Beers (1698), 12 Mod. Rep. 218; Wilke’s 

Dred @ bine cin a are ae Conant eek 1 

: ‘ > Ro. ~L. R. 85, 

Mentd. A.-G. e. Downing (1767), Wime ie) tt He 85 

2304. ——.]—A scandalous letter indictable 
before justices of the peace as a libel. 

Indictable, because it tended to a breach of 
the peace (per CuR.).—R. v. SUMMERS (1665), 1 
Lev. 139; 3 Salk. 194; 1 Keb. 788, 931; 83 


E. R. 337; sub nom. R. v. ? 
arr v. SUMNER & HILLARD, 


Annotation :—Refd. R. v. Wilkes (1763), 2 Wils. 151. 
PART X. SEOT. 6. 





e—— Not in 

ad. When ordered.) — BAR} differ endants 

SHARPE (1910), 11 GC. L. R. 462.~- tibel ! 
AUS, libel. 


He aleo sucs C. for a similar 
Upon an action to have the 


2305. ——-.]—R. v. SAUNDERS (1670), T. Raym. 

201; 83 BE. R. 106. 

Annotation :—Mentd. lh. v. Bright (1758), 2 Keny. 274. 
2306. ——.|—R. v. HOLBROOK, No. 1135, ante. 
2807. -|—(1) The law was as laid downin ft. v. 

Labouchere, No. 2366, post: ‘‘ A criminal prosecution 

ought not to be instituted unless the offence be such 

as can be reasonably construed as calculated to 

disturb the ha of the community. In such a 

case the Public Prosecutor has to protect the com- 

munity in the person of an individual. But 
rivate character should be vindicated in an action 
or libel, & an indictment for libel is only justified 
when it affects the public, as an attempt to dis- 

turb the public peace ’’ (LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.). 
(2) If is on the authority of that judgment 

[Scott v. Sampson, No. 20465, ante], in which I agree, 





that I admit evidence of the general reputation of 


Be in this case (LORD COLERIDGE, C.J.).— 
oop v, Cox (1888), 4 T. L. R. 652; on appeal 
(1889), 5 T. L. R. 272, C. A. 

Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Moore v. Gill (1888), 4 
T. L. R. 676; O'Connor v. Star Newspaper Co. (1803), 
9T. L. R. 233. 

Libel on class of persons.|—See No. 2808, ha 
Libel on dead person.|—See No. 2312, post. 


“An sues “B 


two actions consolidated :-—-Zeld: the 
}~A. 


ct. had no power to order consolida- 
tion.—-HaYDON v. HERDER (1910), 9 
Nfid. L. R. 447.—NFLD, 


two 
. for 
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C. On Administration of Justice. ~ 


See ORIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., p. 352, Nos. 3714, 
3715, 3718, 3719; Vol. XV., pp. 702-703, Nos. 
7585-7613, 


D. On Class of Persons. 

2308. Proceedings maintainable—Breach of the 
peace probable.|—R. v. OSBORNE (1732), Kel. W. 
230; 2 Barn. K. B. 166; 25 E. R. 584, 
Annotation :—Refd. R. v. Jenour (1740), 7 Mod. Rep. 400. 

2309. Actors & playgoers.}) — PRyNN’s 
CASE (1633), 3 State Tr. 562. 

2310. Church of England clergy.;—A 
criminal information granted against the publisher 
of a newspaper for a libel reflecting upon the 
clergy of a particular diocese, & generally upon 
the clergy of the Church of England, though no 
individual prosecutor was named, & though the 
libellous matter was not negatived on affidavit.— 
R. v. WILLIAMS (1822), 5 B. & Ald. 595; 1 State 
Tr. N. S. 1291; 1 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 197; 106 
BK. R. 1308. | 
Annotation :—Refd. Williams v. Beaumont (1833), 3 Moo. & 

. J» 


2811. Roman Catholics.|—A person has a 
right to discuss the Roman Catholic religion & 
its institutions, but he has no right in doing so 
to libel individual members. If a man puts forth 
a publication calculated to injure private character 
he must be taken to have intended it to have 
that effect.—R. v. GATHERCOLE (1838), 2 Lew. 
C. C. 237; 168 E.R. 1140. 

Ansoleion :—Refd. Bowman v. Secular Soc., [1917] A. C. 











E. On Deceased Persons. 

2312. Proceedings not maintainable— Unless family 
of deceased brought into ridicule 6 contempt—& 
breach of the peace probable.]|—An indictment for 
publishing libellous matter, reflecting on the 
memory of a dead person, not alleging that it 
was done with a design to bring contempt on the 
family of the deceased, & to stir up hatred of the 
King’s subjects against them, & to excite his re- 
lations to a breach of the peace, cannot be sup- 
ported.—R. v. TopHam (1791), 4 Term Rep. 126; 
100 E. R. 931. 

Annotations :—~Apld. R. v. Labouchere (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 


320; I. v. Ensor (1887), 3 T. L. R. 366. Mentd. R. v. 
Philipps (1805), 6 East, 464. 


2313. -] — Deft. published in 1822 
Byron’s poem The Vision of Judgment & was 
indicted for publishing a libel concerning the late 
King, George III., with intent to defame him & to 
disturb & disquiet his descendants, & to bring 
them into public scandal, disgrace, & contempt. 
_A publication tending to disturb the minds of 
living individuals, & to bring them into con- 
tempt & disgrace, by reflecting upon persons who 
were dead, was an offence against the law 
(eet C.J.).—R. v. Hunt (1824), 2 State Tr. 


_ 2314, -|—A libel upon a dead person 
18 not a criminal offence unless it can be clearly 
proved to have caused injury or annoyance to the 
living.—R. v, ENSOR (1887), 3 T. L. R. 366. 

2315. Unless publication very unusual.|— 
R. v. LABOUCHERE, No. 2366, post, 


F. Between Husband and Wife. 


See Huspanp & WiFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 261, 
Nos. 2309-2311. 

















PART XI. neue by \ ieee 4.— 


> (a 
Ciena Geet can only 
seditious libel if they are 


a 
©xDressive of a seditious intention. 2B. 


They are expressive of a seditious 
intention only when they are both 
calculated & intended to stir 
excite discontent 
v. GLESINGER (Sask.), (1917] 1 
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Sus-secT. 2.—BLASPHEMOUS LIBEL. 
See CriminaL Law, Vol. XV., pp. 733-735, 
Nos. 7914-7949. 


SuUB-sEcT. 3.—INDECENT PUBLICATIONS. 


See Obscene Publications Act, 1857 (c. 83); 
Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (c. 64), 
58. 3, 4,7; &, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XY., pp. 748- 
751, Nos. 8068-8099. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—SEDITIOUS LIBEL. 
A. What Amounts to. 
(a) Exciting Disaffection or Contempt against 
Church or State. 

Sedition generally.|}—See CriminaL Law, Vol. 
XV., pp. 633 et seq. : 

2316. Against the Sovereign.}] —R. v. SMITH 
(1713), Gilb. 57; 93 BE. R. 259. 

2317. ——.]—R. v. Marrnews (1719), 15 State 
Tr. 1323. 
Annotation :—Consd. R. v. Worne (1777), 20 State Tr. 651. 

2318. J—R. v. LAMBERT & PERRY, No. 
891, ante. 
.]|—See, further, CRIMINAL LAw, Vol. XV., 
p. 633, Nos. 6726-6731. 

2319. Against the Government.!—R. v. TUTCHIN 
(1704), as reported in 14 State Tr. 1095 ; sub nom. 
TUCHIN’s CaSE, Holt, K. B. 424; 90 E. R. 1133. 


Annotations :—Apld. It. v. Cobbett (1804), 29 State Tr. 1. 
Refd. Rk. v. Horne (1777), 2 Cowp. 672; R. v. Shipley 
(1784), 4 Doug. K. B. 73; KR. v. Grant, Ranken & Hamil- 
ton (1848), 7 State Tr. N. 8. 507. Mentd. R. ». Seawood 
(1727), 2 Ld. Raym. 1472; R. v. Ellames (1734), Cunn. 
39; A.-G. v. Aligood (1743), Park. 1; Wynne v. Thomas 

(i740), Willes, 563; R. v. Wilkes (1770), 4 Burr, 2427 ; 
. v. Burks (1796), 7 Term Rep. 4; A.-G.v. Donaldson 

a M. & W. 117; Wh. v. Gregory (1847), 16 L. J. 


2320. .j—Even a private man’s character 
is not to be scandalised, either directly or indirectly. 
Much less is a magistrate’s, Minister of State, or 
other public person’s character to be stained either 
directly or indirectly. The law always punishes 
libels, even among private persons, because they 
flow from malice & tend to create disturbances, 
quarrels, & revenge between them, their families 
& kindred, & disturb the public peace. The law 
reckons it a greater offence when the libel is 
pointed at persons in a public capacity, as it is a 
reproach to the Govt. to have corrupt magistrates, 
etc., substituted by His Majesty, & tends to sow 
sedition, & disturb the peace of the kingdom 
(LORD RAYMOND, C.J.).—R. v. FRANCKLIN (1731), 


17 State Tr. 623. 
aivalation :—Refd. R. v. Shipley (1784), 4 Doug. K. B. 


2321. .}—You have been convicted for 
publicly speaking several scandalous & seditious 
words, tending to lessen in men’s minds, that love 
& veneration which every honest & good man 
ought to entertain for our wise & happy constitu- 
tion, & likewise to withdraw the affections of His 
Majesty’s subjects from His Majesty’s Royal 
person & Govt., & to stir up their minds against 
all kingly power (per Cur.).—R. v. Frost (1793), 
22 State Tr. 471. 

2822. J—You have traduced the Govt. of 
the country & the administration of public affairs 
of these realms; & by these means endeavoured 

















W. W. R. 595; 27 Can. Crim. Cas. 53. 
—CAN. 


g. ——.}—R. v. O’BRrEW (1848), 6 
State Tr. N. 8. 591, n.—IR. 


h. ——.) — Those writings are 


up & 


& disaffection.— 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 
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Sect. 1.—When maintainable: Sub-sect. 4, A. 


(b), & B.; sub-sect.6. Sect. 2: Subse. a 
to induce the people of this realm to with w the 
allegiance fon His Majesty, his Crown & Govt. 
You have given an invitation to sixty or seventy 
thousand of our enemies to invade this country 
(GRosE, J.).—R. v. WAKEFIELD (1799), 27 State 
Tr. utc. -Mentd. R. v. O'Connell (1844), 5 State Tr. 

N.58. 1 ; 

2323. .]—The question is whether this paper 
is such as would be injurious to the individuals 
& whether it is calculated to be injurious to the 
particular interests of the country? It is no 
new doctrine that if a publication be calculated to 
alienate the affections of the people by bringing 
the Govt. into disesteem, whether the expedient 
be by ridicule or obloquy, the person so con ucting 
himself is exposed to the inflictions of the law. 
It is a crime. It has ever been considered as a 
crime, whether it be wrapped in one form or in 
another (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—R. v. 
CoBBETT (1804), 29 State Tr. 1. 

Annotation :—Refd. R. v. Grant, Ranken & Hamilton (1848), ! 

7 State Tr. N.S. 507. 


——~—-a 








2324. |—R. v. Hunt, No. 1798, ante. 

2325. ——-.]—R. v. BURDETT, No. 1097, ante. 

2326. ——.|]—R. v. COBBETT (1831), 2 State Tr. 
N. S. 789. 


Annotations -—Mentd. R. v. Charlesworth 
460; Winsor v. R. (1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 
2327. .]—Expressions intended & tending 

under the circumstances of the time to produce 

hatred & contempt of the institutions of the 
country, & to induce unlawful resistance, are 

seditious.— R. v. FuUSSELL (1848), 6 State Tr. N. 8. 

723; 3 Cox, C. C. 291. 

2328. ———.]—(1) Whoever by language written 
or spoken incites or encourages others to use 
physical force or violence in some public matter 
connected with the State is guilty of publishing 
a seditious libel. 

(2) The accused may not plead the truth of 
the statements that he makes as a defence to the 
charges nor may he plead the innocence of his 
motive. 

(3) The test of seditious libel is this :—Was the 
language used calculated or was it not, to promote 
public disorder or physical force or violence in a 
matter of State. 

(4) If the accused published the libel, there is no 
distinction in law between what he wrote in it & 
what any other person wrote in it.—R. v. ALDRED 
(1909), 74 J. P. 55; 22 Cox, C. C. 1. 

2329. ——.J—R. v. INKPIN (1925), 
Nov 26. 

2330. ——— Foreign government—No libel.j]— 
R. v. ANTONELLI & BARBERI, No. 2341, post. 

2331. Against Parliament.|—R. 7. RAINER (1733), 
2 Barn. K. B. 293; 94 E. R. 509. 
eee: ——.J—R. v. OWEN (1752), 18 State Tr. 
Annotation :-—Refd. R. v. Shipley (1784), 4 Doug. K. B. 73, 

2333. ——-.]—R. v. SrOCKDALE (1789), 22 State 


Tr. 237. 
Annotations :-—-Refd. R. v. Reeves (1796), Peake,'Add. Cas. 
: » O’Connell ok 5 State Tr. N. 8.1; R. ov. 
Dufty (1849), 7 State Tr. N. 8. 795. Mentd. Monson v. 
Tussaud, Monson v. Tnssaud (1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 454. 
2334. Imputing corruption to judges.J—R. v. 
GORDON (LORD) (1787), 22 State Tr. 177. 


(1861), 1 B. & 8. 
289. 





Times, 


Annotations :— Refd. R. v. Peltier (1803), 28 State Tr. 529: lib 


Austria Emperor». Day & Kossuth (1861), 2 Git. 628: 
R.v. Antonelli & Barberi (1905), 70 5.P. 4.) | om 8283 


or i. violate the : 
of the Govt. or the adminiatratian ot | Aiscanfge ew heim sidered ibaa 


te __ " FELD (1662), 1 Sid. 69; 82 E. R. 975. 


2385 Against the Established Church.]—R. v. 


336. ——.]—R. v. KEACH (16865), 6 State Tr, 
701. 
2887. Against Royal personages in foreign coun- 
tries—Tending to prejudice friendly relations.]— 
R. v. GoRDON (LORD) (1787), 22 State Tr. 177, 


Annotations :—Refd. KR. v. Peltier (1803), 28 State Tr. 629; 
Austria Emperor v. Day & Kossuth (1861), 2 Giff. 628; 
Rk. v. Antonelli & Barberi (1905), 70 J. P. 4. 


(b) Incitement to Disturbance of Public Peace 
and Violence. 


2838. Incitements to violence.|—R. v. BURDETT, 
No. 1097, ante. 

2339. ——-.]—R. v. CosseEerr (1831), 2 State 
Tr. N.S. 789. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. R. v. Charleaworth (1861), 1 B. & S. 
460; Winsor v. R. (1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 289. . 
2340. J— R. v. Loverr, No. 1100, ante. 
——.|—See, also, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., 

pp. 636-6387, Nos. 6764-6773; & Sub-sect. 4, 

A. (a), ante. 

2341. Justification of & incitement to assassina- 
tion—Of sovereigns & rulers.|—(1) A. was in- 
dicted for publishing a libel, in the form of a 
pamphlet, attempting to justify the crimes of 
assassination & murder, & to incite persons to 
commit those crimes upon the sovereigns & rulers 
of Europe. There were also counts under Offences 
against the Person Act, 1861 (c. 100), s. 4, charging 
him with encouraging & endeavouring to persuade 
persons unknown to murder the sovereigns & 
rulers of Europe. B. was charged with aiding & 
abetting A. to commit these misdemeanours :— 
Held: the words “sovereigns of Europe”’ 
specified a sufficiently definite class, & that the 
counts were good. ‘The jury were directed that 
if they found A. guilty, then B., who had sold 
copies of the pamphlet, was guilty of aiding & 
abetting if he knew what was in the pamphlet, or 
deliberately shut his eyes to what was in it. 

(2) Semble: a document published in this 
country, which is calculated to disturb the govern- 
ment of some foreign country is not a seditious 
libel, nor punishable as a "Tibel at all.—R. v. 
ANTONELLI & BARBERI (1905), 70 J. P. 4. 

Libels on foreign sovereign & ambassador.|— 
re a Law, Vol. XV., p. 729, Nos. 7885— 

888. 





B. Right of Public Discussion. 
2342. Extent of right—Discussion conducted 
with sobriety & decency.|—R. v. WHITE (1808), 1 








Camp. 359, n. 

2343. ——.]—R. v. Lampert & PERRY, 
No. 891, ante. 

2344. ——.]—R. v. Hunt, No. 1798, ante. 


2345. ——- ——-.]—_R. _v. Burpett, No. 1097, 


ante. 





—_—_ -|—Every man has a right to 
give every public matter a candid, full, & free 
discussion ; but although the people have a right 
to discuss any grievances they have to complain 


of, they must not do it in a way to excite tumult, 


| & if a party publish a paper on any such matter, 


& it contain no more than a calm & quiet discussion, 
allowing something for a little feeling in men’s 
minds, that will be no libel; but if the paper go 
beyond & be calculated to excite tumult, it is a 


eL, 
Deft. was tried for publishing a letter, purporting 


tempt, or embarrass ite functions.— 
AN, KR. _ Preorr (1868), 


R. 9. SULLIV. 
con- 11 Cox. C. C. 44. 


Part XI.—Orrminat Proceepines. 


to be the resolutions of a body of persons calling 
themselves the General Convention, & in one part 
of it stated that an outrage had been committed 
on the people of Birmingham by a force, “ acting 
under the authority of men, who, when out of 
office, sanctioned & took part in the meetings of 
the people.” A witness for the Crown stated in 
his cross-examination that he had formerly 
belonged to the Convention, but had since resigned, 
& had become a town councillor of Birmingham. 
It was proposed to ask him further in cross- 
examination, as to what he said at a meeting at 
which the Convention was agreed on, but which 
took place nearly a year before the publication of 
the alleged libel :—Held: this could not be done. 
—R. v. COLLINS (1839), 9 C. & P. 456; 3 State Tr. 
N.S. 1149. 

2347. ——- ———.|—There is undoubtedly no 
question . . . as to the right of public meeting, 
& the right of free discussion is also perfectly 
unlimited, with the exception, of course, that it 
must not be such as to incite to a breach of the 
peace or the violation of the law (CAvE, J.).— 
pee Burns (1886), 2 T. L. R. 510; 16 Cox, OC. C. 
3595. 


SuB-8EcT. 5.-——THREATS TO PUBLISH LIBEL— 
EXTORTION, 
See CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. XV., p. 949, Nos. 
10,511-10,516. 


SEcT. 2.—PROSECUTION. 
Sus-sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

2348. Copies of libel—Each copy separate pub- 
lication—Subject to distinct prosecution.|—R. v. 
CARLISLE, No. 2349, post. 

2349. Prosecution by information & indictment— 
Restraint of proceedings.]|—Every copy of a libel 
sold by deft. is a separate publication & liable to 
a distinct prosecution. Though deft. be prose- 
cuted by informations filed by the A.-G., as well 
as by indictments on the part of a different person 
for publishing different copies of the same libel, 
the ct. will not restrain the proceedings.—R. v. 
CARLISLE (1819), 1 Chit. 451. 

2350. Apprehension of libeller—Power of justice 
—Before information filed or indictment found— 
Bail or commitment in default.|—A justice of the 
peace out of sessions, before information filed, or 
indictment found, has jurisdiction in the first 
instance to issue his warrant to apprehend a party 
charged on oath with publishing a libel, & require 
him to find bail, & in default of sureties to commit 
him to prison to abide his trial—Burr v. CONANT 


(1820), 1 Brod. & Bing. 548; 4M », Cc. P. ; 
129 BH. R. 834. = a oe 


Annotations :—Reld. R. v. Bartlett (1843), 12 L. J. M. C. 
127; Haylock v. eparke qa ae Kk. & B. 471; Lansbury 
v. Riley, (1914) 3 K. B. 299. entd. Williamson v. Goold 
(1823), 1 Bing. 171; Caudle r. Seymour (1841), 1 Q. B. 

39; R.o. Casement, [1917] 1 K. B. 98. 


2351. Compromise between parties—Whether 
sanctioned by court.J)—-(1) The ct. will not sanction 
applications for criminal information in cases of 
alleged libel if resorted to for the purpose of 
extorting an apology. 

(2) To repeat a malignant scandal floating about 
Society, although with no intent to injure any 
person in particular, is sufficient to support a 
criminal information. 

(3) A libel of a serious character being brought 
roe the ct., it will not sanction a compromise 

etween the parties, but the prosecution once 
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instituted must take its course ; the object of such 
a proceeding being not the vindication of character, 
but the repression of scandalous libels. 

(4) In future, the ct. will lay down a stringent 
rule that in such cases the counsel who applies 
for a criminal information shall give an under- 
taking on the part of the prosecutor to proceed 
with the prosecution in order to ensure its being 
carried to its legitimate conclusion.—R. v. “‘ THE 
WORLD ” (1876), 13 Cox, C. C. 305. 

2352, ——— .|—A person of property was 
found with his throat cut & dead in his house ;_ his 
housekeeper, a married woman, having lived 
some years in his service, & being left a large 
legatee. A coroner’s inquest was held, & a verdict 
of suicide was found. About six months after- 
wards a, newspaper published an article suggesting 
a doubt whether there had not been a murder, 
& pointing at the housekeeper’s conduct as 
suspicious. The proprietor of the newspaper did 
not show that any fresh evidence had been 
discovered, & produced no affidavit from the 
writer as to the grounds of his suggestion of 
murder :—Held: a rule for a criminal information 
must be made absolute, notwithstanding terms 
of apology & payment of costs were offered.— 
Ex p. THORNTON (1877), 41 J. P. 342. 

2353. Civil & criminal remedies—Whether con- 
current,|—R. v. HOLBROOK, No. 1135, ante. 





SUB-SECT. 2.—PRELIMINARY SUMMONS BEFORE 


MAGISTRATE. 

See, generally, CRIMINAL Law, XIV., 
pp. 191 ef seq. 

2354. Grounds for remanding.|—A magistrate 
cannot judicially consider, as ground for adjourning 
a summons for libel, pending civil proceedings 
between different parties for a different libel, 
though arising out of the same matters.—R. v. 
Evans (1890), 62 L. T. 570; 54 J. P. 471; 6 


T. L. R. 248; 17 Cox, C. C. 81, D.C. 

Annotations :—-Consd. R. v. Bennett & Bond, Er p. Bennet 
(1908), 72 J. P. 362. Refd. R. v. Southampton JJ., 
Fx p. Lebern (1907), 96 L. T. 697. Mentd. RK. v. Fox 
(1908), 6 L. G. R. 1068; R. v. Garrett, Hz p. De Dryver 
(1917), 34 T. L. R. 138. 


2355. .|—A summons having been issued 
against one C. for publishing a false & defamatory 
libel concerning one L., C. appeared before the 
justices but was never in custody or detained as a 
prisoner. After discussion C. agreed to sign an 
apology & to pay L.’s costs, & the summons was 
adjourned for this purpose. On the adjourned 
hearing C. stated he was willing to sign the apology, 
but said he was unable to pay the costs on the 
ground of poverty, & the justices being of opinion 
that the only obstacle to a settlement was the 
question of costs, & that C. would pay them if he 
were given time, adjourned the summons for three 
months :—Held: the ct. under the circumstances 
would not interfere with the discretion of the 
justices in adjourning the summons.—R. v. 
SOUTHAMPTON JJ., Ex p. LEBERN (1907), 96 L. T. 
697; 71 J.P. 332; 21 Cox, C. C. 431, D.C. 

2356. Warrant of commitment — Validity.|— 
R. v. WILKES (1763), 2 Wils. 151; 19 State Tr. 
982; 95 BE. R. 737; range roceedings, sub 
nom. WILKES v. R. (1770), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 360. 


Annotations :—Refd. Entick v. Carrington (1765), 2 Wils 
275; R. wv. Platt (1777), 1 Leach, 157 ; -v. D 
(1798), 7 Term Rep. 736; Crowley’s Case (1818), 3 Swan. 
1; Butt v. Conant ras 1 Brod. & Bing. 548; Haylock 
v. Sparke (1853), 1 E. & B. 471. 

2357. Non-appearance of prosecutor—Issue of 
fresh summons—Discretion of magistrate.|;—An 


Vol. 
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Sect. 2.—Prosecution: Sub-sects. 2 & 3, A. & B. 
(a), (0) & (c) 4.] 


application was made to a magistrate on behalf of 
& man named Bennet to issue a warrant against a 
man named Bond for an alleged false & defamatory 
libel said to have been published by Bond con- 
cerning Bennet. The magistrate granted a warrant 
for Bond’s arrest, & Bond was arrested & brought 
before the magistrate two days later. Neither 
the prosecutor nor any one on his behalf appeared 
on the case being called, & the magistrate having 
satisfied himself by inquiry that the prosecution 
had full knowledge of the time of the proceedings, 
discharged Bond from custody. Five days later 
an application was made to the magistrate on 
behalf of Bennet to grant him a summons against 
Bond upon the same matter, it being stated that 
the absence of the prosecution on the previous 
occasion was due to the fact that it was understood 
from the police that their attendance would be 
unnecessary, that a remand would be asked for, 
& that the case would be fully heard upon the 
remand date. The police officer in the case, 
however, informed the magistrate that no such 
statement was made by him to the prosecutor or 
his solr. The magistrate was of opinion that the 
police had no right to assure any prosecutor that 
his attendance was unnecessary, & that a solr. had 
no right to accept such an assurance, even if it was 
given, & he therefore refased to grant the summons, 
é& stated that as appct. had applied for & obtained 
a warrant, but had not chosen to appear in support 
of the charge, he would exercise his discretion, & 
refuse appct. any further process for the purpose 
of reopening the matter. Further, he pointed out 
that appct. had a civilremedy, & this strengthened 
the magistrate in the view that he would not be 
justified in granting to appct. any further criminal 
process in the matter:—Held: the magistrate 
had taken into consideration matters which he 
could not properly consider in exercising his 
discretion; he had, therefore, not exercised a 
judicial discretion, & a mandamus must issue to 
the magistrate to hear & determine the application 
for a summons according to law.—R. v. BENNETT 
& Bonn, Ex p. BENNET (1908), 72 J. P. 362; 24 
T. L. R. 681; 52 Sol. Jo. 583, D. C. 

2358. Jurisdiction to entertain—After civil pro- 
ceedings.|— Proceedings were taken in the High Ct. 
in which L. claimed an injunction restraining HE. 
from publishing certain defamatory statements. 
An interim injunction was granted & subsequently 
EK. gave an undertaking not to publish any further 
defamatory statements in relationto L. E. having 
afterwards published further statements of the 
same character alleged to be libellous, L. laid an 
information before a metropolitan police magistrate 
charging EK. with publishing a criminal libel. 
EK. applied for a rule for a writ of prohibition 
directed to the magistrate on the ground that L., 
having chosen his civil remedy, was precluded 
from proceeding criminally in respect of the same 
subject matter:—Held: refusing a rule, the 
magistrate had jurisdiction to inquire whether E. 
had published a criminal libel—Ea p. Epaar 
(1913), 77 J. P. 283; 29 T. L. R. 278, D.C. 

Where truth of libel pleaded as justification— 
Power of magistrate to inquire into truth.]—See 
Nos. 2486-2489, post. 


PART XI, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 
k. When Ei i ed nolle prosequi 


PART XI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
B. (a). 


LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


Sus-sect. 3.—By INFORMATION. 
A. At Instance of Attorney-General. 

See, generally, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. 
pp. 349-351, Nos. 3654-3681. 

2359. When granted—Misdemeanour of grave 
nature—Corruption alleged against justices.|—R. 
v. Care & TarRy (1887), Archbold’s Criminal 
Pleading, 26th ed. p. 127. 

2360. ——~—— Libel against Sovereign.]|—R. v. 
My.uius (1911), Times, Feb. 2. 


B. At Instance of Private Person. 
(a) In General. 


See, generally, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., p. 351» 
Nos. 3682-3696. 

2361. Issue discretionary.]—Ex p. COLLIER (1856), 
26 L. T. O. S. 200. 

2362. ——.]—Ezx p. LITTLE (1865), 29 J. P. Jo. 

9) 


XIV., 


2368. ——]—Fx p. FREER (1870), 34 J. P. Jo. 
8 


2364, ——.]—Ea p. CUTHBERT (1875), 39 J. P. 
Jo. 356, 

2365. .J}—A criminal information does not 
lic against a party who has accused by letter a 
postmistress of opening letters, & tampering with 
them; there must be some special circumstances 
to entitle appct. to that extraordinary remedy. 
The proper remedy is by indictment.—E2 p 
LITTLETON, MIDDLESEX (POSTMISTRESS) (1888), 
52 J. P. 264. 

2366. ——-.]|—Upon application for leave to file 
a criminal information in respect of a libel upon a 
deceased foreign nobleman made by his repre- 
sentative who was not resident in this country :— 
Held: (1) the ct., in the exercise of its discretion, 
must reject the application, for the rule to be 
collected from the modern decisions is that a 
criminal information for libel can only be granted 
at the suit of persons who are in some public 
office or position, & not at the suit of private 
persons ; (2) the fact that the applicant does not 
reside in this country is a strong reason for reject- 
ing such an application. Semble: an sppirence 
for a criminal information for a libel upon a 
deceased person made by his representative will 
not be ted. 

It must be, I think, some very unusual publica- 
tion to justify an indictment or information for 
aspersing the character of the dead (LORD 
COLERIDGE, C.J.).—R. v. LABOUCHERE (1884), 
12 Q. B. D. 320; 53 L. J. Q. B. 362; 501. T. 
177; 48 J. P. 165; 32 W. R. 861; 15 Cox, C. C. 
415. 

nnotations :—As to (1 . R.v. Ensor (1887), 3 T. 1, RR. 
2 366. “Abid. R. 0. Ve samay 6 T. L. Th 44. Refd. 


R. v. Yates (1884), 1 T. L. R. 193; Re ay sag i for Attach- 
ment for sancemne are (1886), 2 T. L. R. 351 ; Wood 





v. Cox (1888), 4 52; R.v. Russell, Hx p. Morris 
(1905), 21 T. L. R. 749; Ex p. Freoman-Mitford (1914), 
yee i Na 693; Weld-Blundell v. Stephens, [1919] 
j * s § se 


2367. Extraordinary remedy—For aggravated 
cases.|——Justification of the truth not good to an 
information. 

This is an application for an extraordinary 
remedy, & therefore the ct. will not grant it lightly, 
but they will do justice & will not withhold it if 
the nature of the case requires it (LORD MANs- 
FIELD, 0.J.).—R. v. DENNISON (1773), Lofft, 148 ; 
98 E. R. 581. 


blame.—R. v,. WHELAN (1863), 1 P. B. I. 
223.—CAN. 


entered on indictment—For same libel. } 1. Integrity of informer.}—A party 
R. v. Mrrcnen (1848), 3 Cox, C. C. t inal ‘ m. General allegatton.J—R. v. BRENT 
93.~IR. ce note Sra aE ee oeelns’ (crea 1871), Mac. 868,——N.Z. 


free from 
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2368. ———.|—Loss of life was occasioned 
by the collision of two steamboats. An inqucst 
was afterwards held, & a person of the name of 
G., who was on board of one of the steamboats 
at the time of the accident, gave his evidence 
before the coroner. Deft., a publisher of a 
periodical, in giving an account of the accident & 
inquest, stated, ‘‘had requisite means been 
oes: the lives of the two children, as well as 

f the rest of the passengers might have been saved, 
in spite of the story of G., who swore through 
thick & thin, & who, although asleep at the moment 
of the accident, had yet sufficient time to dress 
himself & assist his wife’’:—Held: the language 
did not charge G. with perjury, & a criminal 
information refused.—R. v. MARSHALL (1838), 
2 Jur. 254. 











2369. ——.Jj—E2x p. Lirtte (1865), 29 
J.P. Jo. 742 

2370. ——.|— Ex p. CUTHBERT (1875), 
39 J. P. Jo. 356. 

2371. ——.]--R. v. HEADLEY (1875), cited 


12 Q. B. D. at p. 327. 
Annolation :—Consd. R. v. Labouchere (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 


2372. ——.|— Ez np. LITTLETON, MIDDLE- 
SEX (POSTMISTRESS), No. 2365, ante. 
Other remedies insufficient.]— 
R. v. Russewri, Hx p. Morris (1905), 93 I. T. 407 ; 
69 J. P. 450; 21 T. L. R. 749; 49 Sol. Jo. 735, 
D.C. 











(b) What Person may Apply. 

See, generally, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., p. 351, 
Nos. 3691-3696. 

2374. General rule—Only persons in _ public 
office or position.]|—'To call a man a scoundrel, & 
to reflect upon him in the execution of his office, 
is matter of a libellous nature, & deserves to be 
punished by information.—R. v. POWNELL (1732), 
Kel. W. 58; 2 Barn. K. B. 102; 25 E. R. 488, 








2375. ——— |—E£x p. SLEB (1852), 19 L. T. 
O. S. 208. 
2376. ——.|—The T. newspaper contained 


an article relating to the musical critiques written 
in another newspaper by D., a musical critic, & 
instructed that D. was intimately associated with 
another person named J., who was paid a com- 
mission by artistes to puff them in the public 
press :—Held: as D. did not fill any official or 
judicial office, he was not entitled to a criminal 
information against the publisher of the T. news- 
paper, but must be left to his remedy by action or 
indictment.—&z p. DAVISON (1878), 42 J. P. 726. 
Aancalion :~—-Consd. R. v. Labouchere (1884), 12 Q. B. D. 














ee .]—R. v. LABOUCHERE, No. 2366, 
ante. 

2878. ‘ere ct. will not grant a rule 
nisi for a criminal information for libel on the 


application of a private person who does not hold 
a public office or position.—Ea p. FREEMAN- 
MirrorD (1914), 30 T. L. R. 693. 

2379. Clerk to sessions.]—Information granted 
for a libel, charging deft. with making false entries 
In the sessions books.—R. v. ROBERTS (1734), 
Cunn, 94; 94 B. R. 1084. 

Annotation :—Reld. R. v. Almon (1765), Wilm. 243. 

2880. Justice of peace.]—Information granted 
for printing in a newspaper, that a justice of peace 
was “ scandalously guilty of telling a lie in divers 


PART XI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
B, (b). 


, i 
fithy i. General rule—Only persons in ili 
public office or position.}—The granting 


of criminal informations for libel is 
confined to tho case of persons occupy- 
an official or judicial position, & 

some office which gives the 
public an interest in the speedy 
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companies.’’—R. v. STAPLES (1738), Andr. 228 ; 
05 H.R. 374. 

2381. ——.]—R. v. STEEL (1875), 39 J. P. Jo. 
357. 

2882. Corporation.]|—Leave granted to file a 
criminal information against newspaper pro- 
prietors for a libel on the corpn. of C.—CHICHESTER 
Borouau (1838), 2 J. P. 84. 

2388. Poor Law Commissioner.|—Re FERRAND, 
Ex p. LEWIS (1846), 8 L. T. O. S. 89, 161. 


(c) Grounds for Refusal. 
i. In General. 


See, generally, CriminaL Law, Vol. XIV., 
pp. 351-352, Nos. 3697~3710. 

2384. Vulgar abuse—Of constable on duty.]— 
Information denied for affronting words spoken 
of a constable, though in the execution of his 
office. —R. v. WHITFIELD (1734), Cunn. 100; 94 
K. R. 1088. 

2385. Libel common & trivial.|—ANon. (1774), 
Lofft, 462; 98 BK. R. 748. 

2386. Prejudice to pending civil cause.|-ANON. 
(1774), Lofft, 462; 08 BE. R. 748. 

2387. False or ambiguous charge.|—Ct. will not 
grant an information, where the charge is made 
under false or ambiguous colours, where the words 
spoken admit of a favourable interpretation ; 
where the party complaining comes late.— 
Pen v. ARTHUR (1774), Lofft, 393; 98 E. R. 

11. 

2388. Libel admitting of favourable interpreta- 
tion.|—PriIDEAUX v. ARTHUR, No. 2387, ante. 

2389. Allegation made bona fide.})— Rk. v. 
BAILLIE (1778), 21 State Tr. 1. 


Annotations ;—Refd. Harrison v. Bush (1855), 5 E. & B. 
$44: R.v. Goodwin (1857), 21 J. P. 742. 


2390. Without malice.]|—A criminal infor- 
mation does not Jie against a ratepayer in a union 
who bond fide & without malice accuses, in a letter 
to the chairman of the board of guardians, one of 
the guardians of contracting to supply the poor 
within the union with articles, & also with supply- 
ing those articles of inferior quality, although the 
ratepayer has refused to substantiate his charges 
before a partial tribunal.—R. v. GOODWIN (1857), 
21 J. P. 742. 

2391. Refusal of prosecutor to deny charge on 
oath.|—-It is a general rule, that the ct. will not 
grant an information for a private libel, charging 
a particular offence, unless the prosecutor will 
deny the charge upon oath.—R. v. MILEs (1779), 
1 Doug. K. B. 284; 99 EB. R. 185. 

2392. Probable truth of libel.|—R. v. PurRsoRE 
(1731), 2 Barn. K. B. 84; 94 E. R. 372, 

Annotation :-—Apld. R. v. Hampden (1844), 8 J. P. Jo. 120. 

2393. .|—Semble: although the truth of a 
publication is no justification, yet, 1f the ct. see, 
that it is true, or probably may be true, it may 
be good cause why the ct. should not interfere 
by granting a criminal information.—R. v. DRAPER 
(1806), 3 Smith, K. B. 390 ; 30 State Tr. 959. 
Annotations :—Refd. R. v. Burdctt (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 314; 

R. v. Halpin (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 8. 

2394. .}—P. published a book, with a view 
to denounce & expose the practice of shipowners 
sending to sea overloaded ships, careless of the 
seamen’s lives, their own interests being pro- 
tected by insurance. P. alluded to N. as owner of 
one of such ships, & N. obtained a rule for a 











vindication of their character, or to 
the case of a charge of a very grave 
or atrocious nature.—R. v, ILSON 
(1878), 43 U. C. R. 583.—CAN, 
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Sect. 2.—Prosecution: Sub-sect. 3, B. (c) v. & vi., 
(d) & (e); sub-sect. 4.] 

4B. & Ad. 867; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 483; 21. J. 

K. B. 144; 110 E. R. 682. 

2427. ——— Six months.]—R. v. MuRRAY (1837), 
1 Jur. 87. 

2428. Two years.|—The ct. refused to 
grant a rule nisi for a criminal information, where 
the libel complained of came to the knowledge of 
applt. two years ago.—Hz p. HOPPER (1854), 
23 L. T. O. S. 164; 18 J. P. 378; 2 W. BR. 517. 





vi. No Incitement to Breach of the Peace. 

2429. Imputation on morals or standard of 
behaviour.|—An imputation by one private person 
against another of a want of common honesty, 
& the absence of all principle & honour, is not alone 
sufficient to justify the ct. in granting a rule nisi 
for a criminal information.—R. v. HEMMING, Ez p. 
DIMSDALE (1846), 6 L. T. O. S. 376; 10 J. P. Jo. 
104. 

2430. Private letter.|—Rule nisi for a criminal 
information refused where the libel was contained 
in a private letter addressed toa private person, & 
did not purport to be sent for the object of exciting 
to the commission of a breach of the peace.— 
Ex p. DALE (1854), 2 C. L. R. $70; 23 L. T. O. S. 
179: 18J.P.393; 2 W. R. 534. 

2431. Speech on lawful occasion.J—l’a7 p. BATE- 
MAN (1872), 36 J. P. Jo. 388. 

2432. Applicant resident abroad.j—lt. uv. La- 
BOUCHERE, No. 2366, anie. 


(d) Procedure. 

See C. O. R., 1906, rr. 36, 37; CriminaLt Law, 
Vol. XIV., pp. 355-357, Nos. 3753-3785. 

Preliminary application to magistrate.| — See 
Nos. 2354, 2358, ante. 

2433. Setting out the libel—Need not be set out 
in full.|—In an indictment or information for a 
libel it is not necessary to set it forth in haec verba. 
—BROWNE’S CASE (1677), Freem. K. B. 456, 524; 
89 Is. R. 341, 394. 

2434. Exact words to be set out.|—In an 
information, charging deft. with making a writing 
secundum tenorem sequenltem, there the written 
libel, & that set forth in the information, must 
exactly agree; & if any omission makes a word 
of another signification it is fatal (Horr, C.J.).— 
R. v. DRAKE (1706), Holt, K. B. 425 ; 11 Mod. Rep. 
95; 3 Salk. 224; 90 EB. R. 1134. 

Annotations :—Refd. Wood ». Brown (1815), 1 Marsh. 522. 
Mentd. Anon. (1706), 11 Mod. Rep. 84; Paxton rv. Sharpe 
(1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 317; Jackson v. Sharp (1744), 
Wiles, 525 ; Anon. (1774), Lofft, 785; R.v. Beach (1774), 
1 Cowp. 229. 

.|—See, now, Law of Libel Amendment 

Act, 1888 (c. 64), 5. 7 
2435. Affidavit—May be sworn abroad—Party 

abroad.|——Semble : an affidavit to found a criminal 

information for a libel published in England, upon 

a person being in parts beyond seas, may be sworn 

abroad.—R._ v. SatimisT (Epirror) (1834), 3 

Nev. & M. K. B. 532. 

2436. Effect of insufficiency.|,—A rule had 
been obtained, calling on deft., who was proprietor 
of the Manchester Guardian, to show cause why 
a criminal information should not issue against 
him for a libel on Mr. R., who had prosecuted & 
convicted some persons of a robbery ; the alleged 
libel sugepeling that they were innocent, & that 
an undue zeal in supporting the 














Mr. R. showe 
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2438 i. Setting out the libel—Need not published 


nan = Aw 


of him, & his affidavits set 
the libel. which does not charge 
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conviction, & insinuating that certain articles in 
the Manchester Chronicle emanated from him. 

Tho ct. discharged the rule, on the ground of the 
insufficiency of prosecutor’s affidavit.—H. v. 
TAYLOR (1837), 1 Jur. 53. 

.|—See, further, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., 
pp. 355-356, Nos. 3757-3771. 

2437. Identity of prosecutor as party Nee a 
Information for a libel: the ct. must see that the 
libellous matter is applicable to the party com- 
plaining.—R. v. BuTCHELER (1729), Fitz.-G. 57; 
04 EB. R. 652. 

2438. Withdrawal of plea of not guilty—-Plea of 
guilty substituted—Apology & offer of costs.|— 
ae ALDRED (1845),5 L. T. O. S. 58; 9S. P. Jo. 
264, 

2439. When rule granted after first rule dis- 
charged—False affidavits.|—-A rule nisi for a 
criminal information for a libel was discharged on 
an affidavit made by a person who swore to the 
truth of the libel. This person was indicted for 
perjury, the bill was found, & he absconded. It 
appeared from the affidavits of several persons, that 
the former affidavit was entirely untrue. The ct., 
under these circumstances, granted another rule 
nisi for a criminal information, & made it absolute. 
—R. v. EVE & PARLBY (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 780; 
2 Har. & W. 450; 1 Nev. & P. K. B. 229; 111 
E. ht. 229. 

Annotations :—~Refd. Ex p. Munster (1869), 20 L. T. 612. 

Mentd. Taylor v. Slingo (1836), 2 Har. & W. 327. 

2440. Information against printer & publisher— 
Appearance of author—Rule discharged against 
printer & publisher.|—If a rule for an information 
be granted against the printer & publisher of a 
libel, & the author appears & avows himself, the 
ct. will discharge the rule against the printer & 
publisher, & direct it against the author.—R. 
v. WiatTr (1723), 8 Mod. Rep. 123; 88 BE. R. 96. 

2441. Verdict of ‘* printing & publishing only ’’——- 
Bad.|—-Verdict of guilty of printing & publishing 
only, on an information for a libel, bad.—R. v. 
WooDFALL (1770), 5 Burr. 2661; 20 State Tr. 
895; 98 E. R. 398. 

Annotations :—Consd. R. v. Shipley (1784), 4 Doug. K. B. 

73. Mentd. R. v. Topham (1791), 4 Term Rep. 126; R. 

v. Philipps (1805), 6 East, 464 ; Monson v. Tussaud, Monson 


v. Tussaud (1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 454; NR. v. Morris (1907), 
71 J. P. Jo. 20. 


2442. Description of prosecutor—Sufficlency.]— 
(1) Information for libel alleged that a person 
unknown had committed a murder on G., & that 
H. had been charged with it: the information then 
set out the alleged libel, & charged that it imputed 
the murder to C. The libel, as set out, spoke of 
the murder of G., & stated that I. had been accused 
of it:—-Held: the indictment was proved by 
evidence that a person had been murdered, that 
H. was charged with the murder, & that, on an 
inquest held upon the body, witnesses called the 
dead person by the name of G.; & this last fact 
might properly be proved by the coroner who 
held the inquest, & he might, for this purpose, 
use an instrument which he had drawn up as an 
inquisition, whether it was or was not a valid & 
formal inquisition. 

(2) C. was described in the information as His 
Serene Highness Charles Frederick Augustus 
William, Duke of Brunswick & Luneb His 
name was Charles Frederick Augustus William 
D’Este, & although he had formerly been reigni 
Duke of Brunswick & Luneburg, & was ati 
commonly called by that title, he had ceased to be 





him in express terms, nor js made to 
refer to him by innuendo, the ct. will 

t a rule.—R. v. Crooks (1840), 1 
Ont. Dig. 1910.—-CAN, 


was 
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reigning duke de facto:—Held: the description 
was sufficient.—R. v. GREGORY (1846), 8 Q. B. 
508; 2 New Sess. Cas. 229; 15 L. J. M. ©. 38; 
6L. T. O. 8. 367; 10 J. P. 262; 16 Jur. 387; 
1 Cox, C. O. 263; 115 E. R. 966. 


Aron ids to (1) Consd. Bird v. Keep, [1918] 2 K. B. 


2443, Change of defendants—Author substituted 
for publisher—After rule nisi against publisher.]— 
R. v. BURNS & LAMBERT (1851), 18 L. T. O. S. 
99; 15 J. P. 772. 

2444. Undertaking by prosecutor’s counsel—To 
proceed with prosecution.|—R. v. ‘‘ THE WorxpD,” 
No. 2351, ante. 


(e) Effect of Apology. 
2445. Rule discharged—On payment of costs— 
Allegations withdrawn.|—R. v. Latimmn (1851), 
18 L. T.O.8.110; 15 J. P. Jo. 800. 


2446, ——- ——- ——..]—-R. v. TALLIS (1852), 20 
L. T.O.S8S.116; 173. P. Jo. 21. 
2447, —— ——— ——.]—R. v. Ports (1852), 20 


L. T.0.8.104; 163. P. Jo. 821. 

2448. ——.|—Ez p. Travis (1868), 
32 J. P. Jo. 772. 

2449 


J—R. v. Reynotps & Dix (1854), 
23 L. T. O. S. 180. . 

2450. ——— On agreed terms.]—R. v. RICHARDS 
(1872), 36 J. P. Jo. 88. 

2451. Rule made absolute.) —R. v. Court 
JOURNAL PRINTER & PUBLISHER (1845), 4 L. T. 
O. S. 354. 
een ——.J—R. v. Lena (1870), 34 J. P. Jo. 











SuB-sEcT. 4.—By INDICTMENT. 

Sce, now, Indictments Act, 1915 (c. 90), s. 1; 
Indictment Rules, 1916 (Stat. R. & O. 1916, 
No. 282); &, generally, CrimiInaL Law, Vol. 
XIV., pp. 202 et seq. 

2458. Sufficiency of indictment—Setting out libel 
-——Whether whole to be set out.|—Browne’s Casr, 
No. 2433, ante. 

2454. .}—The whole libel need 
not be set forth in indictment, but if any part 
qualifies the rest, it may be given in evidence. 

Upon indictments thus laid by way of jucta 
lenorem & ad effectum sequen., the very words laid 
in the indictment, & not the substance & effect 
of them, must be proved as strictly as if laid to be 
in haec verba (per Cur.).—R. v. BEAR (OR BEARE) 
(1698), 2 Salk. 417; Carth. 407; Holt, K. B. 
422 ; 1 Ld. Raym. 414; 3 Salk. 226; 91 E.R. 


wmotations :-—Consd. lh. v. Shipiey (1784), 4 Doug. K. B. 73; 
R. v. Burdett (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 95. Refd. R. v. Drake 
(1706), 11 Mod. Rep. 84; Entick rv. Carrington (1765), 19 
State Tr. 1029; It. v. Lovett (1839), 9 C. & P.462. Mentd. 
R. v. Hutchinson (1722), 8 Mod. Rep. 99. 


2455. Words actually used.}|— 
SACHEVERELL’S CASE (1710), 15 State Tr. 1, 466. 


Annotations :—Apld. Cook v. Cox (1814), 3 M. & S. 110. 
Refd. Rt. v. Layer (1722), B ved hep. 82; 

















(1849), 7 State Tr. 5; Bradlaugh t. R. (1878), 
Ae -D. 607. Mentd. R. rv. Holden (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
2456. -|—Indictment for words 











must specify what they were.—R. v. How (1726), 
< Stra. 699 ; Sess. Cas. K. B. 184; 93 E. R. 793. 
Annotations :—Retd. A.-G. of New South Walosv. Macpherson 
1870), a a8 P. C. 268. Mentd. R. v. Cheere (1825), 

~]—See, now, Law of Libel Amend- 
ment Act, 1888 (c. 64), s. 7. 
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2457. Identification of party? libelled.|— 
An indictment for a libel must set forth who the 
person libelled was. An indictment for a libel 
upon persons to the jurors unknown is insufficient 
even after verdict.—R. v. ORME & Nutr (1699), 
1 Ld. Raym. 486; 91 E. R. 1224; sub nom. R. 
v. ALME & Nott, 3 Salk. 224. 

Annotations :—Consd. It. v. Williams (1822), 1 State Tr. N. 8. 
1201. Refd. f. v. Read (1708), Fortes. Rep. 98; R. v. 
Osborne (1732), Kel. W. 230; KH. v. Griffin & Banyere 
(1733), 2 Barn. K. B. 368. 

2458. ‘or & concerning.’’]|—Upon 
an information against deft. for a libel, for that he, 
etc., wickedly, maliciously & seditiously did write 
& publish, etc., a certain false, scandalous, & 
seditious libel ‘‘ of & concerning H.M.’s Govt. 
& the employment of his troops ” according to the 
tenor & effect following (setting forth the libel 
verbatim), the words ‘‘ of & concerning’’ are a 
sufficient introduction of the matter contained in 
the libel, & a sufficient averment that it was 
written ‘‘ of & concerning the King’s Govt., & the 
employment of his troops.’”’-—R. v. HorngE (1778), 
2 Cowp. 672; 20 State Tr. 651; 98 E. R. 1300; 
sub nom. HORNE v. R., 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 368, H. L. 


Annotations :-——Consd. Hawkes v. Hawkey (1807), 8 Eust 
427; lt. v. Marsden (1815), 4 M. & S. 164; Churchil, 
v. Hunt (1819), 1 Chit. 480. Apld. R. v. Burdett (1821), 
4 B.& Ald. 314. Distd. May v. Brown (1824), 3 B. & C. 
113; Adams v. Meredew (1828), 2 Y. & J. 417. Consd. 
Bradlaugh v. R. (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 607. Refd. R. v. 
Topham (1791), 4 Term Rep. 126; R. v. Philipps (1805), 
6 Kast, 464; R.v. Burdett (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 95; Gold- 
stein v. Foss (1828), 2 Y. & J. 146; Tuam (Archbp.) v. 
Robeson (1828), 5 Bing. 17; Warvey v. French (1832), 
1Cr.& M. 113; Gompertz v. Levy (1838), 9 Ad. & El. 282 ; 
Jones v. Hulton, [1909] 2K. B. 444. Montd. H. v. Morle 
(1827), 1 Y. & J. 221; KR. v. Virrier (1440), 12 Ad. & El. 
317; RK. v. Bidwell (1847), 2 Car. & Kir. 564; RK. v. 
Duffy (1849), 7 State Tr. N.S. 795; White r. KR. (1876), 
13 Cox, C. GC. 318; Davys v. Lloyd (1901), 17 T. L. R. 
678; Clack v. Clack, [1906] 1 K. B. 483. 

2459. -|—In an indictment for 

a libel against S., omitting to allege that deft. 

published it ‘‘ of & concerning S.”? :—Held: such 

omission was not supplied by its being alleged in 
the introductory part, ‘‘that deft. intended to 
vilify S., he having been mayor of, etc., & to cause 
it to be believed that as such mayor he had 
practised corruption, & been guilty of abuse, in 
respect to granting a license to one L. to retail 
beer,”’ etc., & concluding ‘‘ to the injury & disgrace 
of S.”’ etc. ; although the innuendos pointed the 
different parts of the libel to S., & to L., & to the 

granting the license.—R. v. MARSDEN (1815), 4 

M. & S. 164; 105 E. R. 796. 

Annotations :—-Refd. Clement v. Fisher (1827), 1 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 2813; Jones v. Hulton, [1909] 2 K. B. 444. 


2460. .]—(1) Indictment for 
libel stated that deft., intending to defame B., 
— a libel containing divers false & 
scandalous matters of & concerning the said B., 
that is to say: ‘‘ No lady would admit to her 
society such a crack-brained scamp as B.,’’ meaning 
the said B.:—Held: these averments showed 
sufficiently, without more formal introduction. 
that the libel was of & concerning B. 

(2) The following words: Why should T. be 
surprised at anything Mrs. W. does? if she 
chooses to entertain B., she does what very few 
will do; & she is of course at liberty to follow the 
bent of her own inclining, by inviting all the 
expatriated foreigners who crowd our streets, to 
her table, if she thinks fit :—Held: sufficient to 
maintain an indictment for libel—GrEGoRY v. R. 
(1850), 15 Q. B. 957; 19 L. J. Q. B. 366; 16 
L. T.0.8.3; 15 Jur. 74; 5 Cox, C. C. 2473; 117 
E. R. 719, Ex. Ch. 
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Sect. 2.—Prosecution: Sub-sects. 4, 5 & 6.) 


2461, ——- ——- ———_.]—-Proof of words spoken 
to a person, will not support an indictment charg- 
ing that deft. spoke them of such person.— 
nee Berry (1791), 4 Term Rep. 217; 100 E. R. 
982. 
areas -—Refd. Parkes v. Prescott (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 


2462. Joint indictment.]—Two persons may 
be jointly indicted for speaking words, though a 
joint action of the case cannot be brought against 
two for words spoken by them both (per Cur.).— 
ane v. CUSTODES (1650), Sty. 244; 82 E.R. 

2463. ——— Averment of intent—To provoke 
breach of peace.|—An indictment for a libel 
inflicting upon the prosecutor in his profession as 
a solr., & which has been sent to the prosecutor 
only, ought to be alleged to have been sent with 
intent to provoke & excite the prosecutor to a 
bréach of the peace, & should not be alleged with 
intent to injure the prosecutor in his profession.— 
R. v. WEGENER (1817), 2 Stark. 245, N. P. 
Annotations :—Refd. R. v. Brooke (1856), 7 Cox, C. C. 251. 

Mentd. Wenman v. Ash (1853), 17 Jur. 579. 

2464. Averment of unlawful publica- 
tion— Without averment of malice.|—An_indict- 
ment charged deft. with ‘ unlawfully ” publishing 
a defamatory libel, but omitted to aver that it was 
published ‘maliciously ’?:—Held: Libel Act, 
1843 (c. 96), s. 5, did not create or define an offence, 
but merely enjoined the punishment to be awarded 
to an existing common law offence ; at common 
law an averment of malice was unnecessary & the 
indictment was therefore good. Semble: if an 
averment of malice had been necessary, the defect 
would have been cured by verdict as being an 











imperfect averment.—R. v. MunsLow, [1895] 1 


Q. B. 758; 64 L. J. M. C. 138 ; 72 L. T. 801; 43 
W. R. 495; 117. L. R. 213; 39 Sol. Jo. 264; 
18 Cox, C. C. 112; 15 R. 192, C. C. R. 

Annotation -—Refd. Pratt v. British Medical Assocn., [1919] 


1K. B. 244, 

2465. Want of innuendo.}—An indictment 
which charged that the prisoner printed & published 
a libel of & concerning A., the prosecutor, accord- 
ing to the tenor & effect following, viz. ‘‘ A. of B. 
(meaning the said A.), game & rabbit destroyer, 
& his wife (meaning C., the wife of the said A.) 
the seller of same in country & town” :—Held: 
bad, for want of innuendos, or averments showing 
that the words alleged to be defamatory charged 
an indictable offence, or had reference to the calling 
of the prosecutor.—R. v. YaTEs (1872), 12 Cox, 
C. C. 233. 

2466. —— No averment that defamation an in- 
dictable offence.|—R. v. YaTEs, No. 2465, ante. 

2467. ——— Charge withdrawn before justices— 
Added to indictment subsequently—Counts quashed.] 
——B. was charged with blasphemous libels in news- 
papers. The summons before justices specified 
several dates of newspapers, but a date being 
added though _not specified was objected to, 
& the prosecution withdrew that charge. After 
B. was committed the Central Criminal Ct. allowed 
the withdrawn charge to be added to the indict- 
ment :—Held: the counts containing the with- 
drawn charge must be quashed as contrary to the 
ue oe Rotates ements Acts.—R. v. 

GH ’ .T. 477; 475, P. 71; 
31 W. R. 229; 15 Cox, C. C. 156, D.C. ; subsequent 
proceedings (1883), 165 Cox, C. C. 217. 

2468. Obscene libel—‘‘ To manifest cor- 
ruption of morals of His Majesty’s subjects,’’j— 
“a indictment for publishing a libel, which was 

ad as a charge of publishing a defamatory libel 
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for not setting out the passages relied upon 
contained an averment that deft. ‘‘ unlawfully 
... did... publish...a... libel... in 
he form of a document... which document 
... contains divers ... obscene... matters 
& things.’’ The judge at the trial held that this 
amounted to an indictment for an obscene libel, 
& the prisoner was convicted :—Held: although 
it would have been better for the indictment to 
have followed the old forms, & to have averred 
that the tendency of the obscene matter was to 
corrupt the public morals, & that the libel had been 
published with that intent, the conviction might 
under the circumstances be upheld. 

In order to avoid any difficulty it would be better 
that the indictment should contain the common 
averments that its publication was ‘‘to the 
manifest corruption of the morals of His Majesty’s 
subjects.” The question we have to consider is 
whether there was sufficient allegations to justify 
the case being tried as the publication of an obscene 
libel. The indictment alleges the publication was 
‘‘malicious & unlawful,’’? & that it contained 
“lewd, wicked ... to the evil example of all 
others in the like case offending.’ I think, 
JELF, J., would have been wrong in not leaving 
it to the jury. It may be tested in this way: 
assuming it to be an indictment for an obscene 
libel & the words to be set out in the indictment, 
so that the judge & jury could see for them- 
selves that the publication was to the manifest 
corruption of public morals, could the judge have 
withdrawn the case because there was no aver- 
ment to that effect in the indictment? I am 
therefore of the opinion that embarrassing as this 
count was in one sense, it was impossible for the 
judge to stop the case (LORD ALVERSTONE, C.J.).— 
. v. BARRACLOUGH, [1906] 1 K. B. 201; 75 
L. J. K. B. 77; 94 L. T. 111; 7035. P. 14; 54 
W. R. 147; 22 T. L. R. 41; 50 Sol. Jo. 44; 21 
Cox, C. C. 91, C. C. R. 

2469. Proof of alleged words—Necessity for— 
Proof of substance & effect insufficient.)—R. v. 
BEAR (OR BEARB), No. 2454, ante. 

2470. Verdict differing from offence charged— 
Charge of composing, printing & publishing—Con- 
viction of composing & publishing.]—Deft. is 
charged by a count in an indictment with having 
““ composed, printed & published ’’ a libel, if the 
evidence be, that he only con:posed & published 
it, he may be found guilty of the composing & 
publishing, & acquitted of the printing.—R. v. 
WILLIAMS (1811), 2 Camp. 646, N. P. 

2471. ——- Conviction of printing & pub- 
lishing.|—R. v. Hunt, No. 1798, ante. 

2472. —— Charge of common law offence— 
Conviction under statute—Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96).]— 
R. v. GRay, No. 1920, ante. 

2478. ——— Charge of publishing defamatory 
libel—‘‘ Knowing same to be false ’’—Conviction 
of merely publishing defamatory Pee Be an 
indictment for publishing a defamatory libel 
“‘ knowing same to be false,’’ deft. may be con- 
victed of merely publishing a defamatory libel.— 
BoaLer v. R. (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 284; 57 L. J. 
M.C. 86; 69 L. T. 654; 62 J. P.791; 37 W. RB. 
29; 4T. L. R. 565; 16 Cox, C. C. 488. 

Annotation :—Reld. R. v. Munslow (1895), 11 T. L. R. 213. 
See, generally, CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., 
p- 317, Nos. 3330 et seq. 

2474. Libel on directors of company—Proof that 
prosecutors de jure directors— Status of acting 
directors admitted.)—Upon the trial of an indict- 
ment for publishing a libel upon the directors of a 
co., it is not necessary to prove that the prosecutors 
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were the de jure directors of the co., & properly 
appointed as such, it being admitted that they were 
the acting directors, & the libel being published 
upon them as such acting directors, & the averment 
that they were directors 1s an immaterial averment. 
—R. v. BOALER (1892), 67 L. T. 354; 56 J. P. 792 ; 
36 Sol. Jo. 753 ; 17 Cox, C. C. 569, D. C. 


Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Central Criminal Court JJ., Ez p. 
L. C. C., [1925] 2 K. B. 43. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—PUBLICATION. 
See Part V., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, B., ante. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—JUSTIFICATION AS DEFENCE. 


See Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 5. 6. 

2475. Whether valid.]—-Want’s 
Moore, K. B. 627; 72 E. R. 802. 
Annotation :—Refd. Harman v. Delany (1731), 2 Stra. 898. 

2476. ———.]—CASE DE LIBELLIS FAmosis, No. 
1167, ante. 

2477. ——-.]—R. v. BuRDETT, No. 1097, ante. 

2478. |—-Semble: deft. in an information 
for a libel may prove the truth of the matters 
alleged to be false & libellous.—R. v. BrapLey 
(1828), 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 152; 1 Man. & Ry. 
M. C. 387. 

2479. -|—Where a party was brought up 
for judgment, upon a conviction of publishing a 
libel imputing indictable offences to an individual : 
—~-Held: affidavits affirming the truth of the libel 
could not be read in mitigation.—H. v. HALPIN 
(1829), 9 B. & C. 65; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 8; 
2 Man. & Ry. M. C. 63; 7L. J. O.S. M. C. 75; 
109 E. R. 265. 

2480. ——-.]—R. v. GRANT, No. 2509, post. 
2481. -|—Upon the trial of a criminal informa- 
tion for libel, the judge does not misdirect the jury 
in telling them that they have nothing to do with 
the truth of the libel—lK. v. WiLson (1837), 1 
J.P. 5, 346; 1 Jur. 796. 

See, now, Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), s. 6. 

2482. ——.|]—R. v. WARKNSBOROUGH (1888), 4 
T. L. R. 520. 


CAsE (1602), 

















2483. In seditious libel.|—R. v. DuFFy, 
No. 1218, ante. 

2484, ——.!—R. v. ALDRED, No. 2328, ante. 

2485. Blasphemous libel.|—The provision 





in Libel Act, 184% (c. 96), 8. 7, as to allowing 
exculpatory evidence in answer to a primdé facie 
case of liability for publication, being quite general 
in its terms :—Held ; to apply to a prosecution for 
the publication of a blasphemous libel.—R. v. 
BRADLAUGH (1883), 15 Cox, C. CO. 217. 


Annotations :—Mentd. 1. v. Allison eee: 59 L. T. 9338; 
Rt. v. Kinghorn, [1908] 2 K. B. 949; Ite Bowman, Secular 
Soc. v. Bowman, [1915] 2 Ch. 447. 


2486. Summons before magistrate—Power to in- 
quire into truth of libel.]|—-On the hearing of a 
charge before justices of maliciously publishing 
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a defamatory libel, the justices proceeded under 
Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 8. 6, to hear evidence of 
the falsehood & also of the truth of the libel :— 
Held: on an indictment for perjury, they had no 
jurisdiction to hear this evidence, & what present 
deft. then swore as to the falsehood of the libel, 
& on which he was now indicted for perjury, was 
immaterial to the issue before the justices, & the 
evidence ought not to have been given.—R. v. 
TOWNSEND (1866), 4 F. & F. 1089; 10 Cox, C. C. 


356. 
Annotation :—Apprvd. & Apld. R. v. Carden (1879), 6 
Q. B.D. 1. 


2487, ——— |—Ea2 wp. ELLISsEN (1868), 
cited in 5 Q. B. D. at p. 3; sub nom. LONDON 
(LORD Mayor) v. ELLISSEN, cited in 41 L. T. at 
p. 506; sub nom. R. v. ELLISSON, cited in 44 J. P. 
at p. 120; sub nom. R. v. LONDON (LORD MAYOR), 
32 J. P. Jo. 772. 


Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. R. v. Carden (1879), 5 
Q.B.D.1. Refd. Ez p. Bottomley, [1909] 2 K. B. 14. 
2488. 


-.|—Upon an information for 
maliciously publishing a defamatory libel under 
Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 5. 5, the magistrate has no 
jurisdiction to receive evidence of the truth of the 
libel, inasmuch as his function is merely to deter- 
mine whether there is such a case against the 
accused as ought to be sent for trial, & a defence 
based upon the truth of the libel under sect. 6 
of the Act can only be inquired into at the trial 
upon a special plea framed in accordance with the 
terms of that sect. The province of a magistrate 
upon a preliminary inquiry into a charge of an 
indictable offence discussed.—R. v. CARDEN (1879), 
5Q.B.D.1; 49L.J.M.C.1; 41 L. T. 504; 44 
J. P. 187; 28 W. R. 183; 14 Cox, C. O. 359; 
sub nom. R. v. LABOUCHERE, 43 J. P. Jo. 764, D. C. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ex p. Bottomley, [1909] 2 K. B. 14. 

Refd. kt. v. Flowers (1879), 44 J. P. 377; Ex p. O’Brien 

(1883), 15 Cox, C. C. 180. 

2489. .]—L., proprietor of a newspaper 
published comments on a ball given by S. who 
professed that it was for the friends of the dramatic 
profession, whereas L. stated that it was attended 
by prostitutes, & was an attempt to sully the fame 
of the stage. L. being charged with libel before 
a magistrate proposed to give evidence that loose 
characters were present, & that the facts were 
true & proper to be commented on in a newspaper : 
—Held: the magistrate rightly rejected this 
evidence, as it was only proper to be received at 
the trial before a jury.—R. v. FLOWERS (1879), 
44 J. P. 377, D. CO. 

2490. Plea of justification—Sufilciency of plea.] 

-R. v. GRIFFIN (1849), 13 J. P. Jo. 36. 

2491. ——— Evidence of same charges in other 
publication—No steps by prosecutor in respect 
thereof.]|—-Where to a criminal information for 
a libel, deft. has justified under Libel Act, 1843 
(c. 96), s. 6, asserting the truth of the imputations 
contained in the alleged libel, it is not competent 
to him to prove, in support of the plea, that the 
same charges were previously published in another 
publication, & that prosecutor had taken no 
steps against such other publication.—R. v. 




















PART XI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 6. 
2475 i. Whether valid. }—Tho special 
plea of justification given by 6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 96, 8. 6, cannot be p 
indictment for a seditious libel. 
lea can ony be pleaded in justifica- 
ion of a private or personal lbel.— 
Fi v. Durry (1846), 2 Cox, C. Cc. 45.— 
2475 il. ——.}—R. v. Rea (1863), 9 

Cox, ©. ©. 401 ane as 
5ili. ——.}+—Upon an application 
for @ criminal information against the 


2475 iv. 





roprietor of a newspaper for publish- 
fig a seditious libel, 

tendered of the truth of the libel :— 
Held: no such matters could be 
in evidence.—Hxz p. O’BRIEN (1883), 


15 Cox, C. C. 180.—IR. 


-}—To 

for seditious libel, it is net open to 
deft. to plead justia 
Campbell’s Act, 1843 (c. 96), 8. 6.— 
He vw. M‘Huaa, [1901] 2 I. R. 569.— 


2400 1. Plea of justijtcation—Sugt- | GAN. 


cation under Lord 


ciency of plea.}-~A plea to an informa- 
tion for libel must allege the truth of 
all the matters charged.—R. v. MOYLAN 
(1860), 19 U. C. R. 521.—CAN, 


several distinct charges, all of which 
were justified by a goneral plea of 
their truth :—Held: e jury were 
rightly directed that unless all the 
cnareee which were libellous were 
ustified, they should convict.—R. v. 
ATTERSON (1874), 36 17. OG. R. 127.— 


evidence was 


given 


an information 
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Sect. 2.—Prosecution: Sub-sects. 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10. 
Sect. 3.] 


NEWMAN (1852), 1 E. & B. 268; Dears C. C. 85; 
92 L. J. Q. B. 156; 20 L. T. O. S. 94; 175. P. 
5; 17 Jur. 617; 118 E. R. 437; previous pro- 
ceedings, 3 Car. & Kir. 252 ; subsequent proceedings 
(1853), 1 BE. & B. 558. 


Annotation :—Mentd. KR. v. 
Case (1884), 50 L. T. 177. 


2492. One plea to four counts.|— Deft. was 
indicted for having written & published a false 
& defamatory libel, & to this indictment he 
entered a plea of justification. The indictment 
contained four counts, the libels charged in each 
count being of much the samenature. The plea of 
justification dealt in one plea with the libels con- 
tained in all the four counts.—R. v. DE LA PORTE 


(1895), 59 J. P. 617. ‘ 
Annotation :—Mentd. R. v. Seham Yousry (1914), 84 L. J. 
K. B. 1272. 


Labouchere, Vallombrosa’s 





2493. ——— To be specially pleaded—According 
to terms of statute.|—R. v. CARDEN, No. 2488, ante. 

2494. Whole plea must be Biove are 
justification is pleaded to an indictment for libel, 
the whole of the plea must be proved.—R. v. 
Stupps (1909), 3 Cr. App. Rep. 207, C. C. A.; 
subsequent proceedings (1911), 75 J. P. 248. 

2495. Failure to traverse—Defendant not 
entitled to acquittal.|——Prisoner, who was charged 
with publishing a defamatory libel, pleaded (inter 
alia) justification. <A replication to the plea was 
filed during the course of the trial :—Held: 
prisoner was not entitled to be acquitted on the 
ground that the plea of justification had not been 
traversed, & must therefore be taken to be a good 
plea.—R. v. SEHAM Yousry (1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 
1272; 112 L. T. 311; 31 T. L. R. 27; 24 Cox, 
C. C. 523; 11 Cr. App. Rep. 138; 78 J. P. Jo. 521, 


C.C. A. 
sane :—Mentd. R. v. Gibbins & Proctor (1918), 82 








Effect in apportionment of punishment.] 
—See No. 1293, ante. 

Justification generally.|—See Part VII., Sect. 2, 
ante. 





SuB-SECT. 7.—INTENT. 

2496. General rule—Natural consequence of act 
intended.|—(1) If a man publish a statement 
which he does not know to be true or not, or has no 
means of judging whether it be true or not, it is 
false, & he has been guilty of a criminal untruth, 
& the matter is a libel. 

(2) It is a general rule, that a man shall be 
presumed to have intended that which is the 
natural consequence of the act done by him, & 
the jury may infer that a statement was maliciously 
published, if it be untrue & will necessarily produce 
a mischievous effect. 

(3) The judge directed the jury that to write & 
publish falsely of any person that he is insane is 
a crime; that even if it could avail defts. to show 
that the assertion was made ‘‘ from authority,’ 
it would not be enough for this purpose to show 
that it was founded on general rumour believed by 
defts.; that it was for the jury to say whether 
the apparently respectful language used did not 
convey covert irony & sarcasm; but that in his 
own position the article was criminal libel. 

Qu. : a publication libellous against an individual 
& also mischievous to the public may be criminal 
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without averment or proof of malice.—R. »v. 
HaRvEY & CHAPMAN (1823), 2 B. & C. 257; 2 
State Tr. N. S. 1; 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 464; 2 
L. J. 0.8. K. B. 4; 107 E. R. 379. saa 


Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. R. v. Munslow 
Q.B. 758. Refd. R. v. Grant, Ranken & Hamilton (1848), 


7 State Tr. N. S. 507; White v. Tyrrell (1856), 27 L. T. 
0. 8. 334; Nevill v. Fine Arta & General Inece., [1895] 2 
»B. 156. Generally, Mentd. Gummoe v. Howes (1857), 

23 Beav. 184. 
2497. ——- ——.]—R. v. Lovett, No. 1100, ante. 
2498. Criminal intent question for Jury.]—In an 
information for a libel the jury are to consider 
whether deft. published it with a criminal intent 
or not.—R. v. REEVES (1796), Peake, Add. Cas. 








84, N. P. 

2499. J|—R. v. HARVEY & CHAPMAN, No. 
2496, ante. 

2500. J—R. v. CoBBETT (1831), 2 State 
Tr. N.S. 789. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. R. v. Charlesworth 
460; R. v. Winsor (1866), 10 Cox, C. C. 


2501. Malice—-Presumption of—Until rebutted.] 
—R. v. HARVEY & CHAPMAN, No. 2496, ante. 

2502. —-— Necessity for averment & proof— 
Printing & publishing seditious libel.|-—-R. v. 
CLERK (1728), 1 Barn. K. B. 304; 04 E. R. 207. 

2503. |—R. v. HARVEY & CHAPMAN, 
No. 2496, ante. 

2504. Innocence of motive—Cannot be pleaded— 
Seditious libel.]|—R. v. ALDRED, No. 2328, ante. 


(1861), 1 B. & 8. 
276. 








SUB-SECT. 8.—EVIDENCE. 

Evidence generally, see EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII. 

2505. What evidence admissible—Evidence of 
similar publication—By other persons—Without 
prosecution.]|—A Gazette is evidence of all acts of 
State; & therefore a Gazette, in which it was stated 
that certain addresses had been presented to the 
King from different bodies of subjects, expressing 
their loyalty, etc. was admitted in evidence to 
prove an averment in an information for a libel, 
‘* that divers addresses, etc., had been presented to 
His Majesty by divers of his loving subjects, etc.’ 
It is not competent to a deft., charged with having 
published a libel, to prove that a paper similar 
to that for the publication of which he is pro- 
secuted was published on a former occasion by 
other persons who have never been prosecuted for 
it.—R. v. HOLT (1793), 5 Term Rep. 436; 2 Leach. 
593; 22 State Tr. 1189; 101 E.R. 245. 


entd. KR. v. Teal (1809), 11 Kast, 307; Anon. (1832), 
1L. J. Ex. 116; Weston v. Foster (1836), 5 L. J. C. P. 
242; Thomas v. Jones (1838), 1 Horn & H. 204; HR. v. 
Duffy (1849), 7 State Tr. N.S. 795; Pritchard v. Pritchard 
(1884), 14 Q. B. D. 55. 


2506. ——— Extracts from same paper—Dis- 
joined from libellous part by extraneous matter.]— 
R. v. LAMBERT & PERRY, No. 891, ante. 

2507. ——— Affidavit by prosecutor in aggravation 
—After conviction & before judgment—Repetition 
of libel..|—Where deft. is brought up to receive 
judgment after conviction, an affidavit by pro- 
secutor in aggravation, stating that a third person, 
who refused to join in the affidavit, had informed 
him that deft., after the trial, had repeated in 
his hearing the libellous matter for which he was 
indicted, is not admissible; at least not without 
swearing that such third person was under the 
control or influence of deft.—R. v. PINKERTON 
(1802), 2 Hast, 357; 102 E. R. 405. 
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consequence of act intended.J—The intent of the publisher is to be inferred from the natural 
Consequences of his act.—R. v. SULLIVAN, R. v. Picorr (1808), 11 Cox, C. C. 44. IR. ‘ 


Part XI.—CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS. 


2508. ——— Evidence that libel within right of free 
discussion—By proof of truth of surrounding cir- 
cumstances.]— A libal stated, that there was a riot 
at O., & that a person fired a pistol at an assemblage 
of persons, & upon this imputed neglect of duty to 
the magistrates :—Held: on the trial of a criminal 
information for this libel on the magistrates, deft.’s 
counsel, with a view of a showing that the libel 
did not exceed the bounds of free discussion, could 
not go into evidence to prove that there was in fact 
a riot, & that a pistol was in fact fired at the people. 
—R. v. BRIGSTOCK (1833), 6 C. & P. 184; 2 
Nev. & M. M. C. 170, N. P. 

2509. ——— Evidence of mistake—As to matters 
on which prosecution founded.J|—(1) Where an 
information for libel states that certain transactions 
took place, & that the libel was published of & 
concerning them, & then sets out the libel as 
referring to them, & prosecutor, at the trial, gives 
general proof of such transactions, to support the 
introductory part of his pleading, deft. is not 
thereby authorised to give evidence of the particular 
history of those transactions, so as to bring into 
issue the truth or falsehood of the libel. 

(2) But if such evidence be adduced, bond fide, 
to show that the transactions referred to in the 
alleged libel are not the same with those which the 
information supposes it to have had in view, & 
the judge is informed that the evidence is offered 
for that purpose, it is admissible. Affidavits are 
not receivable to show that a judge is mistaken in 
his report of a cause tried before him.—R. v. 
GRANT (1834), 5 B. & Ad. 1081; 3 Nev. & M. K. B. 
106; 110 BE. R. 1092. 

Truth of libel.|—See Sub-sect. 6, ante. 


SuB-SEcT. 9.—PUNISHMENT. 

Punishment generally.|\—See CRIMINAL Law, 
Vol. XIV., pp. 467 et seg. 

2510. Imprisonment — Security for good be- 
haviour for further period.|—R. v. Hart & WHITE 
(1809), 30 State Tr. 1131, H. L. 

«i{nnotations :—Apld. Dunn v. R. (1848), 12 Q. B. 1031. 
Refd. Finnerty v. Tipper (1809), 2 Camp. 72: Haylock 
v. nperee (1853), 1 K. & B. 471; R. v. Trueman (1913), 
82 L. J. K. B. 916. Mentd. Lewis v. Levy (1858), 27 
L. J. Q. B. 282. 
2511. —— Further imprisonment in default 

of security.|\—Where a person is convicted of 

maliciously publishing a defamatory libel under 

Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 8. 5, the ct. may as part of 

its sentence in addition to ordering deft. to be 

linprisoned for the maximum term allowed by 
that sect., order him upon the expiration of that 
term to enter into recognisances & find sureties 
to keep the peace for a reasonable time named in 
the order & in default of his so doing to be further 
imprisoned until the expiration of the period during 

which he is so required to keep the peace.—R. v. 

TRUEMAN, [1913] 3 K. B. 164; 82 L. J. K. B. 916; 

109 L. T. 413; 77 J. P. 428; 29 T. L. R. 599; 23 

Cox, C. 0. 550; 9 Cr. App. Rep. 45, C. C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. K. v. Syme (1914), 112 I. T. 136. 
2512, Consecutive terms for separate 

counts—-Effect of acquittal on intermediate count— 

Interruption of consecutive terms.]—A criminal 

Information for libel contained several counts. 

Deft. being convicted, the judgment was, that for 

the offences in the first count he should be 

Imprisoned two months, for the offences in the 

second count, two months, to be computed from 

& after the expiration of the imprisonment on the 
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first count; &soon. The third count was bad :— 
Held: the judgment on that count must be 
reversed; & the imprisonment on the fourth 
count would commence from the expiration of the 
imprisonment on the second.—GREGORY v. R. 
(1850), 15 Q. B. 974; 19 L. J. Q. B. 366; 16 
L. T. 0. 8.33; 15 Jur. 79; 5 Cox, C. C. 252; 117 
EK. R. 726, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation :—Refd. R. v. Castro (1880), 5 Q. B. D. 490. 

2513. Recognisance to appear & receive judg- 
ment—When called upon—Affidavit by prosecutor 
that libel repeated after trial.]—(1) Indictment for 
libel, deft. pleaded guilty & entered into his own 
recognisance to appear & receive judgment when 
called upon to do so, & not to be called upon at 
all, if he discontinued to publish libels on the 
prosecutor. The ct. refused to pass judgment, 
unless the prosecutor produced an affidavit, stating 
that deft. had since the trial published libels 
respecting him. 

(2) Where cause which was expected to last the 
whole day was postponed & an indictment for 
libel which stood next in the paper was tried out 
of its turn, & defts. were found guilty, the ct. 
refused a new trial on the ground of surprise.— 
R. v. RICHARDSON (1840), 8 Dowl. 511; 4 Jur. 104. 

2514. Recognisance to keep the peace.|—R. v. 
BENNETT (1867), 31 J. P. Jo. 292. 

2515. Fine.]|—T. published a newspaper which 
contained a leading article suggesting that one W., 
who had been found dead in his house, had met 
with foul play, & indirectly pointing to his house- 
keeper, & chief legatee, as probably concerned. oc 
jury having found T. guilty of libel, & the writer 
of the article having made an affidavit that he 
had made some slight inquiry before writing the 
article, & formed the best judgment he could on 
the facts then known :—Held; the excuse slightly 
mitigated the offence, but the inquiry being 
insufficient, & the libel reckless, a fine of £250 
was imposed.—R. v. TANFIELD (1878), 42 J. P. 
423. 

2516. Aggravation or mitigation of guilt— 
Effect of plea of justification—Part proof of plea.] 
—RK. v. NEWMAN, No. 1293, ante. 





Sus-sEectT. 10.—Costs. 


See Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), s. 8, & now, Costs 
in Criminal Cases Act, 1908 (c. 15), &, generally, 
CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., pp. 614 et seq. 

2517. Recovery of costs on indictment—Action.] 
—An action lies to recover the costs on an indict- 
ment for libel given by Libel Act, 1843 (c. 96), 
s. 8.—RICHARDSON v. WILLIS (1873), 42 L. J. Ex. 
68; 28 L. T. 71; 12 Cox, C. C. 351. 

Annotation :-—Retd. Re Hayson, Booth v. Trafl (1883), 49 


L. T. 471 
Information.|—See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., 
p. 615, Nos. 6438-6441. 


Sect. 3.—STATUTES APPLICABLE TO CRIMINAL 
PROCEEDINGS. 


See Libel Act, 1792 (c. 60); Libel Act, 1843 
(c. 96), 8. 6. 


2518. Libel Act, 1792 (c. 60)—-Not applicable to 
clvil actions.|——THomas v. WILLIAMS, No. 2611, 
post. 





PART XI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 10. 
r. Indicltment—Tazxation of costs. }—NIcHOL v. POOLEY (1902), 9 B. C. R. 21.—CAN. 
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Sect. 3.—Statutes arp eile to criminal proceedings. 
Sect. 4. Part XII. Sect. 1.) 

2519. ——— Function of judge & Jjury.]— 

CapiraL & COUNTIES BANK v. HENTY, No. 121, 


ante, 
Libel Act, 1843 iS 96)—Plea of justification. |— 
See Sect. 2, sub-sect. 6, ante. 

Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (c. 64)— 
evra publications.|—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 8, 
ante. 


Sect. 4,—PROCEEDINGS AGAINST 
NEWSPAPERS. 


See Newspaper Libel & Registration Act, 1881 
(c. 60), Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (c. 64). 

2520. Commencement of prosecution—Fiat of 
Public Prosecutor—-Former practice.]—The Public 
Prosecutor is not bound under Newspaper Libel 
& Registration Act, 1881 (c. 60), to issue his fiat 
for a prosecution for libel.— Ez p. HURTER (1883), 
47 J. P. 724; sub nom. Ex p. HuBERT & Co., 15 
Cox, C. C. 166, D. C. 

2521. — -]—Newspaper Libel & 
Registration Act, 1881 (c. 60), s. 3, which enacts 
that no criminal prosecution shall be commenced 
against any proprietor, publisher, or editor, or any 
person responsible for the publication of a news- 
paper, for any libel published therein, without the 
written fiat or allowance of the Director of Public 
Prosecutions in England, or Her Majesty’s A.-G. 
in Ireland, being first had & obtained, does not 
apply to a criminal information for libel filed by 
order of the ct.—YATEs v. R. (1885), 14 Q. B. D. 
648; 54 L. J. Q. B. 258; 52 L. T. 305; 49 J. P. 
436; 33 W. R. 482; 15 Cox, C. C. 686; sub nom. 
op oe testa oy L. R. 193, C. A. 

nnotations :— - KK. v. Labou - B.D. 

320; Re R. vw. Perryman, ee ee (fad, Ps 

T.L.R.72. Mentd. He Simmons (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 348; 
Ez p. Pulbrook (1891), 66 L. T. 159; Tho ». Priestnall, 
11897) 1 Q. B. 159; Cowling v. aylor’s Drug Co. 
(1901), G6 J. P. 11; Beardsley v. Giddings (1904), 2 
L. G. R. 719; Re Boaler, Ite Vexatious Actions Act, 
1896, [1914] 1 2% 


K. B. 122. 

_ 2522. -|—In order to support an 
indictment for unlawfully writing & publishing 
@ libel in a newspaper, it is necessary that the fiat 
of the Public Prosecutor, required by Newspaper 
Libel & Registration Act, 1881 (c. 60), s. 3, should 
mention by name every person against whom the 
prosecution is authorised to be instituted sufficiently 
to identify him. 

Where, therefore, the editor & manager of a 
newspaper, certain of the signatories to the articles 
of association of an association in which the 
proprietorship of the paper was vested, & the 




















PART XI. SECT. 4. 


t. Notice under Libel Act, 8. 5.}— 
A notice under above sect. addressed 
to “ The Winnipeg Telegram Printing 


Co., Ltd.,”’ instead of ** The Telegram 
Printing Co., Ltd.,” is a sufficient com- 
pliance with tho Act if it in fact 
reaches the latter co., & it is given 
thereby the opportunity to apologise, 
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directors of a limited co. incorporated under 
Companies Acts, which co. merely printed the 
paper, had been convicted of unlawfully writing 
& pupnehne a libel in such paper; & the flat 
of the Public Prosecutor omitted to mention the 
names of any of defts., merely authorising the 
prosecution of the ‘“‘ publisher, editor or printer ”’ 
of the paper :—Held: (1) the fiat ought to have 
mentioned the name of every person against whom 
the prosecution was intended to have been allowed ; 
& it is the duty of the Public Prosecutor to ascer- 
tain the persons whom it is intended to prosecute 
before granting his fiat; (2) Newspaper Libel & 
Registration Act, 1881 (c. 60), s. 3, does not 
authorise the granting of a fiat by the Public 
Prosecutor in respect of the printer of a paper ; 
&, as there was no evidence that the directors of the 
co. who printed the paper, assuming a prosecution 
could lie against them in any case, sold or delivered 
anything but the bulk of each issue of the paper 
to the proprietors, or knew of or saw the contents 
of the paper which contained the libel either before 
or after its publication, their conviction could not 
be supported. 

(3) Semble: it is the duty of the Public Pro- 
secutor, under Newspaper Libel & Registration 
Act, 1881 (c. 60), s. 3, to a certain extent to 
determine whether a prosecution shall be instituted 
against particular persons, as well as to determine 
upon the character of the libel.—R. v. ALLISON 
(1888), 59 L. T. 933; 53 J. P. 215; 5T. L. RB. 
104; 16 Cox, C. C. 559; sub nom. R. v. JUDD, 
37 W. R. 143, C. C. R. 

See, now, Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 
(c. 64), 5. 8. 

2528. ——— Order of judge in chambers—No 
appeal from order.|—-Where a judge in chambers 
was applied to & gave leave to proceed criminally 
for libel against P., & P. appealed to the Div. Ct.: 
—Held: this was a criminal matter, & no appeal 
lay.— Re R. v. PERRYMAN, Ka p. PERRYMAN 
(1891), 8 T. L. R. 72; 65 J.P. Jo. 772, D.C. 

2524. .]—An appeal does not lie 
from an order made by a judge at chambers, under 
Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (c. 64), 8. 8, 
allowing a criminal prosecution to be commenced 
against the proprietors, etc., of a newspaper for a 
libel published therein.— “a2 p. PULBROOK, [1892] 
1Q. 8B. 86; 61L.J.M.C. 91; 66 L. T. 159; 56 
J. P. 203; 40 W. R. 175; 36 Sol. Jo. 79; 17 
Cox, C. C. 464, D. C. 

Annotations :~-Expld. R. v. Manchester Local Profitecring 
Committee, kz p. L. & Y. Ky. (1920), 39 L. J. K. B. 
1089. Refd. Provincial Cinematograph ‘Theatres v. 
oe nea Profiteering Committee (1921), 125 
See, now, Supreme Court of Judicature (Con 

solidation) Act, 1925 (c. 49), s. 31. 


—_——— 








which it is the purpose of the statute 
to socure.—- KNOTT v. TELEGRAM 
PRINTING Co., LTpD., [1917] 3 W. W. KR. 
335.—OAN. 


Part XII.—S.ianpeEr or TitLe. 
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Part X{I.—Slander of Title. 


SEctT. 1.—IN 


2525. Nature of action.|—Pitf. averred in the 
declaration, that he was possessed of shares in a 
certain mine, which were worked to his great 
profit, & that deft. published a libel, in which it 
was alleged that certain legal proceedings had been 
taken in Chancery against pltf., & that persons, 
duly authorised by the Ct. of Ch., had arrived on 
the workings of the mine, by means whereof his 
shares became much depreciated in value, & plté. 
had been prevented from disposing of his shares, 
& from deriving profits which would otherwise 
have accrued to him:—Held: (1) in such an 
action, pltf. must allege & prove special damage ; 
(2) the declaration did not contain a sufficient 
allegation of special damage; & (3) the publica- 
tion was not a libel on pltf. in his business, but a 
mere slander of his title to the shares. 

An action for slander of title is not properly 
an action for words spoken or for libel written & 
published but an action on the case for special 
damage sustained by reason of the speaking or 
publication of the slander of pitf.’s_ title 
(TINDAL, C.J.). 

(4) The circumstances of the slander of title 
being conveyed in a letter or other publication 
appears to us to make no other difference than 
that it is more widely & permanently disseminated 
& the damages in consequence more likely to be 
serious than where the slander of title is by words 
only; but that it makes no difference whatever 
in the legal ground of action (TINDAL, C.J.).— 
MALACHY v. SoPER (1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 871; 
2 Hodg. 217; 3 Scott, 723; 6L. J.C. P. 32; 182 
E. R. 458. 

Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. British Ry. Traffic & Electric 
Co. v. C. R. C. Co. & L. C. C., [1922] 2 K. B. 260. As to 
(@) Refd. Wostern Counties Manure Co. v. Lawes Chemical 

anure Co. (1874), L. Rh. 9 Exch. 218 ; Ratcliffe v. Evans, 

{1893} 2 Q. B. 524. Generally, Mentd. Hodsoll v. Stalle- 


rags (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 301; Bathisbill v. Need (1856), 
25 L. . C. p, 290. 


2526. Action maintainable.]—Buiss v. STAFFORD 
(1573), Owen, 87; 74 EB. R. 882. 
2527. J|—Witutiams & LINFORD’s CASE 
Mao 2 Leon. 111; 8 Leon. 177; 74 E. R. 401, 
2528. -|—No action lies against one for 
saying, that he himself has title or estate in lands, 
etc., although it be false. But here the words in 
the declaration, as they are spoken, being in the 
d person, be not intendable of himself, but of 
some other, & import a slander to pltf.’s title ; 
& then his justification afterwards shall not take 
away that action which before was given to plitf. 
for the slandering of his title (per CuR.).—PENNY- 
MAN v. RABANKS (1595), Cro. Eliz. 427; Moore, 
K. B. 410; 78 B. R. 668. 


Annotations :—Retd. Smith v. Spooner (1810), 3_ Taunt. 
246; British Ry. Traffic & Klectrio Co. v. C. R. C. Co. & 
L. C. C., {1922} 2 K. B. 260. 


2529, ]—(1) If one man, knowing another 
to be in communication for selling his estate, 
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25251. Nature of action.}—An action 
for words written & published relating 


acting in such & way as to inflict loss 
upon pitfs., & does not come within 
Jud. Act, 1895, a. 


assert that a lease is subsisting of it, without 
mentioning his own title to such lease, an action 
of slander will lie. ; 

(2) In slander of title, to hinder a bargain for the 
sale of the estate, if it be alleged that deft. knowing 
thereof spoke the words, it shall be intended, that 
the communication continued. 

(3) In slander of title, if the words import that 
the estate had been conveyed to A., deft. cannot 
justify by pleading that A. assigned to him, & 
that he spoke in maintenance of his own title.— 
NORTHUMBERLAND (EARL) v. ByrvT (1607), Cro. 
Jac. 163; 79 E. R. 1438. 

Annotations :—As to (3) Refd. Smith v. Spooner (1810), 3 

Taunt. 246; Wren v. Weild (1869), 10 B. & S. 51. 

aeneraily), Mentd, Mulgrave v. Mounson (1676), 2 Freem. 


2530. NEWMAN v. (1646), 
Aleyn, 3; 82 E. BR. 883. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Lumley v. Gye (1853), 2 E. & B. 216; 
Moon v. Towers (1860), 8 C. B. N. S. 611; Lynch »v. 
Knight (1861), 5 L. T. 291. 


2531. Death of plaintiff—Survival of right of 
action.|—Pltf. in the action claimed damages from 
defts. in respect of an alleged false & malicious 
libel published by them of him in his character of 
wine merchant & wine importer. He alleged in 
his statement of claim that he was a wine merchant 
& importer, & the registered proprietor of a trade 
mark which consisted of the words ‘‘ The Del- 
monico ” & figure of a woman, & was a dealer in 
a brand of champagne introduced by him & 
known as ‘‘ The Delmonico”’ champagne; that 
defts. falsely & maliciously published statements 
to the effect that the champagne bearing the 
‘** Delmonico’”’ brand was not the wine it was 
represented to be, unless it bore the name of a 
particular French firm of dealers & intporters, who, 
if such wine were shipped from France, would take 
proceedings to vindicate their rights in England, 
meaning thereby that pltf. had no right to use his 
registered trade mark; that in using such trade 
mark he was acting fraudulently ; that the wine 
imported & sold by pitf. was not genuine wine ; 
& that no person other than deft., M., had the right 
to use the word ‘“ Delmonico’”’ as a trade mark. 
Pltf. alleged damage to his credit & reputation & 
trade & business of wine merchant. After the 
statement of claim was delivered pltf. died, but 
an order was made that his widow & extrix. 
should carry on the action. At the trial, after 
counsel for pltf. had opened his case, the learned 
judge directed a verdict of nonsuit & judgment for 
defts. on the ground that the cause of action died 
with pltf. Pitf. moved for a new trial, on the 
ground of misdirection :—Held: the causes of 
action in the statement of claim were separable, 
& that which was based on the alleged libel as 
affecting the personal reputation of pltf. as a 
trader & wine importer died with him, & so far 
the nonsuit was right; but that which was based 
on the statement that pltf. had no right to use his 
trade mark or brand was in the nature of slander 


ZACHARY 





filing of a lis pendens against land, 
notwithstanding that the person filing 


109, so as to be it afterwards discontinues the action, 


? triable only by a jury, unless by & that the person against whose lands 
Sager ol es ene Uy ene consent.—DICKERSON v. RADCLIFFE it is filed is prevented from seiling 
patent, by virtee of hich Cthoy 1897), 17 P. R, 418.—CAN. them, does not per $2 constitute C 
Claimed a a. What amounts to.)— Cousins Cause Of action. v. ULA 
& sale of the extic as is uot an notion v. MERRILL (1865), 16 C. P. 114.— (1897), 5 B. C. R, 495.—CAN, 
of defamation properly so called, but OAN. fide—In__ aasertion 


&@0 action on the case for maliciously 


; ©. Slander bond 
b. Filing of a@ lis pendens.}-—The , of right.}—An action for slander of 
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Sect. 1.—JIn general. Sects. 2,3 & 4: Sub-sect. 1, 
A. & B.; sub-sect. 2.) 


of title, & survived to his personal representative, 
& consequently to that extent the nonsuit was 
erroneous, & there ought to be a new trial in respect 
of the damage done to his estate by reason of such 
statement.— HATCHARD v. MBGE (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 
771; 56L. J. Q. B. 397; 56 L. T. 662; 513. P. 
277; 35 W. R. 576; 3 T.L. R. 546, D.C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Quirk v. Thomas, [1916] 1 K. B. 516; 
British Ry. Traffic & Flectric Co, v. C. R. C. Co. & L. C.C., 
[1922] 2 K. B. 260. Mentd. Lendun v. London Road Car 
Co. (1888), 4 T. L. R. 448. 


Sect. 2.—PUBLICATION. 

2532. To whom published— Intending purchaser 
or stranger.|—-There is no difference, whether the 
words be spoken to the party, or unto a stranger, 
for in both cases the title of pltf. is slandered, so 
as he cannot make sale of his lands (WRAY, J.).— 
WILLIAMS & LINFORD’S CASE (1588), 2 Leon. 111 ; 
3 Leon. 177; 74 E. R. 401, 616. 

2538. Mode of publication—Written or oral.]— 
MALACHY v. SOPER, No. 2525, ante. 

2534. ~——.]—- RATCLIFFE v. Evans, No. 
2086, ante. 





SEcT. 3.—TITLE OF PLAINTIFF TO PROPERTY. 
2585. Title need not be present.|—Slanderous 

words tending to the disherison of the person of 

whom they are spoken are actionable although he 

has no present title—VAUGHAN v. ELLIs (1608), 

Cro. Jac. 213; 79 E. R. 185. 

Annotation :—Refd. Elborrow v. Allen (1622), Palm. 299. 

2536. ——-.]—BAKER v. PIPER, No. 2570, post. 
_ 2537. Title may be legal or equitable.|—(1) An 
injunction will lie at the instance of legal or 
equitable owners of letters patent to restrain the 
publication of a libel or slander of title, if the 
defamation is in fact a libel or slander of title, 
where no damage has actually accrued, provided 
that damage is imminent & is the natural & direct 
result likely to follow. 

(2) As to the second action it was said that the 
C. Co. were only the equitable & not the legal 
owners & that therefore they could not bring the 
action. If they could not, no one could. The 
equitable owners were alone injured. I do not 
think it matters whether the title is legal or equit- 
able. If the libel was injurious pltfs. could bring 
this action (WALTON, J.).—DUNLOP PNEUMATIC 
LYRE Co., Lrp. v. MAISON TALBOT, SHREWSBURY 
& TaLgot (Eari) & WEIGEL, CLIPPER PNEUMATIC 
TYRE Co. v. Same (1903), 52 W. R. 254; 20 
I. L. R. 88; 48 Sol. Jo. 156; revsd. on other 
grounds (1904), 20 'T. L. R. 579, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. British Ky. Traffic & Electric Co. v. 
260. 


C. R.C. Co. & L. C. C., [1922] 2 K. B. ¢ 

2538. Property may be real or personal, ]— 
WREN v. WEILD, No. 2585, post. 

2539. Title to realty—-Allegation of bastardy.]— 

paces @ ose (1613), 2 Bulst. 89; Cro. Jac. 


anation :—Mentd. Harrison rv. Cage (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 
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2540. J—To say of a man who is in 
possession of an estate by descent, that ‘‘ he is but 
a bastard,’ is actionable, without showing any 
colloquium concerning his estate.—ELBOROW Vv. 
ALLEN (1622), Cro. Jac. 642; Palm. 299; 79 
E. R. 553. ; 

2541. ——— .|—An action will lie for saying 
of an heir “‘ thou art a bastard,’ without proving 
special damage.— HUMPHRYS v. STANFEILD (1637), 
Cro. Car. 469; 79 E. R. 1005. 

2542. —__ ———.]—The law gives an action for 
but a possibility of damage as an action for 
calling an heir apparent, bastard (WYLD, J.).— 
TURNER v. STERLING (1671), 2 Vent. 25; 1 Freem. 
K. B. 15; 86 E. R. 287; on appeal, sub nom. 
STERLING v. TURNER (1672), 1 Vent. 206. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Ashby v. White (1703), 1 Salk. 19; 
Phillips v. Smith (1718), 1 Com. 279; Lewis ». Lewis 
1730), Fitz-G. 173; Tewkesbury v. Diston (1805), 2 
mith, K. B. 508; Ferguson v. Kinnoull (1842), 4 State 
Tr, N.S. 786; Hampden v. Macmullen (1843), 3 Notes 


of Cases, Supp. i. 











Secr. 4.—WHAT MUST BE PROVED. 
SuB-sECT. 1.—SPECIAL DAMAGE. 
A. In General. 

Special damage generally, see Part VIII., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 4, ante. 

2543. Necessity for..—BoLp v. BAcoNn (1594), 
Cro. Eliz. 346; 78 E. R. 5904. 
Annotation :—Mentd. King v. Dilliston (1688), 1 Show. 83. 

2544. ——.]—GRESHAM v. GRINSLEY (1607), 


Yelv. 88; 80 E. R. 60. 
Anieation :—Refd. Swead v. Badley (1615), 1 Roll. Rep. 





2545. ——_.]—Harwoop v. LowE (1628), Palm. 
529; 81 E. R. 1205; sub nom. Law v. HARwoopD, 
Cro. Car. 140; sub nom. LOWE v. HAREWOOD, 
W. Jo. 196. ; 

Annotations :—-Refd. Cane r. Golding (1649), Sty. 176; 
Iveson v. Moore (1699), 1 Salk. 15; Turner _v. Horton 
(1743), Willes, 438 ; Malachy v. Soper (1836), 3 Bing C. 
371; Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. ntd. 
Crosse v. Gardner (1688), Comb. 142; Brown v. Gibbons 
(1702), 2 Ld. Haym. 831; Perry v. Pe (1732), Kel. W. 
71; Carter v. Fish (1825), 1 Stra. 645; Bathishill v. Noed 
(1856), 25 L. J. C. P. 290. 

2546. .|—CaANE v. Gotpina (1649), Sty. 
169, 176; 82 EK. R. 619, 625. 

Annotations :—Reld. Malachy v. Soper ese) 3 Bing. N. C. 
371; Ratcliffe v. Evans, (1892) 2 Q. B. 524. 

2547. ——.] No. 2525, 
anle. 

2548. ———.]—PaTer v. BAKER, No. 2576, post. 

2549. ———.]—Brook v. RAWL, No. 2577, post. 

2550. .|—D. published a pattern for wool 
work exhibiting the figures in Millais’ picture 
‘“The Huguenot ’’ with different background & 
colours. The design seemed to have been taken, 
not from the original picture, but from an engraving 
of which B. owned the copyright. B. issued a 
circular warning people not to sell copies of the 
subject ‘‘ The Huguenot ’’ without his stamp, as 
such copies were unlawfullymade. D. brought an 
action for slander of title, & B. counterclaimed to 
restrain the sale of the pattern, & penalties for 
infringement of his copyright :—Held : the circular, 
as it appeared to cl a right to the design, was 
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a trade libel on D., for which an action would lie, 
if appreciable injury to D.’s trade resulting from 
the circular were proved.— Dicks v. BRooKs (1880), 
15 Ch. D. 22; 49 L. J. Ch, 812; 43 L. T. 713; 29 
W. BR. 87, C. A. 


Annotations :—Distd. 


Halsey v. Brotherhood (1881), 19 
Ch. D. 386. T : 


Refd. Burnett v. Tak (1882), 45 L. T. 7 . 
Household & Rosher v. Fairburn & Hall (1884), 51 1. T. 
498._Mentd. Hanfstaengl ». Empire Palace, [1894] 2 Ch. 
1; Hantstaengl v, Empire Palace, Hanfstaencl v. N ewnes, 
eae 3 Ch. 109; Boosey ». Whight, [1899] 1 Ch. 836; 
anfstaeng] v. Smith, [1905) 1 Ch. 5219. 

2551. -]—In_ 1897 two trade marks, 
registered by the R. co. of New York, were 
expunged from the Register of Trade Marks by 
the order of the ct., at the instance of W., C. & 
co. Both trade marks were labels containing 
prominently the words ‘‘ Royal Baking Powder.” 
Shortly afterwards W., C. & co. issued a circular 
referring to the said order, which circular, & the 
statements of travellers & agents of W., C. & co. 
were alleged by the R. co. to be an intimation that 
the R. co. were not entitled to sell baking powder 
as “‘ Royal Baking Powder,” & that W., C. & co. 
intended to proceed against persons using the 
labels to stop the use of those words. The R. co. 
commenced an action to restrain W., C. & co. 
from representing that pltfs. were not entitled to 
sell their ‘‘ Royal Baking Powder ” in the United 
Kingdom, & from maliciously threatening the 
customers of pltfs. with Jegal proceedings in 
respect of their sales of pltfs.’ said baking powder : 
—Held: pltfs. had failed to prove cither malice 
or any special damage resulting from the circular. 
—RoyaL Bakinc PowpER Co. v. WRIGHT, 
CrossLEy & Co. (1900), 18 R. P. C. 95, H. L 
Annotations :—Consd. Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. 

Maison Talbot, Shrewsbury & Talbot & Weigel, Clipper 

Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Maison Talbot, Shrewsbury & 

Talbot & Weizel (1904), 20 T. L. R&R. 579; British Ry. 

Traffic & Electric Co. v. C. I. G. Co. & LC, C., {1922} 

ae B. 260. Moentd. Shapiro v. La Morta (1923), 130 L. T. 


2552. |—P. & C., Ltd., were the registered 
proprietors of a trade mark registered for goods 
which included chocolates & comprising the words 
“ Banquet Brand,” but with a disclaimer of the 
right to the exclusive use of those words. Their 
solrs., authorised by them, wrote letters to 8. & 
Sons complaining of the gale by them of 
‘* Banquet ” chocolates, alleging that that was an 
infringement of the trade mark. It appeared that 
the chocolates so sold were the manufacture of 
G., Ltd., & that co. after further correspondence, 
brought an action against P. & C., Ltd., claiming 
damages for libel & damages for false & malicious 
words causing actual damage, & an injunction. 
Bray, J., in his summing up to the jury directed 
the jury that pltfs. had got to prove that the claim 
by defts. that they had a registered trade mark 
which would prevent use by any one else of the 
term ‘ Banquet ” was false ; that it was actuated 
by malice; & that special damage followed as a 
reasonable consequence, & that if the officer of the 
co. who had charge of the matter knew that defts. 
had no right, he would be actuated by malice, 
but if he had acted bond fide, fairly believing, 
though wrongly, that defts. had the right to the 
protection of the name “ Banquet,”’ & it was for 
pitfs. to prove the contrary, then he did not see 
wha’ was. The jury 








t evidence of malice there 
found malice & awarded £300 damages :—Held : 
there was evidence on which the jury could find 
that the statement was made maliciously in the 
saree of being made with some indirect or dishonest 
motive, 
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& that the words were used mialicious|y (BANKES, 
L.J.).—GREERS, Lrp. v. PEARMAN CORDER, 


Lrp. (1922), 39 R. P. ©. 406, C. A. 
—— Allegation of bastardy.]—See Sect. 3, ante. 


B. What Amounts to Special Damage. 


2553. Loss of sale—Sale in actual treaty.J— 
Sgr v. GRINSLEY (1607), Yelv. 88; 80 

- KR. 60. 
Annotation :—Refd. Swead v. Badley (1615), 1 Roll. Rep. 244. 

2554. .|—In an action for slander of 
title, it must be averred that pltf. was in actual 
treaty for the sale of the estate, & that he received 
special damage.—TAsRURGH v. Day (1618), Cro. 
Jac. 484; 79 E.R. 413. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Malachy v. Soper (1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 
371; Ratcliffe v, Evans,$[1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 


2555. Intention to sell.|—Smeap v. BADLEY 
(1616), Cro. Jac. 397; 79 BE. R. 339; sub nom. 
SWEAD v. BAaDLEy, 1 Roll. Rep. 244. 

Annotations :—Retd. Malachy v. Soper (1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 
371. Mentd. Bathishill v. Reed (1856), 25 LL. J. C. P. 290. 
2556, .]—-MANNING v. AVERY (1673), 1 

Freem. K. B. 274; 3 Keb. 153; 89 B. R. 196. 

ae On :—Refd. Malachy v. Soper (1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 

















2557. ——- Chance of sale.) — Harwoop v. 
LOwE (1628), Palm. 529; 81 E. R. 1205 ; sub nom. 
Law v. Harwoon, Cro. Car. 140 ; sub nom. LOWE 
v. HAREWOOD, W. Jo. 196. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cane r. Golding (1649), Sty. 176; 
Turner v. Horton (1743), Willes, 438 ; Malachy v. Soper 
(1836), 3 Bing. N.C. 371; Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 
Q. B. 524. Mentd. Crosse v. Gardner (1688), Comb. 142. 
2558. .|—MALACHY v. SoPER, No. 2525, 

anle. 

2559. Plaintiff under bond to jointure wife.|— 
GRESHAM v. GRINSLEY (1607), Yelv. 88; 80 E. R. 
60. 

Ane aalion :—Refd. Swead v. Badley (1615), 1 Roll. Rep. 
244. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—UNTRUTH OF STATEMENT. 


2560. How far material.|—Where the declara- 
tion stated that pltf. was lawfully possessed of 
mines & ore gotten & to be gotten from them, & 
was in treaty for the sale of the ore. & that deft. 
published a malicious, injurious, & unlawful 
advertisement cautioning persons against purchas- 
ing the ore, etc. per quod he was prevented from 
selling ; to which deft. pleaded in justification that 
the adventurers of, or persons having an interest 
or shares in the mines, thought it their duty to 
caution persons against purchasing the ore, etc., 
pursuing the words of the advertisement :—Held : 
(1) plea ill because it did not disclose the names of 
the adventurers, or who they were; & because it 
did not. show that deft., in publishing the advertise- 
ment, acted under the direction of the adventurers 3 
(2) the allegation by pitf. that he was lawfully 
possessed of the mines & ore, seems a sufficient 
allegation of title, unless specially demurred to ; 
(3) the allegation that deft. published a malicious, 
injurious, & unlawful advertisement, seems good 
without the word are ile v. ROACH (1813), 1 

; .304; 105 E.R. , 
ype :—As to (1) Folld. Williams v. Miles (1849), 18 

L. J. Ex. 295. 

2561. .|—PATER v. BAKER, No. 2576, post. 

2562. ——.|—Brooxk v. Raw1, No. 2577, post. 

2563. ——-.]—-GREERS, - Y PEARMAN & 
Corpgr,'Lrp., No. 2552, ante. : 

2564. Onus of proof on plaintiff..—BurNetrt v. 
Tak, No. 2591, post 
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Sect. 4.—What must be proved: Sub-sect. 8, A. & B. 
(a) & (b).] 
Sun-sectT. 3.—MALICE. 
A. In General. 


Malice, generally, see Part VII., ante. 

2565. Necessity for.]—There must be motive to 
ground an action of slander of title—HARGRAVE 
v. LE BRETON (1769), 4 Burr. 2422; 98 EH. R. 269. 
Annotations :—-Consd. Robertson v. M‘Do } (1828), 4 

Bing. 670. Distd. Blackham ». h (1846), 2 C. B. 611. 

Refd. Smith v. Spooner (1810), 3 Taunt. 246; Brom 

v. Prosser (1825), 4 B. & C. 247 ; Gutsole v. Mathers (1836), 

Tyr. & Gr. 694; Ratcliffe v. Evans, [1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 

2566. -—(1) In an action for slander of 
Pare it is necessary for pltf. to prove malice in 

eft. 
A lease, in which was a proviso for re-entry if 
the rent were arrear twenty-eight days, being 
exposed to sale by the assignee, & rent being then 
in arrear, the lessor announced at the sale that the 
vendors could not make a title, in consequence of 
which, bidders, who came to buy, went away. He 
afterwards offered £100 for the lease, but sub- 
sequently recovered the premises in ejectment :— 
Held: no action for slander of title lay against him. 

(2) In an action for slander of title deft. may 
give evidence on the general issue, that he spoke 
the words claiming title in himself.—SMITH v. 
SPOONER (1810), 3 Taunt. 246 ; 128 E. R. 98. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Steward v. Young (1870), 
L. R. 5 C. P. 122. nerally, Refd. Gutsole v. Mathers 
eee), 1M. & W. 495; Blackham v, Pugh (1846), 2 C. B. 


2567. .|—If the surveyor to a society which 
publishes an account of the different classes of 
ships, for the information of merchants, under- 
writers, etc., is requested by a ship owner to survey 
his ship, & does so in consequence, & makes a report 
to the society, who class the vessel according to his 
report, such shipowner cannot maintain an action 
against the members of the society for a libel in 
misdescribing the ship; nor against the surveyor, 
unless he made a false report :—Qu. : whether such 
an action is maintainable at all without evidence 
of express malice.—KERR v. SHEDDEN (1831), 4 
C. & P. 528, N. P. 

2568. Saat aoos v. BAKER, No. 2576, post. 

2569. ———_.|—BRrook v. Raw, No. 2577, post. 

2570. -I—(1) In an action of slander of 
title to goods pltf. must in every case show malice 
on the part of deft. 

(2) The rule on this point laid down in Wren 
v. Weild, No. 2585, post, applies equally where the 
alleged slander consists in a claim to goods put 
forward bond fide by a reversioner who has no 
present right of action in respect of the goods.— 
BAKER v, PIPER (1886), 2 T. L. R. 733. 

2571. .|——An injunction will not be granted 
restraining deft. from making a statement alleged 
to be for the purpose of injuring pltf. in his trade 
when such statement though not literally true is 
true in substance & in fact; it is always necessary 
for pltf. to prove express malice on the part of 
deft. when such statement is made in defence of 
deft.’s property.— INCANDESCENT Gas LiGHT Co., 
Lrp. v. NEW INCANDESCENT (SUNLIGHT PATENT) 
Gas LiaHTInG Co., Lrp. (1897), 76 L. T. 47. 

2572. —British Ramway TRAFFIO & 
ELecrnic Co. v. C. R. 0. Co. & Lonpon County 
CounciL, No. 2269, ante. 

2573. .|—Greers, Lrp. 
CoRDER, Lrp., No. 2552, ante. 
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LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


B. What Amounts to Malice. 
(a) In General. 


Express malice, see Part VII., ante. 

2574. Statement made with bona fide belief in 
its truth.|—In an action for slander of title con- 
veyed in a letter, to a person about to purchase the 
estate of pltf., imputing insanity to Y., from whom 

Itf. purchased it, & that the title would therefore 
be disputed, per guod the person refused to complete 
the purchase :—Held: deft., who had married 
the sister of Y., who was heir at law to her brother, 
in the event of his dying without issue, was not to 
be considered as a mere stranger; & the question 
for the jury was not whether they were satisfied 
as men of good sense & good understanding that 
Y. was insane, or that deft. entertained a per- 
suasion that he was insane, upon such grounds as 
would have persuaded a man of sound sense & 
knowledge of business; but whether he acted 
bond fide in the communication which he made, 
believing it to be true, as he judged according to 
his own understanding, & under such impressions 
as his situation & character were likely to beget. 

I cannot help thinking that the point which was 
peculiarly for the consideration of the jury 
...- was not left to them correctly; ...& 
that point is this, whether deft. made the state- 
ment bond fide, & under an honest impression of 
its being the truth, or whether he made it 
maliciously, & for the purpose of slandering the 
title of the person that was about to convey his 
estate (LORD ELLenBOROUGH, C.J.).—PITr ». 
Donovan (1813), 1M. & S. 639; 105 E. R. 238. 


Annotations :—Apld. Pater v. Baker {1847), 3 Cc. B. 831. 
Consd. Steward v. Young (1870), lL. Rh. 5 C. P. 1223 
Incandescent Gas Light Co. v. New Incandescent (Sunlight 
Patent) Gas Lighting Co. (1897), 76 L. T. 47; British Ry. 
Traffic & Electric Co. v. %e R. Cc. Co. & li, Cc. C., [1922) 
2K. 8B. 260. Refd. Blackham v. Pugh (1846), 2C. B. 611; 
Wren v. Weild (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 730; Allen v. Flood, 
{1898] A.C. 1; Shapiro v. La Morta (1923), 130 L. T. 622. 


2575. -|—In an action for slander of title 
deft. having issued an advertisement offering a 
reward for the production of a will of a deceased 
person whose property pltf. was about to sell as 
administrator after having been told by the 
attorney of the deceased that there was no will :— 
Held: the question was whether, after this, he 
had an honest & reasonable belief that there was 
a Wwill.—ATKINS v. PERRIN (1862), 3 F. & F. 179. 

2576. Statement founded on incorrect view of 
duty or legal right.|—(1) In case against a sur- 
veyor of highways, appointed under 7 & 8 Vict. 
c. 84, for the following words alleged to have been 
spoken by him at a public auction, in reference 
to certain unfinished houses at a place called Agar 
Town, which pltf. had put up for sale: ‘‘ My 
object in attending this sale is, to inform purchasers, 
if there be any here present, that I shall not allow 
purchasers, meaning persons who then might be 
disposed to purchase at the said sale the said house of 
plif., 830 exposed for sale as aforesaid, to be finished 
or occupied, until the roads are made good in Agar 
Town. I have no power to compel any one to 
make the roads; but I have power to stop the 
buildings until the roads are made. If there shall 
be any purchasers, they will have to keep the 
carcasses in their unfinished state until the roads 
are made’’; the judge at the trial allowed the 
declaration to be amended, under Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 23, by substituting for the words 
in italic, the words ‘‘ the houses’’ :—Held: such 
amendment was properly allowed. 
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Part XII.—SLanpER OF TITLE. 


In such a case, malice is not to be inferred from 
the circumstance of deft. having acted upon an 
incorrect view of his duty, founded upon an 
erroneous construction of the statute. 

(2) Unless he shows falsehoed & malice & an 
injury to himself pltf. shows no case to go to the 
j (MAULE, J.).—PATER v. BAKER (1847), 3 
O. B. 831; 16L. J.C. P. 124; 8L. T. 0.8. 449; 
: ated : ara a fers av. ¥ 

— 5 ward wv. 
Annom oC, P. 12% Gonsd. British Ry. ‘Traffic & Bests 

Oo. v. C. R. C. Co. & L. C. 0, [1922] 2K. B. 260. Refd 


Wren v. Welld (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 730; Shapiro 
». La Morta (1923), 130 L. T. 622. 


2577. -]—In an action for slander of title, 
by saying at the sale of a lease & assignment of 
premises, whereof deft. was the original lessor, 
the false & malicious words viz. that ‘‘ the whole of 
the covenants of this lease are broken, & I have 
served notice of ejectment; the premises will 
cost £70 to put them in repair’’; by reason of 
which false & malicious words the property 
fetched less than it otherwise would have done; 
the true question for the jury is, whether the words 
are false & malicious, & whether the special damage 
arose therefrom. 

In order to maintain an action of this kind there 
must be malice & falsehood & special damage must 
ensue therefrom (PARKE, B.).—BrRooK v. RAWL 
(1849), 4 Exch. 521; 19 L. J. Ex. 114; 14 L. T. 
O.S. 205; 154 E. R. 1320. . 


Anndiren :—Consd. Shapiro v. La Morta (1923), 130 L. T. 


2578. .}—A. died possessed of furniture 
in a beer shop. His widow, without taking out 
administration, continued in possession of the 
beer shop for three or four years, & then died, 
having whilst so in possession conveyed all the 
furniture by bill of sale to her landlords by way 
of security for a’ debt she had contracted with 
them. After the widow’s death, pltf. took out 
letters of administration to the estate of A., 
& informed deft., the landlords’ agent, that the 
bill of sale was invalid, as the widow had no 
title to the furniture. Subsequently pltf. was 
about to sell the furniture by auction, when deft. 
interposed to forbid the sale, & said that he claimed 
the goods for his principals under a bill of sale. 
On proof of these facts, in an action for slander of 
title, pltf. was nonsuited :—Held: the mere fact 
of deft.’s having been told before the sale that 
the bill of sale was mvalid, was no evidence of 
malice to be left to the jury, & pitf. was therefore 
properly nonsuited.—STEWARD v. YOUNG (1870), 
L.R.5C. P. 122; 39 L. J.C. P. 85; 22 L. T. 168; 
18 W. R, 492. 


Annotation :-—Refd. British Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. v. 
Cc. R. Cc. Co. & L. C. C., [1922] 2 K. B. 260. 


2579. Statements without reasonable & probable 
cause.|—The holder of a patent, the validity of 
which is not impeached who issues notices against 
purchasing certain articles alleging that they are 
infringements of his patent & threatening legal 
proceedings against those who purchase them, is 
not liable to an action for damages by the vendor 
of those articles for the injury done to the vendor’s 
trade by his issuing them, provided they are issued 
bond fide in the belief that the articles complained 
of are infringements of his patent. Nor is he 
liable to be restrained by injunction from con- 
tinuing to issue them until it is proved that they 
are untrue, so that this further issuing them would 
not be bond fide. 

An action for slander of title will not lie unless 
the statements made by deft. were not only untrue 
but were made without what is ordinarily expressed 
as reasonable & probable cause, & this rule applies 
not only to actions for slander of title strictly & 
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properly so called with reference to real estate, 
ut also to cases relating to personalty, or personal 
rights or privileges (BAGGALEY, L.J.).— HALSEY v. 
BROTHERHOOD (1881), 19 Ch. D. 886; 51 L. J. Ch. 
2338; 45 L. T. 640; 80 W. R. 279, C. A. 
Annotations :-—Apld. Anderson v. Liebig’s Extract of Meat 

Co. (1881), 45 f T. 757; Burnett v. Tak (1882), 45 L. T. 

743. Consd. Household & Rosher v. Fairburn & Hall 

(1884), 51 L. T. 498. Apld. Incandescent Gas Light Co. 
v. New Incandescent, (Sunlight Patent) Gas Light ss ee 
(1897), 76 L.T.47. Retd. Baker v. Pi batt 2T.L. R. 
733 ; Challender v. Royle (1887), 36 Ch. D. 425; Skinner 
v. Shew, 113 :‘ H 


[1893] 1 Ch. irschler v. Hertz vive es 
wood (1895), 11 T. L. R. 466; White v. Mellin (1895), 43 
W. R. 353; Ripley v. Arthur (1901), 45 Sol. Jo. 165; 


St. Mungo Manufacturing Co. v. Hutchison, Main (1908), 

25 R. P. C. 356; British Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. v. 

C. Rk. ©. Co. & L. C. C., [1922] 2 K. B. 260. Mentd. 

Walker v. Clarke (1887), 56 L. J. Ch. 239; Barrett v. 

Day, Day v. Foster (1890), 43 Ch. D. 435. 

2580. -|—Defts. issued a circular to their 
customers stating that they were unable to supply 
a particular electric bell, for which pltf. had 
obtained protection, as it had ‘‘ been proved to be 
an infringement ’”’ of another patented bell. Up 
to the date of the issue of the circular no action or 
proceeding had been commenced by any one 
against pltf. in respect of his bell. An action was 
afterwards commenced & then abandoned :— 
Held: as the alleged infringement had not been 
proved by any proper proceedings before the ct., 
there was no reasonable & probable cause for the 
statement in the circular, & pltf. was entitled to 
damages.—CRAMPTON v. SWETE & MAIN (1888), 
58 L. T. 516. 

2581. Statement made with indirect or dis- 
honest motive.|—GrEERS, LTD. v. PEARMAN & 
CoRDER, LTp., No. 2552, ante. 





(b) Claim of Right by Defendant. 

2582. Not actionable.|—BANISTER v. BANISTER 
(1583), cited 4 Co. Rep. at p. 17a; 76 E. R. 899. 
Annotations :—Refd. Gerard v. Dickenson (1590), 4 Co. Rep. 

18a; Davis v. Gardiner (1593), 4 Co. Rep. 16 b; Sneade 

v. Badley (1615), 3 Bulst. 74; Nelson v. Staff (1617), 

Cro. Jac. 422; Humphrys v. Stanfeild (1637), Cro. Car. 469. 

2583. ——— Though no right in fact-~Unless 
claim made mala fide.|—-In an action for slander of 
title pltf. declared that he was in treaty with 8. 
for a lease of the manor of A. at so much rent & 
that deft. knowing of the treaty published these 
words, ‘‘I have a lease of the manor of A. for 
ninety-nine years’’ & published a lease for 90 
years supposed to be made by one seised of the 
same manor before pltf. purchase thereof to her 
late husband E. & offered to sell it, whereas in 
truth deft. knew it to be forged by reason whereof 
the said S. did not proceed in the treaty for a 
lease. Deft. by her plea traversed that she knew 
the lease to be a forgery. Upon demurfer :—Held : 
(1) if deft. had said she herself had title though it 
were false, no action would lie & though it appeared 
by deft.’s bar that she had no title yet that would 
not make a count insufficient to maintain the action 
good ; (2) but the action lay because it was alleged 
that deft. knew of the treaty for a lease with S. 
& the lease which she pee as a good lease 
was a counterfeit one by which the treaty was 
broken off.—GERARD v. DICKENSON (1590), 4 
Co. Rep. 18a; Cro. Eliz. 196; 76 B. R. 903. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Dbtd. Nurse v. Pounford (1629), 

Het. 161. Refd. Smith v. B pooner (1810), 3 Taunt. 246 ; 

Pitt v. Donovan (1813), 1 M. & S. 639; Blackham v. 

Pugh (1846), 2 C. B. 611; Bathishill v. Reed (1856), 25 

L. J.C. P. 290; Wren v. Weild (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 730; 

Incandescent Gas Light Incandescent (Sun- 

light Patent) Gas Light Co. (1897), 76 L. T. 47. As 

to (2) Consd. Wren v. Weild (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 730. 

Refd. British Ry. Traffic & Electric Co. v. C. R. C. Co. & 

L. C. C., [1922] 2 K. B. 260. Generally, Mentd. Cropper v. 

Matthews (1658), 2 Sid. 127; Green v. Button (1835), 2 

Cr. M. & R. 707; Malachy v. Soper (1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 
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Agents. : . See AGENcY. 


Baileee . ‘ ; », BAILMENT. 
Bankers . : ; », BANKERS, 
Brokera . . . 4, AGENCY; INSURANCE; 


SALE oF Goops; 
Stock EXcHANGE, 


Builders . ; : », BUILDING CONTRACTS. 

Carriers . : ; »» CARRIERS. 

Companies ‘ . yy COMPANTES, 

Factors . P ‘ » AGENCY; SALE oF 
Goons. 

Innkeepers : - 4, INNS AND INNKEEPERS. 


Insurance Companies See CoMPANIES; INSUR- 


ANCE. 
Maritime Lien . . 4, SHIPPING. 
Mortgagees ; ‘ » MORTGAGE. 
Sale of Land . . 5, SALE OF LAND. 
Solicitors : - 4, SOLICITORS. 
Stockbrokers. ‘ »» STOCK EXCHANGE. 
Stoppage in transitu . ,, SALE OF GOODS. 
Suretyship ; - 5, GUARANTEE. 
Trustees . : . 4, TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES. 
Vendors of Goods : »» SALE OF GOODS. 
Work and Labour . » WORK AND LABOUR. 


Part |—In General. 


1. Lien in equity—Same meaning as at law.] 
—In an issue out of Chancery to try a question 
of lien, the term is to be understood in its legal 
sense, which imports an authority either to possess 
or to retain.—Re Hotmes, Ex p. Heywoop 
(1815), 2 Rose, 355; sub nom. HoLvann’s & 
HUMBLE’S ASSIGNEES v, , 1 Stark. 143, N. P. 


Annotations :—Refd. Malcolm v, Scott (1843), 3 Hare, 39. 
Moatd. Frith v. Forbes (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 793. 


2. Governed by same rules as at law.|— 
Construction of clause in a charterparty, whereby 
the parties ‘‘ mutually bound themselves, especi- 
ally the owners the ship & tackle, & the freighter 
the goods to be taken on board,” in a penal sum, 
‘““to the true & punctual performance of every 
article therein contained,’ not to give to the ship- 
owners any lien in equity, on the goods brought 








home, either for dead freight, or demurrage :— 
Held: only one construction of the clause, at law 
& in equity. 


As to liens on the goods of one man in the 


possession of another, I know of no difference 
between the rules of decision in cts. of law, & in cts. 
of equity. . . . Lien, in its proper sense, is a right 
which the law gives. But it is usual to speak of 
lien by contract, though that be more in the nature 
of an agreement for a pledge (GRANT, M.R.).— 
GLADSTONE v, BIRLEY (1817), 2 Mer. 401; 35 
EB. R. 993; previous proceedings, sub nom. BIRLEY 
v. GLADSTONE (1814), 3 M. & S. 205. 

Annotations :—Refd. Giles v. Grover (1832), 2 Moo. & S. 


197; McLean & Hope v. Fleming (1871), L. R. 2 Sc. & 
Div. 128. 


Equitable lien.]—See Part V., post, 


Part Il—Legal or Possessory Lien Generally. 


Sect. 1.—DEFINITION AND NATURE. 
SUB-SECT. 1,— DEFINITION, 


3. Right to possess or retain goods of another 
—Till claim satisfiled.|—It is a contradiction in 
terms to say a man has a lien upon his own goods, 
or a right to stop his own goods in transitu. If 
the goods be his, he has a right to the possession 
of them whether eet be in transitu or not; he 
has a right to sell or dispose of them as he pleases, 
without the option of any other person; but he 
who has a lien only on goods has no right so to do ; 
he can only retain them till the original price be 
paid. . . . Liens at law exist only in cases where 
the party entitled to them has the possession of 
the goods; & if he once part with the possession 
after the lien attaches, the lien is gone (BULLER, J.). 
—LICKBARROW v. MASON (1793), as reported in 
6 East, 20,n.; 102 BE. R. 1191, H. L. 

Annotations :—Retd. Walley v. Montgomery (1803), 3 Kast, 
585 ; Giles v. Grover (1832),9 Bing. 128; Re Knight, Hz p. 
Golding, Davis (1880), 42 L. T. 270. 'Mentd. Salomons 
v. Nissen (1788), 2 Term Rep. 674; Slubey v. Heyward 
(1795), 2 Hy. Bi. 504; Bird v. Appleton (1800), 1 Kast, 
111; Ooxe v. Harden (1803), 4 Kast, 211; Newsom t. 
Thornton (1805), 6 East, 17; Christy v. Row (1808), 
b, taunt, 200; dancin Coleg (1819), 2M. & S140 

. Thompso ; ; ; : 

Willan (1819), 1 Chit. 638; Morison v. Gray (1824), 


9 Moore, C. P. 484; Bloxam v. Sanders (1825), 4 B. & C. 
941; Re Westzynthius (1833), 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 644; 
Saunders v, Smith (1838), 7 L. J. Ch. 227; Gibson v. 
Carruthers (1841), 8 M. & W. 321; Brown v. Clarke 
1843), 7 Jur. 1043; Thompson v. Dominy (1845), 14 
M. & W. 403; Grant ». Norway (1851), 10 C. B. 665 ; 
Gurney v. Behrend (1854), 3 K. & B. 622; Griffiths v. 
Perry (1859), 1 E. & E. 680; He North British Australa- 
sian Co., Ex p. Swan (1859), 7 C. B. N. S. 400; Tayler 
v. Great Indian Peninsular Ky. (1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 285 ; 
Swan v. North British Australasian Co. (1863), 2 H. & 
C.175; The ‘Tigress (1863), Brown & Lush. 38; The Marie 
Joseph (1866), Brown. & Lush. 449; Tho Figlia Maggiore 
(1868), L. R.g A. & E.106; Rodger v. Comptoir D’Escompte 
de Paris (1869), L. R. 2 P. C. 393; The Freedom (1871), 
I. R. 3 P. C. 594; Chartered Bank of India, Australia 
& China v. Henderson (1874), L. R. 5 P. C. 501; Goodwin 
v. Robarts (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 337; Arnold v. Cheque 
Bank, Arnold v. City Bank (1876), 1 C. P. D. 578; Leask 
v. Scott (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 376; Re Cock, Ex p. Rosevear 
China Clay Co. (1879), 11 Ch. D. 560; Glyn, Mills, Currie 
v. East & West India Dock Co. (1882), 7 oar Cas. 591; 
Cassaboglou v. Gibb (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 797; Sewell v. 
Burdick ees 10 App. Cas. 74; N&hmaschinen Fabrik 
Act. v. Pickford & Lee & Harris (1888), 4 T. L. R. 617; 
Bank of England v. Vagliano, [1891] A. C. 107; Bristol 
& West of England Bank v. Mid. Ry. (1891), 65 L. T. 234; 
Nash v. De Froville, [1900] 2 Q. B. 72; Farquharson v. 
King, (1902] A. C. 325; Rimmer v. Webster, [1902] 2 
Ch. 163; Booth S.S. Co. v. Cargo Fleet Iron Co., [19186] 
2 K. B. 570; London Joint Stock Bank v. Macmillan & 
Arthur, {1918} A. C. 777; Diamond Alkali Export Corpn. 
v. Bourgeois, [1921] 3 K. B. 443; MoDonald v. Nash, 
1924) A. C. 625; Commonwealth Trust v. Akotey (1925), 
4 L. J. P. C. 187. 


PART I. 
a. Lien on of S .J}—The goods of the Sovereign cannot be detained under a claim for lien.—R. v. FRagER 
(1877), 11 Ne R. ae & C5, isi. ; 


218 Lizn. 


Sect. 1.—Definition and nature: Sub-sect.2. Sects. 
2&8: Sub-sect.1, A. & B. (a).) 


or even if no day of payment be named he may, 

upon waiting a reasonable time & taking the 

proper steps, realise his debt in like manner 

(MELLOR, J.).—-DONALD v. SUCKLING (1866), 

L. R. 1 Q. B. 585; 7B. & 8. 7838; 35 L. J. Q. B, 

232; 14 L. T. 772; 30 J. P. 565; 12 Jur. N.S. 

7905; 15 W. R. 18. 

Annotations :—Refd. Halliday v. Holgate (1868), L. R. 8 
Exch. 299; Webb vw. Whinney (PEGS), 18 L. T. 523; 
Mulliner v. Florence (1878), 3 2: . D. 484; Burdick v. 
Sewell (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 363 ; The Odessa, The Woolston, 
1916) 1 A.C. 145; Whiteley v. Hilt, [1918] 2 K. B. 808. 

entd, Cox v. Liddell (1895), 2 Mans. 212; Deverges v. 
Sandeman, Clark, [1902] 1 Ch. 579; Ponsford, Baker v. 
Union of London & Smiths Bank (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 724. 

ate }—HaALLipay v. Horeate, No, 23, 
ante. 

28. ee ee difference between pledge & 
lien is that in lien no property passes (LORD 
ESHER, M.R.).—YUNGMANN v. BRIESEMANN (1892), 
67 L. T. 642; 41 W. R. 148; 4R. 119, C. A. 
ain :—Consd. Lord’s Trustee v. G. E. Ry., [1908] 2 


29. .|—[A pledge] creates no jus in re 
in favour of the pledgee ; it gives him no more than 
& jus in rem such as a lienholder possesses, but 
with the added incident, that he can sell the 
property motu proprio & without any assistance 
from the ct. (LORD MERSEY).—THE ODESSA, THE 
WOooOLsToNn, [1916] 1 A.C. 145; 85L. J. P. ©. 49; 
114 L. T. 10; 32 T. L. R. 103; 60 Sol. Jo. 292; 
13 . M. L. C. 215, P. C.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
THE ODEssA, THE CAPE Corso, [1915] P. 52. 
Annotations :—Mentd. The Clan Grant (Part Cargo Ix.) 

(1915), 31 T. L. R. 321; The Kumaeus (1915), 85 L. J. P. 

130; The Linaria (Part Cargo Ex.) (1915), 31 T. L. R. 

396 ; The Sorfareren (1915), 85 L. J. P. 121; The Zamora, 

{19163 2 A. C. 77; The Derfflinger (No. 2) (1918), 87 

. J. P. C. 195; Tho Litzow, [1918] A. C. 435; The 

Parchim, (1918} A. C. 157; The Dirigo, The H al, 

etc., [1919] P. 204; The Palm Branch, [1919] A. C. 272; 

The Hilding, etc. (Part Cargoes Ex.)(1920), 37 T. L. R. 199; 

The Orteric, [1920] A. C. 724; The Urna, [1920] A. C. 

899; The Kronprinsessan Margareta, The Parana, etc., 

[1921] 1 A. C. 486. 

See, generally, PAWNS & PLEDGES. 

See, also, No. 2, ante. 

Lien created by agreement— Whether registration 
necessary as bill of sale.|—See BiLLs oF SALE, 
Vol. VII., pp. 18, 19. 








SEcT. 2.—HOW AND WHEN ARISING. 
General lien.]—-See Part III., Sect. 2, post. 
Particular lien.]—See Part IV., Sects. 2, 3, post. 
Extension of particular to general Hen.]—See 

Part III., Sect. 4, post. 


SEctT. 3.—ESSENTIAL INCIDENTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—POSSESSION. 
A. In General. 

80. General rule.|—A factor has no lien on 
goods for a general balance, unless they come into 
his actual possession; & if, in consideration of 
goods being consigned to him, he accept bills 
drawn by the consignor, & pay part of the freight 
after they arrive, & become insolvent before the 
bills are due, & before the goods get into his actual 
possession, the consignor may stop them in tran- 
SEE EES SORTER ADDE IG oo IE SH Aa 


PART II. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. 


TINSOX, 
301. General rule.}—There can be no (1 


902), 40 N. 8. R. 


lien without possession —ENGLISH 30 iff P 

. e [eee IPER et. 
CLARK 1.—OAN. (910), 1a We be Beas 
80 iv. ———.}—To vonstitute a lien on 


(1862), 12 C. P. 45 


30 il. ---McKENZIE », 





Mat: 


MATTINBSON 


situ.—KINLOCH v. CRAIG (1789), 8 Term Rep. 

119; lOO E. R. 487; sds Sug Ae 8 ee 

3 Term Rep. 783; 4 Bro. Parl. 47, H. L. 
notations :—Consd. Sweet v. Pym (1800), 1 East, 4. 

ld. Feise v. Wray (1802), 3 East, 93. Distd. Hammonds 

v. Barclay xt 802), 2 Kast, 227. Apld. Patten v. Thompaon 

(1816), 6 M. & 8. 350; Nichols v. Clent ea 3 Price, 

647, Distd. Bryane v. Nix (1839), 4M. & W. 776. Refd. 

M‘Combie v. Davies (1805), 7 East, 6. 

31. .]—An issue out of Chancery, on the 
question whether S. had at a particular time any 
lien on certain goods or their produce, must be 
found in the negative, if S. was not in possession 
of the goods or their produce, whatever equitable 
interest he might have in them.—HEYWooD v. 
WARING (1815), 4 Camp. 291, N. P. 

Annotation :—Reld. Giles v. Grover (1832), 9 Bing. 128. 
32. -]—The owner of a vessel has no lien 

for the hire stipulated by charterparty for the 

voyage, on the goods shipped by the charterer ; 
because the latter is the owner of the ship for the 
voyage, & the first owner has no possession of 
the ship or goods, without which there can be no 

lien.—HvuTron v. Braae (1816), 7 Taunt. 14; 

2 Marsh. 839; 129 H. R. 6. 

Annotations :—Distd. Tate »v. Meek (1818), 2 Moore, C. P. 
278; Saville v. Campion (1819), 2 B. & Ald. 503; Faith 
v. East India Co. (i821), 4 B. & Ald. 630. Dbtd. Christie 
vw. Lewis (1821), 2 Brod. & Bing. 410. Consd. Belcher v. 
Capper (1842), 4 Man. & G. 502. Apld. The Alan Ker, 
How v. Kirchner (1857), 30 L. T. O. S. 296. Refd. 
Crawshay v. Homfray (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 50; Dean v. 


Hoge (1334), 10 Bing. 345; Thompson v. Small (1845), 
ae B. 328; The Great Kastorn (1868), L. R. 2 A. & E. 


33. .}—As to lien, it is an exception to 
the general rule of law in favour of certain trades, 
& it is always coupled with the possession of the 
party who has a right to detain. He has no right 
to take clothes in wear. In the case put in argu- 
ment, of a basket or bundle in debtor’s hand, I 
am of opinion the innkeeper would have no right 
to detain it (LORD ABINGER, C. B.).—SUNBOLF v. 
ALFORD (1838), 3 M. & W. 248; 1 Horn & II. 
13; 2 J. P. 186; 2 Jur. 110; 150 BE. R. 1135; 
sub nom. TUNBOLF v. ALFORD, 7 L. J. Ex. 60. 














Annotations :—Retd. Broadwood v. Granara (1854), 19 
Hae 39. Mentd. Spitzer v. Chaffers (1863), 14 C. B. N.S. 
84. ——-.]}—ORCHARD v. RACKSTRAW, No. 389, 

post. 

85. -J}—There can be no lien upon any 


property unless it is in the possession of the party 
who claims the lien (LORD CHELMSFORD, U.).— 
SHaw v. NEALE (1858), 6 H. L. Cas. 581; 27 
L, J. Ch, 444; 31 L. T. O. 8S. 190; 4 Jur. N.S. 
695; 6 W. RR. 635; 10 E. R. 1422, H. L. ; varying 
(1855), 20 Beav. 157. 

Annotations :—Refd. Turner v. Letts (1855), 20 Beay. 185; 


North v. Stewart (1890), 15 App. Cas. 452 ; Briacoe v. Briscoe, 
1892] 3 Ch. 543: Re ht ». Gardner, [1892] 


Ch. 368; Moguerditchian v. Lightbound, (1917) 2 K. B. 
oes. Mentd. Beavan v. Oxford (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 


Hopkinson v. Rolt (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 514; Monzies 
v. Lightfoot (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 459. 


See, further, AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 551 ; SHIPPING. 

86. What constitutes possession—Goods brought 
on to premises by contractor.}|—In trover by-the 
assignees of 8S. against the London Dock Co., to 
recover certain engines, machinery, implemente, 
& materials, the cause having been referred by 
order of Nisi Prius, the arbitrator found that a 
contract had been entered into between S. & the 
bkpt., & the London Dock Co., to execute certain 
works required for the formation of an entrance 
to the Docks, & to provide the materials for the 


v. McKenziz any property the property must be in 
oe he poseeenion oa the Darty who. ee 
OBERTS 6 lien—Re Dabdia Bipexr 

—CAN, Raln Bose v. Leisk (1868), 2 Hyde, 


367.—IND. 


Part IT.—Lrcat or Posszssory Lien GENERALLY. 


purpose, in consideration of £52,200 & of being 
allowed to appropriate certain materials to his own 
use. The engineer of the co. was to be the sole 
judge of the works, & to have the power of rejecting 
any materials or work not in his own opinion 
conformable to the plans & specifications, & to 
rovide other materials in lieu of those rejected, 
to employ competent persons to perform the 
work, if 8. failed to do so; in which case the costs 
or amount thereof was to be deducted from the 
sum to become due to him under that contract. 
The directors were to be at liberty to alter the 
plans, & thereby add to or diminish any part of the 
works, in which case a proportionate addition or 
deduction was to be made to or from the sum to be 
paid to 8. according to the schedule of prices 
contained in the specification. 8. commenced the 
works & placed on the premises steam engines, 
rail roads, materials & Meee necessary for 
carrying on the works. The co.’s engineer super- 
intended the works & examined the materials 
brought upon the premises by 8., & rejected such 
as he thought were not proper for the purpose. 
The whole of the premises where the works were 
carried on & upon which the machinery & materials 
were placed, belonged to the co. During the 
progress of the works, advances were made by 
the co. to 8. on application, beyond the sum he 
was entitled to receive; he referring them by 
letter to the engines, rail roads, implements & 
materials lying on the premises, & stating the 
particulars of which they consisted, as their 
security for those advances, & agreeing that all 
the engines, implements & materials upon the 
Oasis should be a security for such advances. 
. became bkpt. before the works were completed, 
upon which the dock co. erased S.’s name from the 
implements, etc., & took possession of the engines, 
materials, implements, etc., then on their premises. 
The co. were always in advance to S. to an amount 
exceeding the value of the property on the 
premises.—Held: defts. were entitled to insist 
on the lien given to them on the engines, materials, 
etc., as a security for their advances, & there was 
a sufficient possession by defts. to support the 
lien; & pltfs. were not entitled to recover such 
engines materials, etc., but they were entitled to 
recover for such of the materials as were brought 
upon deft.’s premises after the bkpcy.—CrOoWFOOT 
v. Lonpon Dock Co. (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 637; 
4 Tyr. 967; 4L. J. Ex. 267; 149 BE. R. 915. 
Annotations :—Retd. Hawthorn v. Newcastle-upon-Tyne & 

N. Shields Ry. (1840), 2 Ry. & Can. Cas. 288. entd. 

Lunn v. Thornton (1844), 14 L. J. C. P. 161, 

Lien on building materials generally, see BuILD- 
ING Contracts, Vol. VII., pp. 414 e¢ seq. 

87. —— Goods stored on land leased by 
claimant—Effect of agreement.]—A railway co. by 
& “ledger agreement’* opened a credit account 
with a coal merchant for the carriage of his coal, 
the co. to have a continual lien upon the coal 
conveyed on their lines or being at any time on 
ground rented of the co. for all charges due to them, 
& to be at liberty to sell & dispose of any of the 
coal to satisfy the lien, with the right to close the 
account by giving one day’s notice. By separate 
agreements the co. let to the merchant allotments 
within the railway yard for the purpose only of 


stacking & dealing with the coal. The co. had the 
keys of the y gates & kept them locked at 
certain times. The payments being in arrear, 


the co. closed the account, locked the gates, & 
detained the coal :—Held: the inference of fact 
from the circumstances was that both parties 
intended the co.’s right of detainer to be preserved 


& if necessary enforced against the coal while 
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in the railway yard; the ledger agreement con- 
ferred no licence to take possession of personal 
chattels or charge or equity thereon & was not a 
bill of sale within Bills of Sale Act, 1878 (c. 31), 
& the trustee in the merchant’s bkpcy. had no 
claim against the co. in respect of the detainer. 

I cannot perceive any necessary dependency 
between the occupation of a piece of land & the 
exclusive possession of chattels which lie on it 
(LorD LOREBURN, C.).—GREAT HASTERN Ry. Co. 
v. LorD’s TRUSTEE, [1909] A. C. 109; 78 L. J. 
K. B. 160; 100 L. T. 180; 25 T. L. R. 176; 
16 Mans. 1, H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. LorD 
(TRUSTEE OF) v. GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co., [1908] 
2K. B. 64; C. A. 

Anncalion :~—Mentd. Tilley v. Bowman, (1910) 1 K. B. 
5. 


For necessity for possession in maritime liens, 
see SHIPPING. 

Effect of parting with possession.]—See Sect. 9, 
sub-sect. 2, post. 


B. Nature of Possession. 
(a) Possession Must be Rightful. 


88. General rule.|—An assignment of goods 
at sea as a collateral security for a debt, & a subse- 
quent indorsement of a bill of lading, are good as 
against the assignees of the assignor, who com- 
mitted an act of bkpcy. between the assignment 
of the goods & the indorsement of the bill of lading. 
Goods delivered to a person claiming them wrong- 
fully, who pays freight & other charges, cannot 
be detained for those expenses against the rightful 
owner.—-LEMPRIERE v. PastEy (1788), 2 Term 
Rep. 485; 100 B. R. 262. 

Annotations :—Apld. Nichols v. Clent (1817), 3 Price 
Refd. Walley . Montgomery (1803), 3 Kast, 585; Lucas 
v. Dorrien (1817), 7 Taunt. 278; Belcher v. Copper 
(1842), 4 Man. & G, 502; Peruvian Guano Co. v. Dreyfus 
a eae ee oe 
(1834 ae Ad. & ED "883; Belcher v. Oldficld (1839), 6 
Bing. N. C. 102. 

(1809), 2 


39. .|—GRIFFITHS v. 
Selwyn’s N. P., 13th ed. 1320. 

4) -J—(1) Where several goods, belong- 
ing to one owner, are carried the same voyage, 
a delivery of part docs not defeat the lien upon the 
remainder for the whole freight. But if there be 
two contracts to carry, with different termini to 
the voyage in each contract, no lien attaches for 
freight under the one contract, upon goods shipped 
under the other & improperly detained on board 
by the carrier. 

(2) Goods are divested of a lien by complete 
delivery. It is for the jury to say whether there 
has been a complete delivery. _ 

(3) If the goods were originally improperly 
carried on, no lien would attach, for no lien can be 
obtained by a wrongful possession (BOLLAND, B.). 
-~—BERNAL v. Prm (1835), 1 Gale, 17. 

41. -——_.]—Upon an indictment for larceny, 
it appeared that the prisoner had been entrusted by 
the wife of the prosecutor to repair an umbrella. 
After the repairs were finished, & it had been 
returned to the prosecutor’s wife, a dispute arose 
as to the bargain made. The prisoner thereupon 
carried away the umbrella as a security for the 
amount alleged by him to be due for repairing it : 
—Held : if the jury were of opinion that the taking 
by prisoner was an honest assertion of his right, 
they were to find him not guilty, but if it was only 
a colourable pretence to obtain possession, then 
to convict him.—R. v. WADE (1869), 11 Cox, 0. C. 
549. 


547, 


HYDE 








e 
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Sect. 3.—Essential incidents: Sub-sect. 1, B. (a), 
(b) & (c).] 

42. Wrongful possession—Obtained by mis- 

representation.|—If a man gets possession of a 
Hine by misrepresentation, he cannot retain it, 
as having a lien upon it, although under the cir- 
cumstances, he might have done so, had he come 
by it fairly. Semble: if A. is under acceptance to 
B. he may retain money of B.’s in his hands to 
discharge it, either until the bill is delivered up 
to him, or until he receives a bond of indemnity 
against being sued upon it.—MaDDEN v. KEMPSTER 
(1807), 1 Camp. 12, N. P. 

43, ——— Obtained by agent after bankruptcy 
of principal—Through act* of principal.) — An 
actual possession given to a factor by a carrier by 
order of the shipper, after his, the shipper’s, 
bkpcy., is not such a possession as will give him a 
lien against the assignees although the goods were 
shipped on account of the factor, & bills had been 
accepted by him on the faith of it. Such an order 
rather operates to defeat his claim of lien, as being 
an act- of ownership exercised by bkpt. Nor is a 
delivery to a master of a vessel, where the consignor 
has written to the consignee apprising him that 
he has consigned to him & requesting him on the 
faith of such consignment to accept bills, which he 
accordingly accepts & pays, such a constructive 
delivery to a consignee as will give him a lien 
against the assignees—it is not within the principle 
of the cases which decide that an equitable right 
will supply the deficiency of an actual delivery, 
in support of a well-founded lien not perfected by 
possession. Letters advising of a consi ent 
of goods to a party who has accepted bills on the 
faith of such consignment are not equivalent in 
effect to bills of lading endorsed.—NICHOLS v, 
CLENT (1817), 3 Price, 547; 146 B. R. 348. 
Annotation :—Distd. Bryans v. Nix (1839), 4 M. & W. 775. 


44, ——__ ——— Through act of agent.]—Defts., 
on Oct. 15, as brokers of M., purchased, by his 
advice, & on his account, goods of D. & Co., 
& agreed with them that the goods should remain 
on the premises of the latter for one month rent 
free; & that M., after that time, should pay for the 
room they should occupy, until their removal. 
The invoice was made out to M. From Nov. 7 
to Nov. 11, defts. shipped part of the goods by 
order of M., who directed that the residue should 
be left on the premises of D. & co. till further 
orders from him. Defts. soon afterwards were 
requested by D. & co. to remove the residue of the 
goods, but defts. did not then comply with that 
request. A docket was struck against M. on 
Dec. 6; & on Dec. 9 & 10, defts., without any order 
from M., removed part of the residue to their own 
premises. On Dec. 10, a commission of bkpcy. 
issued against M. :—Held: defts. had no possession 
on which to found their claim, as brokers, to a lien 
on the goods so purchased.—TAYLOR v. ROBINSON 
ey aoa 648; 2 Moore, C. P. 730; 129 


E 

45. Obtained in an assumed character.]— 
A person can have no right of lien over property 
which he acquires in an assumed character. or by 
vornous means CORD NDEURST, C.).—WICKENS 
v. TOWNSHEND ( 1 Russ. & M. 361; 39 
BE. R. 140, L. C. ‘ ‘ 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Birt, Birt v. Burt (1883 , 22 Ch. D. 
604; Mackenzie ». Mackintosh (1891), 4 L. .. sigs 





PART II, saa ? porcner: 1— LL. R. 339; 4D. L. R. 105.—CAN, 
« (a). 


Lien. 


48.-——— Obtained by tortious means.j|— 
WICKENS v. TOWNSHEND, No. 45, ante. 

47, ——_ Obtained through wrongful act of 
third party.]—-A. under colour of a Jegal proceeding, 
having wrongfully seized the horse of B., took it to 
an inn where it was kept for several days. O., the 
landlord, refused to deliver up the horse to B. upon 
a demand made soon after the delivery to him, 
but a few days afterwards offered to give up the 
horse to B. on being paid the sum of 10a. for the 
keep :—Held: C. had a lien upon the horse for 
the keep, unless he knew that A. was a wrong-doer 
in seizing the horse.—JOHNSON v. HILL (1822), 8 


ee a i. Broadwood »v. Granara (1854), 10 
Annotat — . Broadwood v. Grana 5 
"Exch. 417. Rata. Turrill v. Crawley (1849), 13 Q. B. 197. 


48. .}—A person has no right to 
keep the property of another, & charge for the 
standing of it, unless there was a previous bargain 
between him & the owner of the property, or 
between him & some agent authorised by the 
owner. 

A. put a phaeton into the possession of M. for 
him to paint it, & paid M. beforehand for the 
painting. M. never painted it, but placed it on 
the premises of B., where it stood three months :— 
Held: B. had no lien on the phaeton for his 
charge for the standing of it, unless the jury were 
satisfied that M. placed it there by the authority 
of A.—BuUXTON v. BAUGHAN (1834), 6 OC. & P. 
674, N. P. 

Annotations :—Distd. Keene v. Thomas, {1905] 1 K. B. 
136. Consd. Cassils & Sassoon v. Holden Wood Bleaching 
Co. (1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 834; Pennington v. Reliance 
Motor Works, (1923) 1 K. B. 127. 

Deed deposited with bank—lIn 

breach of trust.]—See BANKERS, Vol. III., p. 290, 

Nos. 900 & 901. 

Estoppel of bailee from setting up title adverse to 
ballor.|—See BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 100 et seg. 














(b) Possession for Particular Purpose. 
See Sect. 8, sub-sect. 2, post. 


(c) Possession Must be Continuous. 

49. General rule.|] — A., having repaired a 
carriage for B., allows him to take it away from 
time to time; he cannot afterwards detain it for 
the amount of the repairs; neither can he detain 
it upon a claim for standage, without an express 
contract to pay for standage or unless the owner 
leaves it upon the premises beyond a reasonable 
time after notice.—HARTLEY v. HircuHcock (1816), 
1 Stark. 408, N. P. 


Annotation :—Refd. British Empire Shipping Co. v. Somes 
(1858), EB. B. & EH. 353. 





50. ——-.]—-JACKSON v. CUMMINS, No. 328, 
ost, 
af 51. .}—The labour & skill employed on a 


racehorse by a trainer are a good foundation for a 
lien; but, if by usage or contract the owner may 
send the horse to run at any race he chooses, & 
may select the jockey, the trainer has no continuing 
right of possession, &, consequently, no lien. 

It is a well established principle that, without 
the right of continuing possession, there can be no 
right of lien (COLERIDGE, J.).—FORTH v. SIMPSON 
(1849), 13 Q. B. 680; 18 L. J. Q. B. 263; 13 
L, T. O. S. 187; 13 Jur. 1024; 116 H.R. 1423. 


iona :-~—Retd. Lord’s Trusteo v. G.E. Ry., [1908 


Annotat 
2 K. B. 64; Hatton v. Car Maintenance Co. (1914), 3 
T, L. R. 278. : 


the right of continuing possession, or 


: the continuing right of sacesion.— 
421. Wrongful possession—Obtained PART Il. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1. KATZMAN 0. MANNIE (1919), 460. L. R. 
by mtsrepresentation.|}—Pooock v. No- B. (0). 121; 17 O. W.N. 363. 7 
VITZ (1912), 21 W. L. R. 418; & Sask. 49 i. General rule-—A lien implies 
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62. Effect of owner’s right to remove chattel 
from time to time—Horse at livery—Effect of special 
eager Re mare having been placed with a 
livery stable keeper, who advanced money to the 
owner; it was agreed that she should remain as 
a security for the repayment of the sum advanced, 
-& for the expenses of her keep :—Held: the stable 


keeper had a lien on the mare.—Downarry v,- 


CROWTHER (1826), 11 Moore. C. P. 479; 4 L. J. 
Oo. S. C. P. 184. 

58. J—A livery stable keeper has a 
lien for the keep & exercise of a horse sent to him 
for the purpose of being trained. 

In the case of a livery stable keeper there is no 
lien, because the horse is subject to the control 
of the owner, & may be taken out by him; & 
the first time it goes away, there is an end of the 
lien. But, a man who has a horse for training, 
has a lien for the keep & exercise of it. If a man 
buys property which is in the hands of a third 
person, who sets up an unfounded claim, & will not 
deliver unless that claim is paid, the purchaser 
is bound to give notice to the seller, & cannot, 
after several months, go & pay the demand; 
because he may, by his delay, deprive the seller 
of his evidence of the incorrectness of the claim. 
If a man has an article delivered to him, on the 
improvement of which he has to bestow trouble 
& expense, he has a right to detain it until his 
demand is paid (BEsT, C.J.)—BEVAN v. WATERS 
(1828),3 C. & P. 520; Mood. & M. 235, N. P. 


Annotations :—Apld. Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 
270. Consd. Jackson v. Cummins (1839), 5 M. & W. 342. 
Refd. Judson »v. Etheridge (1833), 3 Tyr. 954; Sanderson 
v. Bell (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 304. Mentd. Coates v. Birch 
(1841) Q. B. 252; Dwyer v. Collins (1852), 7 Exch. 
639; Roupoll v. Haws (1863), 3 F. & F. 784. 


.}] — ORCHARD  v. 














54. RACKSTRAW, 
No. 389, post. 

5 Horse’ for 
LaTrour, No. 203, post. 





training.|—JACOoBs  v. 











._—_— .|—BEVAN v. WATERS, No. 53, 
ante, 
57. ——.|—JACKSON v. CummMmiNs, No. 
328, post. 
8. ——.]—FortTH v. Simpson, No. 51, 
ante, 
59. ——— Innkeeper’s lien on horse.]|—A man 


goes to an inn, with two racehorses, & a groom, 
in the character of guest. They remain there for 
several months, taking the horses out every day 
for exercise & training, & being occasionally 
absent for several days together at races in different 
parts of the country, but always with the intention 
of returning to the inn :—Held: (1) in the absence 
of evidence of any alteration in the relation of the 
parties, that of innkeeper & guest must be presumed 
to continue; & the occasional absences did not 
destroy the innkeeper’s lien upon the horses for 
his bill; (2) the fact of the innkeeper’s having 
claimed a lien for the whole time, when in truth 
he was entitled for a part of it only, was not such 
an excess of claim as to dispense with a tender of 
that which was really due.—ALLEN v. SMITH 
(1863), 1 New Rep. 404; 9 Jur. N. S. 1284; 11 
W. R. 440, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Rumsey v. N. E. Ry. (1863), 


14 C. B. N.S. 641. As to (2) Refd. Kinnaird v. Trollope 
(1889), 42 Ch. D. 610. 
60. —— Lien on wagons passing over rail- 


way.|—The P. co, took proceedings in the ct. of the 


551. Effect of owner's right to remove 
chattel from time to time—Horse for 
patios & }~In order to give a trainer of 
a racehorse a right of lien over the 
horse for services rendered in respect 
of training, ho must have the right to 


of the horse.—M 


continuous & uninterrupted possession 
ALONE v. IvEY (1890), 
16 V. L. R. 192.—AU5S. 


55 ii. ——-  ———-.]—A__ continuing 
right of possession of the animal must 
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Railway & Canal Commission against the London 
& North-Western Ry. co., complaining of an undue 
preference in the rates charged to the P. co., & 
asking for return of the overcharges. In the course 
of this litigation, certain interlocutory applications 
were made to compel the railway co. to distinguish 
the component elements of certain rates in their 
books, These interlocutory applications were 
dismissed with costs. The P. co. appealed, & it 
was arranged that the original application should 
stand over until the appeals had been heard. In 
the meantime, negotiations for a settlement were 
entered into which ended in a compromise by 
which the railway co. reduced the amount of their 
claim for rates by the sum of £1,750. By a prior 
agreement the railway co. had a right, if their 
claim for rates were unsatisfied, at any time to 
detain any wagons of the P. co., by way of lien 
to secure the general balance owing to them, & 
also to sell such wagons, & apply the proceeds in 
payment of the debt due to them. The result 
of the litigation initiated in the ct. of the Railway 
& Canal Commission was, therefore, to reduce the 
lien of the railway co. by £1,750, & the wagons of 
the P. co. were, therefore, as a consequence of the 
litigation, made of more value to the P. co. by 
£1,750. The P. co. having gone into liquidation, 
their solrs. took out a summons asking for an 
order that they were entitled to a charge upon 
two hundred & seventy-three wagons, held by the 
railway co. as security for indebtedness of the 
P. co. to the railway co., such charge to rank after 
discharging such indebtedness, for their taxed 
costs, & for a sale of such wagons & application of 
the proceeds of sale in payment of such costs. 
The wagons were included in property assigned to a 
trustee for the first debenture holders of the 
P. co., & an action had -been brought by Lloyd’s 
Bank on behalf of themselves & all other holders of 
mtge. debentures of the P. co. against that co. & 
the trustees appointed. In that action a receiver 
had been appointed of the property of the P. co. 
subject to the debentures, & about the same time 
the co. went into liquidation. Upon the hearing 
of the summons, it was objected that it was 
impossible to identify the wagons to which it 
ought, if made, to attach:—Held: as the lien 
was actually effectual to the extent of the balance 
of the railway co.’s charges, amounting to £1,814, 
& as the whole of the wagons were passing from 
time to time in the regular course of work into the 
hands of the railway co. they could at any time 
have been detained & the lien made effectual. 
Therefore the whole of the rolling stock of that 
description belonging to the P. co. had been 
enhanced in value by the diminution of the lien 
to which they were all liable at any moment to 
be subjected in the necessary course of the P, co.’s 
business.—Re PELSALL CoaL & Iron Co. & 
Lonpon & NortTH WESTERN Ry. Co. (1892), 8 
T. L. R. 629; sub nom. PELSALL CoaL & IRoNn 
Co. v. LonDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co. 
(No. 3), 8 Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 146. 

61. ——— Car at garage.|—-HATTON v, 
MAINTENANCE Co., LTD., No. 332, post. 

Effects of temporary parting with possession—To 
party other than owner.}—-See Nos. 153, 167, post. 

Agisted cattle.|—See ANIMALS, Vol. II., p. 254, 
Nos. 356-359. 


CaR 


accompany the services rendered by a 
trainer for which be claims a lien on a 
horse which he has trained in order to 
render such lien valid.—REILLY v, 
aoe (1899), 29 O. R. 167.— 
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Sect. 3.-Eeeential incidents: Sub-sects. 2,3 & 4.) 


SuB-sect. 2.—DEesT Must BE DUE, Not 
ACCRUING. 


62. General rule.J—A lien is wholly incon- 
sistent with a dealing on credit, & can cag subsist 
where payment is to be made in ready money, or 
there is a bargain that security shall be given the 
moment the work is completed. There can be no 
lien without an immediate right of action for the 
debt, & that does not accrue till the period of 
credit has expired (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).— 
Raitt v. MITCHBLL (1815), 4 Camp. 146, N. P. 


notations -—Apld. The Alan Ker, How v. Kirchner 
Ana85T). 30 L. a O. S. 296. Refd. Re Westlake, Hz p. 
Willoughby (1881), 16 Ch. D. 604. 


63. .J]—(1) The wharfage, etc., due upon 

ods imported was, by the course of trade, paid 

y the importer at the Christmas following the 
importation, whether the goods were in the mean 
time removed or not. The goods were sold to A., 
&, after Christmas, the merchant importer became 
bkpt. :—Held: there was no lien on the goods for 
the wharfage, etc., as ae A. 

(2) Unless the special agreement be inconsistent 
with the right of lien, it will not destroy it (BkEsr, 
J.).—-CRAWSHAY v. Homrray (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 
50; 106 E. R. 856. 

Annotations :—Distd. Christie v. Lewis (1821), 2 Brod. & 
Bing. 410; Fisher v. Smith (1878), 4 App. Cas. 1. Refd. 
Spartali vr. Benecke (1850), 10 C. B. 212. 

64. Effect of contract for particular time or 
mode of payment.|—(1) A workman having be- 
stowed his labour upon a chattel in consideration 
of a price fixed in amount by his agreement with 
the owner, may detain the chattel until the price 
be paid; & this, though the chattel be delivered 
to the workman in different parcels, & at different 
times, if the work to be done under the agreement 
be entire. 

Present defts. have a right to detain the goods 
in question, for the money due to them for grinding 
all the wheat; because we consider the whole to 
have been done under one bargain, although the 
wheat was delivered in different parcels & at 
different times (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.). 

(2) Semble: where the parties contract for a 
paves time or mode of payment, the workman 

as not a right to set up a claim to the possession 
inconcistent with the terms of the contract.— 

CHASE v. WESTMORE (1816), 5 M. & 8S. 180; 105 


E. R. 1016. 
Annotations :——As to (1) Consd. Sanderson v. Bell (1834), 





2 Cr. & M. 304. Refd. Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 
270. As to (2) Refd. Crawshay v. Homfray {1820), 4 
. 60; Pinnock v. Harrison (1838), 3 M. & W. 


 B. & Ald 
532 ; Spartaliv. Benecke (1850), 10 C. B. 212; Re Taylor, 
Stileman & Underwood, {1891] 1 Ch. 590. 


Payment of freight.]—See SHIPPING. 


SuB-sEcT. 3.—AGREEMENT GIVING RISE TO 
LIEN Must BE LEGAL. 

65. General rule.|— Void condition makes the 
lien void, where it is part of it; otherwise where 
it is indorsed or underwritten.—PULLERTON v. 
AGNEW (1703), 1 Salk. 172; 91 HE. R. 169. 
Annotation :—Retd. Duvergier v. Fellows (1828), 5 Bing. 


66. ———.]—-FEeRGussON v. NORMAN, No. 216, 
post, 


Ber ioe SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 4. —CAN. 
i. Whether property tn goods muat 
be in debtor. | —-CRANE ©. HUTCHINSON 
(1847), 5 . B. R. (8 Kerr) 461. 


70 re ath a 
appropriation by way of lien of chattels 
susceptible of delivery which will 262. 


Lien. 


67, ———.]—-SAWYER v. LANGFORD (1848), 2 


Car. & Kir. 697. 
Annotation :—Dbtd. Martin v. Gibbon (1875), 24 W. R. 


68. Sunday Observance Act, 1677 Ne 7), %. 1~— 
Contract performed on Sunday—Not in exercise of 
claimant’s ordinary calling.|-ScARFE v. Morgan, 
No. 180, poet. 

See, generally, TIME. 

69. Pawnbroker’s Act, 1799 (c. 99)—Advances 
within Act.|—-FERGUSSON v. NORMAN, No. 215, 
post. 

See, generally, PAWNS & PLEDGES. 

Work done by solicitor—Without certificate.)— 
See SOLICITORS. 


SusB-sEcT. 4.—PROPERTY IN Goops. 

70. Whether property in goods must be in 
debtor.]—If a man take in cattle to depasture on a 
contract at so much a head per week, he cannot 
detain them against the vendee of the owner for 
the value of the agistment, unless there is a special 
agreement to that effect.—CHAPMAN v. ALLEN 
(1632), Cro. Car. 271; 79 E. R. 836. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jackson v. Cummins (1839), 5 M. & W. 
342. Refd. Chase v. Westmore (1816), 5 M. & 8. 180; 
Hutton v. Bragg (1816), 2 Marsh. 339 ; Judson v. Etheridge 
(1833), 1 Cr. & M. 743. 

71. ——.]—A., of Newcastle, shipped goods for 
London to order of B.; before their arrival B. 
wrote to say that he was in failing circumstances, 
& would not apply for the goods on their arrival ; 
to this A. returned a general answer, without 
making any mention of the goods, but immediately 
left Newcastle for London, & on his arrival applied 
at the wharf of C., where the goods had in the mean- 
time arrived, & where goods shipped for B. 
usually were landed & kept till sent for by him, 
tendering the freight & charges paid for the goods, 
& requiring a delivery of them, which was refused 
unless upon payment of a general balance due from 
B. to C. for wharfage :—Held: the contract as 
between A. & B. having been rescinded previous 
to the arrival of the goods, C. had no right to retain 
against A. for a general balance due to him from 
B. Semble: the goods were no longer in transitu 
when arrived at the wharf of C., where the goods 
of A. were usually landed & kept.—RICHARDSON 
v. Goss (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 119; 127 E. R. 65. 
Annotations :—Reld. Scott v. Pettit (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 469; 

Rowe v. Pickford (1817), 8 Taunt. 83; Foster v. Frampton 

(1826), ¢ B. & C. 107; Morley v. Hay (1828), 3 Man. & 

Ry. K. B. 396; Tucker v. ape (1828), 4 Bing. 516 ; 

Hutchings v. Nunes (1863), 9 L. T. 125. 

72, Deposit by factor.|—A factor cannot 
pledge the goods of his principal : therefore, where 

oods were consigned from abroad to a factor to 

e sold on account of the consignor, & a bill of 
lading was sent to deliver the goods to the factor 
or his assigns, & the factor afterwards indorsed & 
delivered the bill of lading, together with the goods, 
to defts. as brokers, with instructions to do the 
needful, & defts. made advances to him on the 
credit of those & other goods, without knowing 
that he was not the owner of them :—-Held : defta. 
could not retain the goods against the consignor 
until payment of the debt due to them from the 
factor on account of these advances. 

Defts. then having authority to sell the goods, if 
they had advanced money for any purposes con- 
nected with the sale, & for which brokers in the 





prevail against other persons without 


a delivery od at common law.— 
ree Plc Gtutaitoe)  MALOOLM ©: (1894), 27 N. 8. RB. 
y | -—~—OAN, 


1i.,—-LEGAL OR POSSESSORY LIEN GENERALLY. 


ordinary course of disposing of goods are 
accustomed to advance it, would have had a lien 
in respect of such advance; but no claim of that 
sort is preferred by them (LorD ELLENBOROUVGH, 
C.J.).—MaRTINI v. COLES (1813), 1 M. & S. 140; 
oe nana lid, Mellich ». Cattley (1826), 5 
:—Folld. Mellish v. e ,5L.3.0.8. 
ATOR. 74. Moentd. Guichard v. Morgan (1819) 4 Moe 
C.F 20g Pilling, Rs (621), 2 Brod. & kine 630 
: e , ore, C. P. s 
Moore (1884), 1 My. & K. 337. ROU? 





73. —— |-——MELLISH ¥v. CATTLEY, No. 
272, post. 
74. Deposit by hirer.]—The hirer of a 





piano, who sends it to an auctioneer to be sold, is 
guilty of a conversion; & so is the auctioneer who 
refuses to deliver it up unless the expense incurred 
be first paid.—LOESCHMAN v. MACHIN (1818), 2 
ae Apld. Coo will 

An etd. romrnBotl e Cristall of 828), “ hin. 308 

Mentd. Fenn v. Bittleston (1851), 7 Exch. 152. 

Under hire-purchase agreement.] 
—See BAILMENT, Vol. III., p. 95, Nos. 254, 255. 











75, ——-.]—BRANDAO v. BARNETT, No. 111, 
post. 
76. Deposit of deeds.|—A person can 


only give a lien on deeds as against himself & to the 
extent of his own interest. 

A suit was instituted by persons entitled in 
remainder against the extrix., who was also the 
tenant for life, for the administration of the estate. 
The extrix. died pending the suit, & her solr. 
claimed a lien for his costs on deeds relating to 
leaseholds which had been placed in his hands by 
the extrix. :—Held: the solr.’s lien depended on 
whether the extrix. was or not indebted to the 
estate.—-TURNER v. LETTS (1855), 20 Beav. 185; 
7DeG.M. & G. 243; 3 Eq. Rep. 846; 24 L. J. Ch. 
638; 25 L. T. O. S. 154; 1 Jur. N.S. 1057; 3 
W. R. 494; 52 BE. R. 673, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Apld. Re Austin, Ex p. Yalden (176), 4 
Ch. D. 129. efd. Belaney v. Ffrench (1873), 8 Ch. App. 
919, n.; Re Doe Estates, Wright v. Dee Estates, [1911] 


2 Ch, 85. 
Goods hired by third party from 





17. 
debtor.|—A railway co. entered into an agree- 
ment with A. for the delivery to them, during a 
certain period, of a certain quantity of coals, to 
be carried by them for hire, to be paid by A., 
& in A.’s waggons; the co. to have the right to 
detain any waggons of A. on certain defaults on 
his part. In order to complete this agreement A. 
agreed with B. to supply a portion of the quantity 
of coals to be sent to the line, in waggons which 
had been hired, for a term, from A. by B., but 
now relet for hire by him to A. for this purpose. 
A. having made default, the co. seized & detained 
the waggons then on the line as being A.’s, but 
they were in fact waggons sent on by B., under his 
agreement with A.:—Held: the co. could not 
retain them against B.— NORTH v. GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co. (1859), 83 L. T. O. S. 94; 6 Jur. N.S. 98. 

78. ——— Deposit of deeds by member of 
partnership.]—M., the senior partner of M. & L., was 
the owner of certain railway shares, which he 
deposited with a bank where the firm had a joint 
account, & where he also had a separate account. 
The deposit was accompanied with a written 
memorandum, that the shares were to be held as 
& collateral security for a promissory note of his 
own which had been discounted by the bank, or 
for any other sum or sums of money in which he 
might thereafter become indebted to them; & 
he thereby empowered the bank to sell the shares 


223 


should the promissory note, or any other advance, 
not be regularly paid at maturity. The shares 
subsequently became the propery of the firm. 
M. & L. became bkpt. On their bkpcy. there was 
a large sum due from them to the bank which was 
unsecured :—Held: the bank were not entitled 
to hold & retain the shares as security for the debt 
due from the bkpts. jointly.— Re LAURENCE, Fx p. 
M‘Kenna, Crry BANK CASE (1861), 3 DeG. F. & J. 
629; 30 L. J. Bey. 20; 9 W. R. 490; 45 BE. R. 
1022, C. A.; sub nom. Re STREATFEILD, LAURENCE 
& Co., Ex p. MACKENNA, City BANK CASE, 4 
L. T. 164; sub nom. Re Mortmmore, Ex p. 
M‘Kenna, 7 Jur. N.S. 588; L. C. & L. JJ. 


Annotation :— ‘é . 
oes Na Seemed. | Re Bentham Mille Spinning Co 
79. —— Goods of liquidator—Debt owing by 


company in liquidation.)—WIiILTsHIRE IRON Co. v. 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 294, post. 

80. Goods of receiver & manager for 
debenture-holders—Debt owing by company.|— 
By an order made in a debenture-holders’ action 
pltf. A., was appointed receiver & manager of the 
business of Ind, Coope & co., Ltd., a brewery co., 
& carried on the business of the co. as before. By 
a letter signed ‘‘ Ind Coope & co., Ltd., By A., 
receiver & manager,’’ defts. were instructed to 
carry to Malta a quantity of beer consigned to the 
co. c/o the co.’s agents at Malta. Defts. carried 
the beer to Malta under a bill of lading which 
named the co. as the consignees & provided that the 
shipowner should have a lien on the goods shipped 
not only for the freight due thereon but also for 
any previously unsatisfied freight ‘‘ due either from 
shippers or consignees to the shipowner.”’ Defts. 
for many years had carried beer for the co. to 
Malta under bills of lading in this form, & they 
claimed a lien on the beer in question for certain 
unsatisfied freight due to them from the co. before 
pltf.’s appointment :—Held: (1) defts. were not 
entitled to a lien for arrears of freight, because in 
truth pltf. & not the co. was both shipper & con- 
signee, & notice of this fact was conveyed to defts. 
by the form of the shipping instructions ; (2) pltf. 
had no power, without the leave of the ct., to 
create such a lien.—Moss S.S. Co., Lip. v. 
WHINNEY, [1912] A. C. 254; 81 L. J. K. B. 674; 
105 L. T. 305; 27 T. L. R. 513; 55 Sol. Jo. 631 ; 
12 Asp. M. L. C. 25; 16 Com. Cas. 247, H. LL. 3 
affg. S. C. sub nom. WHINNEY v. Moss S.S. Co., 
Lrp., [1910] 2 K. B. 813. 


Annotation :-—As to (1) Distd. Parsons v. Sovereign Bank of 
Canada, {1913] A. C. 160. 


See, further, Part ITJ., Sect. 3, post. 

81. -.|—A horse dealer supplied a cus- 
tomer with a pair of horses, for which she paid 
£170, but finding the horses not according to 
warranty she returned them. Thereupon the 
dealer sent another pair no better than the former 
requesting the customer to keep them until he 
could furnish her with a better pair. This she did, 
until the dealer became bkpt. without having 
repaid the £170 when it was found that the horses 
did not belong to him but to an employer for whom 
he was agent to sell, but not to pledge, the horses : 
—Held: the horses were in the bkpt.’s order & 
disposition ; & the customer could not enforce a 
lien on them as against the trustee in Sta 

He could not create a lien, because the horses 
were not his. He was not the owner (Bacon, 
Chief Judge in Bkpcy.).—Re SILLENCE, Hz p. 
Roy (1877), 7 Ch. D. 70; 47 L. J. Bey. 36; 37 
L. T. 508; 26 W. R. 82. 








‘Arena cuentas stunner ee READ 


741. 





Deposit by hirer. )}—SM1TH (D. A.), LTD. v. CAMPBELL (1911), 17 W. L. R. 493; 16 B. C. R. 605.—CAN. 


b. Proof of ownershtp.}—JRFFERSON v. McIsaac (1908), 40 N.S. R. 469, n.—CAN,. 
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Sect. 3.—Essential incidents: Sub-sect.4. Sect. 4: 
Sub-sects. 1&2. Sects. 5, 6 & 7: Sub-secte. 
1 & 2.) 

82. Debtor agent for undisclosed prin- 
clpal.]— MILDRED, GOYENECHE & Co. v. MASPONS 
Y HERMANO, No. 242, post. 

83. ——- Separate goods of wife—Credit given 
to husband—Husband & wife staying together.}— 
Defts., husband & wife, stayed at pltf.’s hotel; 
the wife had with her a quantity of luggage, which 
was her separate property ; credit was given to the 
husband, who made payment on account. The 
balance of pltfs.’ bill not: being paid, pitfs. detained 
the wife’s luggage in the alleged exercise of their 
right of lien :—Held: pltfs. were entitled to a lien 
upon the goods notwithstanding that they were the 
separate property of the wife-—GoRDON v. SILBER 
(1890), 25 Q. B. D. 491; 59 L. J. Q. B. 507; 63 
L. T. 283; 55 J. P.134; 39 W.R.111; 6T. LR. 
487, N. P. 


Annotations :—Consd. Robins v. Gray, [1895] 2 Q. B. 501. 
Refd. Lamond v. Richard, [1897] 1 Q. B. 541: Wright 
v. Anderton (1908), 78 L. J. K. B. 165. 








84. Effect of change of ownership— 
Informal notice of change.]— BaRRyY v. LONGMORE, 
No. 188, nosé. 





Debtor guest at inn.]|—See INNS & INN- 
KEEPERS, Vol. XXIX., pp. 20, 21. 

85. Qualified ownership —- Goods vested in 
receiver appointed in court.|—-Moss S.S. Co., Lrp. 
uv. WHINNEY, No. 80, ante. 

Goods delivered by agent.J—See Part IV., 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, B. (a), post. | 





Sect. 4.—RIGHTS OF CREDITOR. 
SvuB-SECT. 1.—AGAINST DEBTOR. 
Right to retain—Until claim settled.]—Sce 
Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


General balance.]|—See fart III., 
Sect. 1, post. 


ee, 





Work done or expenditure on 
agile taal chattel. }— See Part 1V., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 
» post. 
Right to sell.]—See Sect. 7, post. 
86. No right to use.|—RusT v. MCNAvuGHT 
(1917), 144 L. T. Jo. 76; on appeal (1918), 144 
L. T. Jo. 440, C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—AGAINST THIRD PARTIES. 
Whether goods liable to be taken In execution.}]— 
See EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 502, 503. 
Other creditors of bankrupt debtor—Whether a 
secured creditor.|—See Nos. 282-285, ost. 
Right to maintain trespass or trover.]—See, 
generally, BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 112 et seq. 


SECT. 5.—OBLIGATIONS OF CREDITOR. 
Duty to take care of chattel.|— See, generally, 
BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 98, 99; DisTREss, Vol. 
AXVITI., p. 446. 
To return chattel—On tender or payment.]— 
Sce Sect. 9, sub-sect. 3, post. 


PART Il. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 1, 

c. Lien on mineral claim — 
Necessity for free miner’s ea 
CHASSEY ©. May (1925), 35 B. GC. R. 
1135 [1925] 2 W. W. I. 199.—CAN. 

d. Registration — Lien on wool.) 


vali 


—R ration is not essential to the 
ty of a licen on wool, except in 
cascs of insolvency.—STEVENBON vv. 
waar ei ae (1870), 1 V. R. (Law) 31. 


@. —-——- Proceeding to rcalise claim.} 


Lien. 


Smct. 6.—EXTENT OF LIEN. 

Over what property—Property temporarily out of 
possession.|——See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 1, B. (c), ante. 
——— Railway wagons passing over system.) 
—See No. 60, ante. 

Possession obtained for particular purpose.]} 
— See Sect. 8, sub-sect. 2, post. 

For what claims—General balance.]—See Part 
III., post. 

Work done or expenditure on particular 
chattel.]—Sce Part IV., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, post. 
Retention charges.]-—See Nos. 887-392, 














post. 


Sect. 7.—ENFORCEMENT OF LIEN. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


87. No power to sell.!|—-JONES v. THURLOE, No. 
142, post. 





88. .J}—LICKBARROW v. MASON, No. 3, 
ante. 
89. .1—Deft. claims more than a _ lien; 





he claims a right, if the principal, when called on 

to repay the advances, makes default in doing ao, 

to sell the goods at such prices & times, as, in the 
exercise of a sound discretion, he thinks best for 
his principal. No case in any English ct. can be 

produced in support of his doctrine (WILDE, C.J.). 

—SMART v. SANDARS (1848), 5 C. B. 895; 171. J. 

C. P. 258; 11 L. T. O. 8.178; 12 Jur. 751; 136 

E. R. 1132. 

Annotations :—Refd. The Margaret Mitchell (1858), Sw. 382 ; 
Siebel «. Springfield (1863), 3 New Rep. 36; De Comas v. 
Prost (1865), 3 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 158; Donald v. Suckling 
(1866), L. R. 1 Q. B. 585. Mentd. Yates v. ae (1850), 
14 Jur. 372; Taplin v. Florence (1851), 10 O. B. 744; 
Campanari r. Woodburn (1854), 15 C, B. 400; Clerk 
v. Laurie (1857), 2H. & N. 199; Read v. Anderson (1882), 
10 Q. B. D. 100; Frith v. Frith, (1906) A. C. 254, 

90. Retention involving expense.] — A 
common law lien does not, in general, authorise 
asale. This rule is subject to certain exceptions ; 
but they do not extend to give a right of sale in 
every case where the retaining of the chattel 
involves considerable expense. 

In a case where a common law right of sale 
existed the mere fact that after the sale accounts 
might require adjustment by the ct. would not 
give jurisdiction to a Ct. of Equity to decree a 
sale. 

A judge’s order giving liberty to sign judgment, 
with a stay of execution in the event of certain 
conditions being performed, is not an agreement to 
perform those conditions ; & even if the terms are 
ordered substantively to be performed the remedy 
for default is in the ct. where the order was made & 
not by a bill for specific performance. 

Therefore, where shipbuilders had built a ship 
according to contract & retained her by virtue of 
their lien for the balance of price unpaid, & had 
in an action obtained by consent a judge’s order 
for the amount, with a stay of execution in case 
defts. should pay half & give a mtge. on the ship 
for the remainder; to a bill alleging these facta, 
& that the retainer of the ship involved great 
expense & praying a sale, or specific performance 





—-MONAMARA ¥. KIRKLAND (1891), 18 
A. hk. 271.~—-CAN. 


‘ ed lien-holdera—W here no 
proceedings taken to realise.)—Per- 
sons who have registered liens, but 
have taken no proceedings to realise 


Part II.—Lraat or Possessory Lizn GENERALLY. 


of the conditions of the judge’s order, a demurrer 


was allowed. 

A passive lien is altogether different in character 
from what is termed a vendor’s lien. There are 
many striking distinctions between them. The 
vendor’s lien, for example, is independent of 
possession, & is not ipso facto vacated by the 
acceptance of another security (PAGE Woop, 
V.-C.).—THAMES IRON Works Co. v. PATENT 
DERRICK Co. (1880), 1 John. & H. 93; 29. J. Ch. 
714; 2L.T. 208; 6Jur.N.S. 1013; 8 W. R. 408; 
70 EK. R. 676. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Lievesley v. Gilmore (1866), L. R. 
1C. P. 570; Aitken v. Bachelor (1893), 62 L. J. Q. B. 193. 


Power of sale, 
Sub-sect. 2, post. 

91. Mere right of retainer.|—A party deposit- 
ing title deeds upon which a lien may accrue can 
only pledge the interest which he himself has in the 
property to which the deeds relate. 

A. was an equitable mtgee. of lands, the legal 
estate being, at the time of the mtge., outstanding 
in a third person. The title deeds of the estate, 
subsequently to the equitable mtge., came into 
the custody of solrs. for carrying out a sale for the 
mtgor. of the property comprised in the equitable 
mtge., & who claimed a lien upon them for costs 
incurred by the mtgor. before & after the sale :— 
Held: there was no lien as against the equitable 
mtgee. 

The lien of the solr. gave no interest in the land, 
but merely a right to retain the deeds until the debt 
was paid. No principle could sanction the con- 
clusion that, in such case, he could do more than 
retain them as against the party who deposited 
them, & that only to the extent of his interest. 
The client gave a lien to the extent of his own legal 
interest (WI1QGRAM, V.-C.).—PELLY v. WATHEN 
(1849), 7 Hare, 351; 18 L. J. Ch. 281; 13 L. 
QO. 8.43; 14 Jur. 9; 68 E. R. 144; affd. (1851), 
1DeG.M. & G. 16, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Liewellin, [1891] 3 Ch. 145. Refd. 

Re Long, Ez p. Fuller (1881), 44 L. T. 63; Brunton tv. 

Electrical Engineering Corpn., {1892} 1 Ch. 434. ries 


Knight ». Bowyer (1858), 2 De G, & J. 421; Hallett v 
Furze (1885), 31 Ch. D. 312. 


See, generally, Part II., Sect. 1, ante. 


92. Right of retainer limited to extent of 
seed ll interest.]|—HoLLIs v. CLARIDGE, No. 341, 
post. 

93. ——-.]|—-PELLY v. WATHEN, No. 91, ante. 

94. Whether actively enforceable—Particular 
ei If a solr., whom his client has ceased to 
employ, by the production of a deed in his hands 
belonging to the client, & upon which he claims a 
lien as solr., enables the client to recover a fund 
in a suit, his lien over the fund so realised is con- 
fined to the costs of that suit, but is a lien which he 
is entitled actively to enforce. 

(2) Secus as to his general lien upon his client’s 
papers, which applies to all his bills of costs, but 
18 merely a right to retain the papers, & cannot be 
actively enforced.—BozoN v. BoLLAND (1839), 
4 até & Cr. 354; 9 L. J. Ch. 123; 4 Jur. 763; 
41 BK. R. 138, L. C. 


Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Hall v. Laver (1842), 1 Hare, 
571; Perkins v. Bradley (1842), 1 Hare, 219; Belaney v. 
Ifrench (1873), 8 Ch. App. 919, n. ; Re Wadsworth, Rhodes 
v. Tie ate 34 Ch. 5. 155; Mackenzie v. Mackintosh 
(1891), 64. L. T. 706; Smith rv. Betty, [1903] 2 K. B. 317. 
A8 to (2) Refd. Re Faithfull, Re L. B. & S. C. Ry. (1868), 
L. R. 6 q. 325. 


express or implied.) — See 


° 
a 


thom, cannot have the benefit of 
Proceedings taken by other persons to 
enforoe liens against the same lands, 
where the liens of such other per- 
S0n8 are not enforceablo.—Re SEAR 
& Woops (1892-98), 23 O. NR. 474. 


J.—VOL. XXXIT. 
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Indebtedness 


g. Tien on prop 
must 


pro oe hegeale r.J—R. vr. FAWCETT (1900), 
13 Man. -R. 205; 20 C. L. T. 287. 


225 


95. General lHien.]|—Bozon v. BOLAND, 
No. 94, ante. 





SuB-sEcT. 2..—_POWER OF SALE, EXPRESS OR 
IMPLIED. 

General rule—No power to sell.|—See No. 90, 
ante, No. 142, post. 

96. By trade custom—tTea trade.]—Teas are 
sold to be paid for at appointed days, the sales 
being made according to tlie custom of the trade, 
whereby the goods, when sold, are left as a pledge 
for full payment with the vendor, who, in case of 
non-payment, is at liberty to resell & charge the 
loss to the original purchaser. The purchase 
money is not paid at the appointed time; the 
purchaser becomes bkpt.; & the vendor, having 
sold part of the teas before the fiat, & the rest 
afterwards, gives the estate credit for the clear 
proceeds of the sales, tendering a proof for the 
residue of the original purchase-money :—Held : 
although there was no delivery of the goods, the 
original sale was a binding contract within Stat. 
Frauds, & the claim of the vendors constituted, 
not unliquidated damages, but a proveable debt.— 
Re Tatre, Kx p. Morratr (1841), 2 Mont. D. 
& De G. 170, L. C. 

97. By agreement — Agreement implied by 
notice to owner—Goods in possession of carrier as 
warehousemen.|—Plitf. consigned certain goods to 
the H. station on deft.’s line to his own order. 
On their arrival at the station defts. intimated that 
if they remained there they would remain at his, 
pitf.’s, sole risk, & in the custody of defts. as 
warehousemen, & not as carriers, ‘‘ subject to the 
co.’s3 ordinary wharfage & demurrage charges.”’ 
The goods remained there for a period of about 
two years, when defts, sold them to defray their 
charges. It was in evidence that defts. sometimes 
insisted on, & sometimes waived, payment of such 
charges :—Held: defts. had power to sell the 
goods to defray their ordinary charges.—IVENS v. 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1889), 53 J. P. 148; 5 
T. L. R. 198. 

98. Restraint of sale by court—Grounds for.|— 
Where specific chattels are necessary for carrying 
on a particular trade, & a right is asserted by those 
who have acquired a lien upon them to sell them, 
the ct. has jurisdiction to restrain, by injunction, 
a threatened sale, where an injury would ensue 
from such sale to the trader or other person whose 
right would be interrupted & whose position in 
life would be injured by a sale. 

A. railway co. claimed a lien on certain coal 
waggons in their possession belonging to B., 
& threatened to sell them. 8B., thereupon, filed 
a bill to restrain the sale & detention of such 
waggons. By arrangement the co. agreed not to 
sell them, until after a specified day. Subse- 
quently to that day, B. brought an action, of 
trover & detinue against the co., & in that action 
he recovered possession of the coal waggons from 
the co. No further proceedings had been taken 
in the suit instituted in equity. Upon a motion 
by B., the ct. ordered all proceedings in the suit 
in equity to be stayed, & the costs of such suit to 
be paid by the co.—NoORTH v. GREAT NORTHERN 
Ry. Co. (1860), 2 Giff. 64; 29 L. J. Ch. 301; 1 
L. T. 510; 6 Jur. N.S. 244; 66 EK. R. 28. 


h. Action for enforcement of Hen—_ 
Where several lien-holders—A ppeal.}— 
GABRIELE 1. JACKSON MINES, LTD. 
hd 15 B. C. R. 373; 2M. M. Cas. 

99.—-CAN. 


of patentee— 
e recorded—In 
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Sect, eat sit Adora lien: Sub-sect.2. Sect. 8: 
- 


Suh-corte, 1, 2 


Act, 1845 (c. 20), s. 97.)—See Carriers, Vol. 
VIII, p. 219, Nos. 1395-1397. 

———— Under private Act.])—See CARRIERS, Vol. 
VIII., p. 223, No. 1424. 

—— Acting as warehouseman.|—See CARRIERS, 
Vol. VIII, p. 221, No. 1415, 

Dock companies.]—See Harbours, Docks & Piers 
Clauses Act, 1847 (c. 27); &, generally, WATERS 
& WATERCOURSES. 

Innkeepers.|—See INNS & INNKEEPERS, Vol. 
XXIX., pp. 22, 23. 

Shipowners.|—See SHIPPING. 

Vendors of chattels.) See SaLe or Goons. 


Carriers—Under “soy Clauses Consolidation 


Sect. 8.—EXCLUSION OF LIEN. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 
99. Possession under special agreement— 
Whether necessarily inconsistent with len.)— 
CRAWSHAY v. Homrnray, No. 68, ante. 


100. —_- ——-.]|—_ JONES v. PEPPERCORNE, No. 
264, post. 
101. ——— Lien to arise on giving notice.) 


ByForRD v. RUSSELL, No. 666, post. 

102. Original possession inconsistent with lien- 
Purported sale of goods—Sale held invalid.]- 
PARKER v. LYON (1888), 5 T. L. R. 10, C. A. 


SUB-SECT, 2,—DEPOSIT FOR PARTICULAR 
PURPOSE. 

108. General rule.]|—Where deeds are delivered 
upon a special trust, the party cannot detain 
them.—LAWsoN v. DICKENSON (1724), 8 Mod. Rep. 
306; 88 E. R. 218. 

Annotation :—Refd. Pelly v. Wathen (1849), 7 Hare, 351. 

104. ——.]—If A. deposit goods with B. for 
sale, & B. promise to pay the proceeds to A. when 
sold; B. has no lien on them, if not sold, for the 
balance of his general account arising upon other 
articles. 

It is a maxim as old as our law, conventio vincit 
legem. ... The lien which a factor has on the 
goods ~rincinal ariges upon an agreement 
which the jaw wnypuco. wus wanes verre 
express stipulation to the contrary, it puts an 
and to the general rule of law (Lorp KENyon, 

J.) 

Here the goods were deposited in the hands of 
particular factors for a- partic purpose; & 
this negatives the general rule respecting liens 
a ea a 

or a special 

ws ave 8Old & the 

brokerage nad nuv cuuuucuvcu, & if 80, there is 
no pretence to say that they have any lien on the 
eattean for the balance of their accounts 
“~~~ v, Brrcw (1785), 6 


. Bose B.435.— : 

105. ——.}—(1) One of several partners in a 
contract with government cannot pledge goods 
consigned to him by another partne 


PART II. SECT, 8, SUB-SECT. 1. 


99 i. Possession under special te 
ment-—Whether necessarily sanonatead 


with lien.}—-When under the contract 


atenwsnt ¢hana fa na right af Hien. 


ec 
—CANADA 
PRON (191 
can #16; 


no subsequent default in payment of ik. . 
| Rtorag harges can aeeate Gch right. 
TEEL & 

), 25 Man. L. R. 


21D. L. R. 771.— 


pose of performing the contract. The indorsing 
of the bill of lading by such consignor to the con- 
siemaa Anaa not. constitute a lien in favour of the 


-- ae ataman 


by the shipper to be delivered into tne guveruuese 
stores, & as he consigned it to [his partners] on 
those terms, it therefore must be taken to be 
2itcrted he them for that purpose; & if so, it 
could not... _ _ 

(LorpD MANSFIELD, ~-.-.,. 

(1812), 4 Taunt. 684; 128 K. R. 499. 


Annotation :— Ae to (1) Refd. Heilbut v. Nevill (1870), 
L. J.C. P. 245, 


106. ——-.]—A.,_ previous to his bkpcy., 
deposited a bill of exchange with B., for the 
specific purpose of raising money thereon, & B. 
advanced money on the bill :—Held : the assignees 
of A. were entitled to recover from B. the amount 
of the bill in an action of trover they having 
tendered to B. the money advanced by him, 
though a general balance remained due from the 
bkpt. to B.; & this did not form a case of mutual 
credit within 5 Geo. 2, c. 30.—KEy v. FLINT (1817), 
8 Taunt. 21; 1 Moore, C. P. 451; 129 E. R. 289; 
subsequent proceedings, sub nom. Re ROBINSON, 
Ex p. FuntT (1818), 1 Swan. 30, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Buchanan v. Findlay (1829), 9 B. & C. 
738; Young v, Bank of Bengal (1836), 1 Deac. 622, 


107. ———.]—-A., shortly before his bkpcy., on 
being applied to by B., to whom he owed £47 to 
pay the debt, gave him a bill of exchange to get 
it discounted to pay his own debt & pay over the 
surplus. Before the bill was discounted A. 
became a bkpt. :—Held: B. could not retain the 
bill against the assignees. 

If possession be given for a special object which 
“ not performed there is no right to detain 

ALLAS, C.J.).—HUMPHRIES v. WILSON (1819), 
2 Stark. 566, N. P. 

108. .|—Where deeds are deposited for the 
purpose of obtaining credit, the person with whom 
they were deposited has no lien upon them for 
what is due to him in respect of moneys previously 
advanced.—MouNTFoRD v. Scorr (1823), Turn. 





{& R. 274; 37 EB. BR. 1105, L. C. 


tothwell (1836), 1 
ais Desa, veo c tes (1834), 8 My. & K. 
699; Perkins v. Bradley (1842), 1 mare, 219; Fuller ». 
Benett (1843), 2 Hare, 304; Re Smaliman’s Estate (1867), 
16 W. R, 419; Bulpett v. Sturges (1870), 22 L. T. 739. 
108. ——-.|—A. & co., merchants at Liverpool, 
remitted a bill to B. & co. in London, with directions 
to get it discounted, & apply the proceeds in a 
particular way. B. & co. did not get the bill 
discounted, but received the money when it 
became due. Before that time A. & co. had 
stopped payment, & desired to have the bill 
returned to them. A commission of bankrupt 
having been issued against them before the money 
was received on the bill by B. & co. :—Held: the 
latter were liable to be sued for the amount by the 


Use 5, W@W D. & UW: 
them from A. & co. 
In the present case the bills were sent to deft. 


t for the pur- | for a specific purpose ; & as soon as deft. declined 


an -Rww en Banham 
—-Delivery to purchaser— 
dushonoured 
STONJI BHaRUCHA v. WADILAL 
tp & Co, (1926), 53 L, R. Ind. App. 


Wirr Co. v. 
20; 
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to perform that purpose the right to retain the 
bills ceased (LORD TENTERDEN, C.J.).—BUCHANAN 
v. FINDLAY (1829), 9 B. & C. 788; 4 Man. & Ry. 
K. B. 593; 7.3.0.8. K. B. 314; 109 BE. R. 274, 
Annotations :—Consd. Thorpe v. Thorpe (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 

580. Refd. Clarke v. Fell (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 404; 

Douglas, Ex p. Thompson, Hankey, Cheape & 

(1838), 2 Jur. 734; Groom v. West (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 

758; Russell v. Bell (1841), 8 M. & W. 277; Muttyloll 

Seal v. Dent (1853), 5 Moo. Ind. App. 328. 

110. .J—(1) A Dbillbroker who receives 
bills from a customer, merely for the purpose of 
procuring them to be discounted, has no right to 
mix them with the bills of other customers, & to 
pledge the whole mass as a security for an advance 
of money; still less to deposit such bills as a 
security, or part security, for money previously 
due from him. 

(2) A party who advances money on a deposit 
of bills by a billbroker, must exercise due caution ; 
& if he knows, or has reason to believe, that the 
bills were delivered by the customer for the pur- 
pose of discount only, he has no lien as against 
that customer.—HAYNEs v. Foster (1833), 2 
Cr. & M. 237; 4 Tyr. 65; 3L. J. Ex. 153; 149 
KE. R. 748. 
Annotations :—Ex 


pld. Foster v. Pearson (1835), 1 Cr. M. & R. 
340. Refd. Muttylol! Scal v. Dent (1853), 5 Moo. Ind. App. 


-.|—(L) A banker’s lien does not 
arise on securities deposited with him for a special 
purpose, as where exchequer bills are placed in his 
hands to get interest on them, & to get them 
exchanged for new bills. Such a special purpose 
is inconsistent with the existence of a general lien. 

(2) The right acquired by a general lien is an 
implied pledge, & where it would arise, supposing 
the securities to be the property of the apparent 
owner, I think it equally exists if the party claim- 
ing it has acted with good fath, although the sub- 
ject of that lien should turn out to be the property 
of a stranger (LORD CAMPBELL).—BRANDAO v. 
BARNETT (1846), 3 C. B. 519; 12 Cl. & Fin. 787; 
7L. T. O. S. 525; 136 E. R. 207, H. L.; revag. 
S. C, sub nom. BARNETT v. BRANDAO (1843), 6 
Man. & G. 630, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :— As to (1) Consd. Jones »v. qb percorre (1858), 
John. 430; Frith v. Forbes (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 793; 
Expld. J sear 








Wylde v. Radford (1863), 33 L. J. Ch. 51. 
v. Agre & Masterman’s Bank (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. j 
Consd. Leese v. Martin (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 224. Apprvd. 
London Chartered Bank of Australla v. hite (1879), 4 
App. Cas. 413. Refd. Foley v. Hill (1848), 2 H. L. Cas. 
28; Bock v. Gorrissen (1860), 2 De G. KF. & J. 434; Thayer 
v. Lister (1861), 30 L. J. Ch. 427 ; Webb v. Whinney (1868) 
18 L. T. 523; Stumore v. Campbell, [1892] 1 Q. B. 314; 
Re London & Globe Finance Corpn., [1902] 2 Ch. 416; 
Hope v. Glendinning, [1911] A. ©. 419. Generally, Mentd. 
Ireland v. SEV ain Pe aes 1L. T. O. 8S. 12; Cooper v. 
mropherd (1846), 7 L. T. O. S. 282; Reynell v. Lewis, 
Wyld v. Hopkins (1846), 4 Ry. & Can. Cas. 351; Smart 
v. Sandars (1846), 3 C. B. 380; Bank of Australasia v. 
Breillat (1847), 6 Moo. P.C. C. 152 ; Gibson v. Small (1853), 
4H, L. Cas. 353; Hare v. Honty (1861), 10 C. B. N.S. 
65; Brinsmead v. Harrison (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 584 
Crouch v. Credit Fonoier of England (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B 
374; Goodwin v. Robarts (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 337; 
Misa v. Currie (1876), 1 App. Cas. 554; Bechuanaland 
Exploration Co. v. London Trading Bank, [1898] 2 Q. B. 
658; Biddell v. Clemens Horst Co., [1911] 1 K. B. 934. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2. 

117i, Application of rule—Deposit of 
negotiable instrument. |—It is not com- 
petent for a bank to retain bills in- 
dorsed for the parpore of negotiation, 
on an allegation of a debt due by the 


, 
. 


. 
’ 
. 


783; 33 Se. L. R. 618; 48. L. T. 41. 
—SCOT. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 38. 


123 i. General rule.}—Where a writ- 
ten eontract for the manufacture of 
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112. .| — (1) Though bankers have a 
general lien upon the securities of a customer 
deposited with them to secure an overdraft, this 
lien does not attach to securities deposited by a 
customer & known to the bank to belong to some 
other person & to have been deposited for a special 
purpose. 

(2) Where a customer draws a cheque for a sum 
in excess of the amount standing to the credit of 
his current account, it is in effect a request for a 
loan, & if the cheque is honoured the customer has 
borrowed money; but it does not follow that 
a transaction of this kind is a borrowing upon 
security not belonging to the customer & deposited 
for another purpose.—CUTHBERT v, ROBARTS, 
LusBock & Co., [1909] 2 Ch. 226; 78 L. J. Ch. 
529; 100 L. T. 706; 25 T. L. R. 583; 53 Sol. 
Jo. 559, C. A. 

113. Application of rule—Deposit of deeds.]— 
LAWSON v. DicKENSON, No. 103, ante. 

114. .|—-MountTFrorD v. Scott, No. 


108, ante. 
With solic!’ or.| See SoLICITors. 

115. Goods in h. nds of agent.|—-WALKER 
v. BircH, No.104, ante. 
.l—See, also, AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 551, Nos. 
2013-2015. 

116. Goods consigned to 
SNAITH v. BURRIDGE, No. 105, ante. 

117. Deposit of negotiable instrument.]— 
Kery v. FLINT, No. 106, ante. 




















partner.]— 














118. —_—-.]—HUMPHRIES v. WILSON, No. 
107, ante. 

119. ——.]—BuUCHANAN v. FINDLAY, No. 
109, ante. 

120. ———.]—HAYNES v. Foster, No. 110, 
ante. 


See, generally, BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
pp. 132 et seg. 

121. Securities deposited with banker.]— 
BRANDAO v. BARNETT, No. 111, ante. 

122. N —- CUTHBERT v. 
LuspBock & Co., No. 112, ante. 

See, generally, BANKERS, Vol. III., pp. 285 et 
&Cq. 

et Deposit with right to remove from time to 
time.]——See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 1, B. (c), ante. 

Specific appropriation of funds—In hands of 
banker.|—-See BANKEns, Vol. III].. pp. 248 et seq. 
In possession of bankrupt.|—See BANK- 
Ruptcy, Vol. V., pp. 703 et seg., Nos. 6170 
et seq. 





—_—— 





ROBARTS, 





In hands of drawee of bill of exchange.]— 
See BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 297 et seq. 


SuB-sEcT. 3.—By EXPRESS AGREEMENT. 
128. General rule.|WALKER v. BircH, No. 
104, ante. 
124. Admission that goods held for safe 
custody.]—(1) Foreign correspondents of a London 


41.—CAN. 


128 ii. .}—A bank has a right to 
retain all negotiable instruments be- 
longing to a customer & in its 
possession, for the purpose of securing 
a debtor balance on general account, 





owed 
ossession of the 


drawer.—MATHIESON v. ANDERSON  laths oxcludes any right of lien being 
oor: 1 Sh. (Ct. of Soss.) 486.— oxercised by the manufacturer, the 
COT. fact that part of the laths was 

l. Secreta of company — Lien to remain in the 
over minute-book.}—A person who had manufacturer after the non-payment of 
been secre of a co. prior to ita a promissory note for the 


liquidation has no right of retention or 
lien over ita minute-book for a debt 
due to him by the 00.—GLADSTONE ¥. 
M‘CaLLUM (1896), 23 1. (Ct. of Sess.) 


ance of the 
money due under the contract does not 
raiso a lien.—Re BatHoursT LUMBER 
Oo. & NEPISIQUIT LUMBER Co., LTD. 
(1911), 11 E. L. R. 552; 41 N. B. R. 


but this right may be excluded by 
agreement express or implied.— Hors- 
BUGH (ROBERTSON’S TRUSTEE) v. ROYAL 
BANK OF SCOTLAND (800), 18 R. ce 
of Sess.) 12; 28 So.L. R. 35.—SCOT, 

m. Mortgage on logs & timber— 
Collateral security for debt—Government 
lien for alide dues—Whether excluded. 
MERCHANTS BANK OF CANADA ». R., 
Cass. Dig. 2nd od. 636.—CAN. 
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Sect. 8.—Ezaclusion of lien: Sub-sects. 8, 4 & 6. 
Sect. 9: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.] 


firm directed the firm to purchase for them Mexican 
bonds to a specified amount, at a specified price, & 
to hold the bonds at the disposal of the corre- 
spondents. The London firm made & notified 
the purchase, & wrote to the correspondents that 
they would, until further order, retain the bonds 
for safe custody :—Held: the letters constituted 
a special contract sufficient to exclude a general 
lien on the part of the London firm if they would 
otherwise have been entitled to any. 

(2) The law does not favour general liens, & a 
general lien can only be claimed as arising from 
dealings in a particular trade or line of business 
such as wharfingers, factors & bankers, in which 
the existence of a general lien has been judicially 
acknowledged or in other trades where there is 
express evidence of custom.—Bock v. GORRISSEN 


(1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 434; 30 L. J. Ch. 89; 
3 L. T. 424; 7 Jur. N.S. 81; 9 W. R. 209; 45 
EB. R. 689, L. C. 


Annotation :—As to (1) Distd. Frith +r. Forbes (1862), 31 

L. J. Ch. 793. 

125. Express instructions of consignor — Ac- 
cepted by consignee.]—-In a case where goods were 
consigned by merchants in India to merchants in 
England, & the bills of lading were accompanied 
by bills of exchange in favour of a third firm of 
merchants, the judge decided that the cargo was 
subject to the general lien which the merchants in 
England might have for any balance they had 
against the merchants in India, & that the realisa- 
tion of the cargo by the consignees did not make 
them liable to pay the bills of exchange annexed 
to the bills of lading, unless by some act of their 
own they had made themselves liable :—Held : 
the general lien of @ consignee upon goods con- 
signed to him, could not be set up by him against 
positive directions given to him by the con- 
signor; & if he accepted a consignment accom- 
panied by such directions he was bound to apply 
it accordingly.—FRITH v. FORBES (1862), 4 De 


G. F. & J. 409; 32 L. J. Ch. 10; 7 L. T. 261; 
8 Jur. N.S. 1115; 11 W. R. 4; 1 Mar. LC. 253 ; 
45 BE. R. 1242, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Distd. Robey’s Perseverance Ironworks v. 
Ollier (1872), 7 Ch. App. 695. The decision in Frith v. 
+ Forbes turned upon special circumstances, & can hardly 
be treated as governing any other case (JAMES, L.J.). 
ld. Re Entwistle, Hz p. Arbuthnot (1876), 3 ‘Ch. D. 
Distd. Ranken v. Alfaro Le & Ch. 2 aaa 
F Expld. Re Suse, Ex p. Dever (1884), 13 Q. B. 
Brown, Shipley v. Kough hee 29 Ch. D. ga3.- ‘Dista: 
Phelps, Stokes v. Comber (1885), 29 Ch. D. 813. 
126. Credit given to purchaser.|—CRAWSHAY v. 
TioMFRAY, No. 63, ante. 
127. Particular mode of payment.]|—CHAsSE v. 
WESTMORE, No. 64, ante. 
fai vee eae providing other remedy.|—-See Nos. 
] 
Exclusion of solicitor’s lien.|—See SoLIcITORS, 
Exclusion of ued 8 lien.J—See AGENCY, 
Vol. I., pp. 550, 5 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 4. 


LIEN. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—By MopE or DEALING. 


a General rule.|—FIsHER v. SmitrH, No. 137, 
post, 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—WHERE OTHER REMEDY PROVIDED. 

129. Remedy provided by statute.)}—By a 
private Act the St. Katherine’s Dock Co. are 
empowered to receive for all goods, etc., deposited 
on their premises, rates not exceeding those 
usually paid in the port of London for wharfage, 
etc., of such goods, etc.; & in case default is made 
in payment of the said rates, or any part thereof, . 
it shall be lawful to the collectors of the co. to 
retain & sell all or any part of such goods, etc., & 
out of the moneys thence arising to retain & pay 
the rates payable in respect of such goods, etc., 
returning the overplus, etc., to the party entitled ; 
& in case such goods, etc., shall be removed before 
the rates payable in respect of the same shall be 
fully paid, it shall be lawful for the said co. to take 

distrain or sell any goods, etc., of the owner, 
etc., thereof, in manner before mentioned. 

Certain rates payable in respect of goods 
belonging to A. which had previously been 
removed from the premises of the co., being 
unpaid, the co. claimed to distrain certain other 
goods of A. then on the premises until payment 
of the rates due in respect of both those sets of 
goods. A. had applied to have the goods then on 
the premises delivered up to him, & was informed 
by the co that no more goods would be delivered 
to his order until his debt was paid or reduced :— 
Held: the statute enabled the co. to distrain & 
sell any goods in their possession for the recovery 
of rates payable in respect of other goods of the 
same owner. Qu.: whether evidence to prove a 
customary right of general lien in the co. was 
inadmissible, by reason of the Act having conferred 
a specific remedy for the recovery of rates.— 
GREEN v. ST. KATHERINE’S Dock Co. (1849), 19 
L. J. Q. B. 63; 138 L. T. O. S. 465 5; 13 Jur. 1116. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Norwich Corpn. v. Norwich Ry. 
(1855), 1 Jur. N 8. 344, 


130. 5 Daneel v. BOSANQUET, No. 280, 
post. 

131. Remedy provided by agreement.} — Cor- 
LINS v. ONGLY (1697), 2 Selwyn’s N. P., 10th ed. 
1377. 

Annotation :—Relid. Chase v. Westimore (1816), 5 M. & 8. 180. 

182. .] -1f there be a special agreement, 
the general right of detaining a thing delivered 
is thereby waived.—BRENAN v. CURRINT (1755), 


Say. 224; 96 E. R. 860. 
Annotation :—Dbtd. Chase v. Westmore (1816), 5 M. & &. 


438, -]—(1) Where there is an express 
antecedent contract between the parties, a lien 
which grows out of an implied contract does not 

arise (LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.). 

m2) The right of suit & the right of lien are dis- 

tinct rights, both arising out of implied contracts, 











128i. General rule.|-——CANADA STEEL 
& Wire Co. v. FERGUSON (1915), 25 
Man. L. R. 320; 8 W. W. R. 416; 21 
D.L. R. 771. —CAN. 


n. Claims charged in current oc- 
SE sere v. MAITLAND (1858), 16 
1.—CAN. 


o. Payment by instalments.) — 
Where goods sold are delivered in 
instalments & separate payment is to 
be made for each instalment, as a 
general rule, & in tho absence ot 


specific agreement, a lion cannot bo 
A aimed for a balance owing in respect 
of an instalment already delivered 
against instalments still to be delivered, 
even thongh the contract be an entire 
one,—SNaGPROOF, LTD. v. BRopY 


p. Paym of contractor on archi- 
tect's cert a ertificate not given 
oF poh connate ee 

ILKS v EDUC 
Clotey 85 W. L. R. 4; 11 W. W. R. 


4.—CAN. 


PART Il. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT, &. 


1291. Remedy provided by statute. 
The persons referred to in Creditors’ 
Trust Act, 1902, s. 3 (2), ag execution 

itars are those having processcs 
upon which execution can be phate 
erefore an attaching order 
a reopn who had not yet ob 
judgment a lien on moneys in ct., wae 
set. aaide.— WILLIAMBON 0. WOOLLIAME 
Pe eae (1911), 16 B. c. R. 346.— 


Part IJ.—Leaat orn Possessory Lien GENERALLY. 


_& both subsisting at the same time (LoRD ELLEN- 
BOROUGH, C.J.).—STEVENSON v. BLAKELOCK (1813), 
1M. & S. 585; 105 H. R. 200. 

Annotations :—Ae to (1) Consd. Kirchner v. Venus (1859), 
12 Moo. P. C. C. 361. Refd. Horncastle v. Farran (1819), 


2 Stark. 590; Crawshay v. Homftray (1820), 4 B. & Ald. 
50; Gibson v. May (1853), 4 De Gs. M. & G. 512; Re 


Taylor, Stileman & Underwood, [1891] 1 Ch. 590. 
Generally, Refd. The Alan Ker, . Ki 

Tithe He mT e Alan Ker, How v. Kirchner (1857), 
134. Express pledge.!-—— Goods pledged, 





expressly, to secure, by the produce of the sale, 
acceptors who have taken up & paid bills drawn 
on them by the owner, are released from further 
charge as to other bills so taken up & paid subse- 
quently, if the amount of the original sum paid 
on account of the owner, have been repaid to them 
without resorting to a sale. If, while the goods 
remain in the possession of the acceptors, the 
owner become insolvent, & has committed acts of 
bkpcy., before the original pledge be entirely 
redeemed by repayment of the money secured 
by it. other advances be then made to him by them, 
it is not a case of mutual credit within the 5 Geo. 2, 
c. 30, s. 28, & the assignees of bkpt. may recover 
the goods in trover. But the assignees, under 
such circumstances, having elected to bring trover, 
cannot afterwards sue deft. to recover back the 
original sum for which the goods had been in the 
first instance pledged, although paid to them after 
the depositor had become bkpt. 

When the sum was paid for which these goods 
had been specifically pledged, there was an end 
of that transaction, & the pledge was functus 
officio. The property in the goods then immedi- 
ately reverted to bkpt., & on his bkpcy., in his 
assignees, discharged of any lien which deft. 
might have had on them (Woop, B.).—Brirp- 
Me v. RAPHAEL (1818), 5 Price. 593; 146 BE. R. 
any otelon :—Mentd. Lindon v. Sharp (1843), 6 Man. & G. 


ea ——.}|—LHIAMMOND v. M‘CrIiE, No. 147, 
post. 
136. Express security.|—The right of a 





consignee of a West India estate gives him a lien 
on the plantation in respect of the balance due to 
him, & is an exception to the gencral rule which 
applies to principal & agent. Such lien not being 
the result of an express contract, but given by 
implication of law, if created by written contract, 
is excluded. Therefore, if a consignee takes an 
express security, such security being the stipula- 
tion & agreement of the parties, it excludes his 
general lien. So held where the party claiming 
a general lien as consignee was also mtgee. of 
certain estates, & had, by deed, stipulated for the 
consignment of their produce, as well as that of 
other plantations, subject to the rights & interests 
of existing mtgees. then subsisting thereon.— 
Re Leity’s Estate, CHAMBERS v. DAVIDSON 
(1866), L. R. 1 P. C. 2986; 4 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 
158; 36 L. J. P. C. 17; 12 Jur. N.S. 987; 15 
W. R. 534; 16 BE. R. 276, P. C. 

187. -|—(1) The lien of a broker upon 
policies of insurance which he has effected, & on 
which he has paid the premiums, may be super- 
seded by a special arrangement or contract, or 
by his particular mode of dealing with the parties 
for whom he has effected them. But where he 
has merely agreed to state monthly accounts & 

receive monthly payments, but has never 
delivered up the policies until after actual payment 
made to him, his general right of lien is not 
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superseded in any way by this special arrange- 
ment. 

(2) This is so though he has effected the policies 
through an intermediary, whom he knew to be 
an intermediary & not the principal, & who has 
received payment from the principal, but who 
has not paid the broker.— FISHER v, SMITH (1878), 
4 App. Cas.1; 48 L. J. Q. B. 411; 39 L. T. 430; 
27 W. R. 113; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 60, H. L. 
ask Gara :—As to (1) Ponsd, Hope v. Glendinning, [1911] 


419, 

138. Express tharge.] — Testator, who 
died in Oct. 1885, had three accounts at a bank, 
a private account, an estate account in the name 
of his agent, & an account for the purposes of a 
museum. He deposited a policy of assurance for 
£5,000 with the bank, giving at the same time a 
memorandum charging the policy with advances 
to him not exceeding £4,000 besides a com- 
mission & interest. Testator was at the time of 
his death, indebted upon his first & third accounts 
with the bank for a sum exceeding £4,000. The 
question was raised whether by virtue of their 
general lien the bankers were entitled to a charge 
upon the policy for all sums owing by testator to 
them or only for the £4,000 :—Held: the bankers 
had no lien for more than £4,000 commission & 
interest, the right to a general lien being negatived 
by the express charge given by the memorandum.— 
Re BowkEs, STRATHMORE (EARL) v. VANE (1886), 
33 Ch. D. 586; 56 L. J. Ch. 148; 55 L. T. 260 ; 
35 W. R. 166. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Re London & Globe Finance Corpn., 
[1902] 2 Ch. 416. Refd. Re Gregson. Christison r. Bolam 
(1887), 57 L. J. Ch. 221. 

189. Right of action.'—SrrevenNson v. BLAKE- 
nock, No. 133, ante. 

140. .|—There is no principle of law which 
prevents a right of lien upon goods being super- 
added to a right of action of debt for the money 
which the lien secures (per CUR.).—REDERIACT. 
SUPERIOR v. DEWAR & WEBB, [1909] 2 K. B. 998 ; 
78 L. J. K. B. 1100; 101 L. T. 371; 25 T. L. R. 
821; 11 Asp. M. L. C. 295; 14 Com. Cas. 320, 
C. A. 

Particular mode of payment.]—-See No. 54, anle. 








Sect. 9.—EXTINGUISHMENT OF LIEN. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 
141. What court will consider.|——HilL & Sons 


v. LONDON CENTRAL MARKETS COLD STORAGE Co., 
Lrp., No. 149, post. 





SuB-sEcT. 2.—By Loss oF POSSESSION. 
A. In General. 


142. General rule.]—An innkeeper has a right 
to detain a horse for the expenses of his keep ; 
but he cannot sell the horse & by that means pay 
himself; & if by suffering the horse to depart, or 
by any other means, he gives credit to the owner, 
he cannot afterwards detain him upon his coming 
again into his possession._-JONES v. THURLOE 
(1723), 8 Mod. Rep. 172; 88 E. R. 126; sub nom. 


JONES v. PEARLE, 1 Stra. 557. 
Annotations :—Refd. Snead v. Watkins (1856), 1 C. B. N.S. 
267. Mentd. Chase v. Westmore (1816), 5 M. & S. 180. 


143. .]}—A consignee parting with the 
goods consigned, parts with his lien on them.— 
CRUGER v. Wilcox (1755), 1 Dick. 260; 21 E.R. 





PART II, SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. | up his right to tho possession of the 
142 1. General ru A lien is de- peck UNELS v. THR VERA 


11923] 2D. L. R. 867; [1923] Exch 
le. }— C R ? B 
stroyed if the party entitled to it gives ESTERN MAcHINE WORKS, 


- R. 36; .C. RB. 472 3 (1993) 1 
Lrp., | W. W. R. 253.—CAN. 
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Sect. 9.—Eatinguishment of lien: Sub-sect. 2, A. 
& B.; eub-sects. 8 & 4, A.] 


were entitled to a lien for costs :—Held: the lien 
of the firm was not destroyed by reason of the 
documents having gone out of their possession. 

(2) The claim in respect of which the lien existed 
was barred by Stat. Limitations:—Held: the 
lien was not thereby affected.— Re CARTER, CARTER 
v. CARTER (1885), 55 L. J. Ch. 230; 53 L. T. 630 ; 
34 W. R. 57. 

Goods sold by factor—On instructions from 
principal.|—See Aarncy, Vol. I., p. 551, No. 2012, 


B. Effect of Subsequent Recovery. 


167. Delivery to agent of debtor — Carrler.]— 
One who has a lien on goods in his possession, 
if he afterwards deliver them to a ship carrier to 
be conveyed on account & at the risk of his princi- 
‘pal, though unknown to the carrier, cannot recover 
his lien by stopping the goods in transitu & pro- 
curing them to be redelivered to him by virtue of 
a bill of lading signed by the carrier in the course 
of his voyage.—SWEET v. Pym (1800), 1 East, 4; 
102 K. R. 2. 

Annotation :—Refd. M‘Combic v. Davies (1805), 7 East, 5. 

168. Possession fraudulently obtained by debtor.] 
-—A livery stable keeper may, by express agree- 
ment, have a lien for the keep of horses; where 
the owner of horses in the possession of a livery 
stable keeper who had such lien, fraudulently took 
them out of his possession :—Held: the livery 
stable keeper might, without force, retake the 
horses, & the lien would revive.—WALLACE v. 
yee (1824), 1C.& P. 575; Ry. & M. 193, 


O00 5 

Annotations :—Refd. Bevan v. Waters (1828), 3 C.& P. 520; 
Judson tv. Etheridge (1833), 3 Tyr. 954; Sanderson v. 
Bell (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 304; Castellain r. Thompson, 
Thompson v. Castellain (1862), 13 C. B. N.S. 105. 


169. Possession recovered under different title.] 
——PENNINGTON v. RELIANCE Moror Works, LTD., 
No. 324, post. , 

170. Innkeeper’s lien.J—JONES  v. 
No. 142, ante. 

171. Broker’s lien—On insurance policy.] 
If a broker, having a lien on a policy, part with it, 
his lien revives on repossession. 

Pltf., resident abroad, ordered A., his corre- 
spondent here, to effect an insurance on his account. 
A. was in the habit of employing deft. as his broker, 
to effect insurances on his own account & for his 
correspondents abroad, & instructed him to effect 
this insurance, but did not mention pltf.’s name. 
Pltf. paid the amount of the premiums, £280, to 
A.; but that fact was not known to deft. at the 
time of effecting the insurance. A. was indebted 


THURLOE, 





of ag HO aaa ae oes v. HENDFR- 
CAN. ; . B. R. (Chip.) 47.— & 

Yr. Removal of timber by owner— 
From claimant's mill—To other part 
of site—Whole site in possession of 
claimant.}—SMITH r. HAY WARD (1924), 


repairer ufter r 
lien restored 


PART II, SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 
6. de alg ent 

to dblacksmith—Returned 

tra— Wagon-repairer’s 


-/—-MILLBURN tv. MILLBURN 
(1848), 4 U~. C. R. 179.—CAN. 


LIEN. 


to deft. in £21,000, including the amount of the 
remiums, & in the course of the next year paid 
eft. £33,000, but incurred further debts, so as 
always, throughout the year, to leave a balance in 
favour of deft. to a greater amount than the sum 
due for the premiums. Deft. received £385 from 
the underwriters, on the loss, & passed the same to 
A.’s account :—Held: deft. had no general lien, 
& the particular lien was discharged, as deft. 
must be congidered as having been paid the amount 
of the premiums.—LEvY v. BARNARD (1818), 8 
Taunt. 149; 2 Moore, C. P. 34; 129 E. R. 340. 
Where owner has right to remove—From time to 
time.]—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 1, B. (c), ante. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—ByYy PAYMENT OR TENDER OF 
AMOUNT CLAIMED, 





172. General rule.}—-WHITE v. GAINER, No. 
5, ante. 
178. J—Where A. had a lien upon a 


chattel belonging to B., who had tendered to him 
a sum in satisfaction of such lien, & demanded the 
chattel, but A. refused to deliver it up, upon the 
ground that a third party had indemnified him :— 
Held: in an action of trover, the above was suffi- 
cient evidence of a conversion.—CAUNCE v. 
SPANTON (1844), 7 Man. & G. 908; 135 BE. BR. 367 ; 
sub nom. CANNEE v. SPANTON, 8 Scott, N. R. 714; 
14L. J.C. P. 23; 8 Jur. 1008. 

174. Sufficiency of tender--Tender less than 
amount claimed—No appropriation by debtor.]— 
To a count in detinue for a horse, there was a 
plea justifying the detention for non-payment of 
10s. ‘‘ being an expense which ought, according 
to certain conditions, to have been paid by piltf. 
before the horse was or should be taken away ’’’; 
to which pltf. replied a tender of the sum of 10s. 
‘‘ for the trial & examination of his, pltf.’s horse,”’ 
& the rejoinder traversed the tender. At the 
trial it appeared that deft. claimed £1 7s. of pltf., 
including the above 10s. & plitf. tendered 198. 6d. 
& left it, without saying that he meant that sum 
to apply to any particular items :—Held: the 
tender was not proved as pleaded. 

Deft.’s claim was for £1 7s. & pltf. should have 
stated to what part of the claim the 19s. 6d. was 
intended to apply. If a man has several claims, 
& a tender is made of less than sufficient to cover 
the whole, & the money left, as here, without 
specifying to what claims it is meant to be applied, 
the creditor has a right to appropriate it as he 
pleases. Here a tender of 19s. 6d. is made to a 
claim of £1 7s. & there it is left, without saying 


for wharfage & pltf. replied a tender of 
an amount sufficient to cover the deft.’s 
cl :—Held : the lien was discharged 
by the tender.—-DAVISON vt. MULCAHY 
(1888), 19 N. 8. R. (7 Lk. & G.) 209; 
7C. L. T. 324.-—CAN, 


by wagon-repairer 
wagon- 


172 iv. ——-.}-—-WILLIs tv. SWEET 

ae R. ye rae PART II. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 3. eee rene See R. & G.) 449; 
; nm retai rough agent— 172i. General rule.}—Deft. had in ia Se , . 
Eeeton of agent lost.}—A lien which his possession as a poundkeeper timber 172 v. ———.}—-MCFATRIDGE v. HoL- 
oe ned ironeh an agent may be belonging to H., who, while it was in greap (1889), 21 N. 8. RK. 325.—CAN. 

extinguished by luss by the agent of doft.’s possession made a_ general ‘ RRR a mS 
physical possession.— FOURIK_t. LOX- assigument of his property by dood to 172 vi. —-—.}--UNION LUMBER Co. 
a AF ROTHERS, [1922] C. P. D. 432.— _ pitf. :—Held: this was an ass ent 


a. Delivery o 


of the property in the timber, 


v. PORTER (1908), 9 W. L. R. 325.— 
pitt, CAN. 





B f article lo owner— after tendering the amount of deft.’s dad. Effect of refusal of tender.}— 

By artificer.|— zp. LEVIN (1904), 21 lien on the timber might maintain HARTNEY v. BOULTON aa (1914), 
Psaepe . Feo Se AY _ trover against him,.—J ack v. EAGLES 27 W. L. R. 813; 6 . W. R. 260 ; 
b. Goods entrusted to agent.}—A (1850), 7 N. B. R. (2 All.) 95.—CAN, 16D). L. R. 6231; 7 Sask. L. R. 97.— 

lien {3 destroyed by entrusting the 172 ii. ——.}—Lake ». Bieaar CAN. 

goods over which the lien is claimed to (1861), 11 ©. P. 170.—CAN, e. Lien clatmed ton large.}— 

belie ny unless he is a gratui 172 ili, ——.}—Pltf. sucd for dam- KENDAL v. FITZQERALD (1862), 21 


tous 
HITEHEAD v. SUNLKY 
Q. L. R. (Beor), pt. 3, 1 Aus 


ages for the unlawful detention of 
certain lumber; deft. pleaded a Hen 


U. ©. RR. 585.—CAN. 
{. Retention by municipality for 


Part I].—Lecau or*Possessory Lien GENERALLY. 


oy it is meant for any particular items (WILDE, 


The plea is not a general lien for 10s. but it 
claims a lien for a sum for the expense of the trial 
of the horse specifically alleged. Suppose a plea 
of a debt for making a coat, would a tender of a 
sum of money for making a pair of boots be any 
satisfaction of such plea? (CRESWELL, J.).— 
eet eee As ao Pa 5 C. B. 7938; 17 

~ dg. C. iP. : . TT. O. 8. 87; : : 
136 E. R. 1091. i peencss 

Claim of general lien.]|—See Nos. 178- 
182, post. 

J—See, 
XII., pp. 327 et seq. 

——.]—See, generally, Contract, Vol. XII., 
pp. 321 et seq. 

Waiver of tender—By claim for excessive 
amount.]|—See Nos. 179-182, 191, post. 

175. By denial of possession.|—JONES 
v. CLIFF, No. 219, post. 

176. Effect of refusal of tender-—Qualified re- 
fusal—No subsequent tender.]——A. & co. foreign 
agents for pltf., purchased, with their own money, 
& shipped in their own names, a cargo for him. 
They drew bills of exchange on him, which they 
sold, with the bills of lading annexed, to deft., & 
authorised him to sell the cargo if the bills of 
exchange were not paid at maturity. On the day 
when the bills became due pltf. tendered payment, 
but the bills having been mislaid, he was directed 
to wait until the following day, at which time he 
refused to take up the bill. In an action of trover 
for the cargo :—Held: defts. acquired a special 
property, which was not divested by the quasi- 
tender upon the day when the bills became due.— 
JENKYNS v. BRown (1849), 14 Q. B. 496; 19 
L. J. Q. B. 286; 14 L. T. O. 8. 395; 14 Jur. 505; 
yt pss ae 
Annotations :— . Shephe . 4 . 

1'Q. B. 196; Sowell v. Burdick (lesan 10 Aur Ges. 14. 

177, Payment to party other than creditor— 
Agent employing sub-agent.|—FisHER v. SMITH, 
No. 137, ante. 


generally, CONTRACT, Vol. 





h. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—By CLamm OF CREDITOR TO RETAIN. 
A. For Excessive Amount. 

178. Claim of general lien.)}— KNIGHT  »v. 
HARRISON (1823), cited 4 M. & W: at p. 272; 150 
K. R. 1431. 

-{nnotation :-—Refd. Scarfe r. Morgan (1838), 4M. & W. 270. 

179. Waiver of tender—For amount of 
particular lien.]—A. received from B., an insolvent, 
the pawnbroker's duplicate of a harp, which was 
an undue preference under 7 Geo. 4, c. 57, 8. 32, 
A. took the harp qut of pawn :—Held: as against 
the assignees, A. had no lien on the harp for the 
sum he paid to take it out of pawn. Semble: 
where a party claims to hold goods for his general 

alance, he cannot object that a smaller sum, 
for which he really has a lien, has not been 
tendered to him.—AYLING v. WILLIAMS (1832), 
5 C, & P. 899, N. P. 
-{nnotation :—Retd. Scarfe v. Morgan (1833), 4 M. & W. 270. 
__ 180. ——.]—(1) Generally speaking 
if a chattel delivered to a party receive improve- 











tares—Neressity for payment to lien- 
holder.|}\—Goods sold under lien are not 
Cxcmpt from business tax since the 
person taxed has an interest in & 


L. R. 54 


postession of the goods, but the 
rates aaeroap bal can retain een of exchange, deft. 
y 


ods when seized o aylu 
of the lNen.—Drxrg PLOW. or Pf 


Scotr (1914), 29 W. L. R. 542; 20 
D. 3.—CAN., 
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ment from his labour & skill, he has a specific lien 

upon it for his remuneration, whether the contract 

for it be express or implied; provided there be 
nothing in the nature of the contract inconsistent 
with the existence of a lien 

The artificer to whom the goods are delivered 
for the purpose of being worked up into form; or 
the farrier by whose skill the animal is cured of 
a disease; or the horsebreaker by whose skill he 
is rendered manageable, have liens upon the chat- 
tels in respect of their charges (PARKE, B.). 

(2) If a mare be delivered into the possession 
of a party to be covered by a stallion, which is 
his property, at a price agreed on, the bailee has 
a lien on the mare for that amount. 

(3) If a party have a specific lien on the goods 
of another & when required to deliver them up, 
claim a lien upon them for a sum either greater 
or different from that for which he is entitled to 
hold them, his lien is gone; but if he claim to 
hold them both for the sum to which he is entitled 
& also for a further one to which he is not entitled, 
his lien in respect of the former remains, & the 
owner ought, on such refusal, to tender that claim. 

(4) Sunday Observance Act, 1677 (c. 7), 8. 1, 
only contemplates the case of persons exercising 
trades, etc., on Sunday; &, therefore, does not 
extend to the case of an agreement made by a 
farmer that in consideration of a certain sum, a 
mare belonging to another person shall be covered 
by a stallion which is his property. 

This was not a contract within Sunday 
Observance Act, 1677 (c. 7), 5. 1, it not being made 
in the exercise of deft.’s ordinary calling. The 
statute does not extend to any case where the 
consideration has been executed, & a property, 
either general or special, passed in the chattels 
which are the subject of it.—ScARFE v. MORGAN 
(1838), 4 M. & W. 270; 1 Horn & Hf. 292; 71. J. 
Ex. 324; 2 Jur. 569; 150 BE. R. 1430 
Annotations :—As to Q Distd. Jackson vr. Cummins (1839), 

5 M. & W. 342. olld. Rumsey v. N. E. Ry. (1863), 

14 C. B. N.S. 641. Refd. Hatton v. Car Maintenance 

Co. (1914), 110 L. T. 765. As to (3) Apld. Kerford v. 

Mondel (1859), 28 L. J. Ex. 303.  Refd. Dirks v. Richards 

(1842), 6 Jur, 562, Gencrally, Retd. Beaumont v. Brengeri 

(1847), 5 C. B. 301; Skinner r. Lambert (1850), 16 L. T. 

O. S. 244; Weeks v. Goode (1859), 6 C. B. N. &. 367. 

Mentd. Short v. Mercier (1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 289; Taylor 

v. Chester (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 309. 

181. .j—In trover by the owner 
of goods against a carrier who has detained the 
goods under a claim of lien, it is not necessary, 
in order to entitle pltf. to recover, that he should 
prove an actual tender of the carriage money, if 
it appear that he was ready to pay it, but that 
deft. refused to deliver the goods except on pay- 
ment of an alleged old balance, which the jury 
find not to have been really due.—JONEs v. TARLE- 
TON (1842), 9 M. & W. 675; 11 L. J. Ex. 267; 
6 Jur. 348; 152 EK. R. 285. 

Annotations :—Refd. Kirchner v. Venus (1859), 12 Moo. 
P. C. C. 361; Wecks v. Goode (1859), 6 C. B. N. S. 367. 
Mentd. Yungmann t. Bricsemann (1892), 67 L. T. 642. 
182. Separate claims dis- 

tinguished.]|—ScakFE v. MORGAN, No. 180, ante. 

183. Claim of particular lien—For repairs to 
chattel—Some repairs not ordered by debtor.|— 
GREEN v. SHEWELL (circa 1837), cited in 4 M. & W. 
277; 150 E. R. 1433. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 270. 





—————— 














was sufficient :—Held: the replication 
was bad.—CoNGER v. HUTCHINSON 
(1843), 6 O. S. 644.—CAN. 


Payment into court—Consent of 
laintiff before discharge.}—WILAIs 0. 
VILLIAMSON (Ont.) (1911), 4 Can. Dig. 
Supp. 1318.—CAN. 


g. Sufficiency of tender—Must be 
shown.)}—Where in trover for bills of h. 
leaded a lien by 
ses & pltf. roplied a tender, 
without averring that tho sum tendered 
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184. Claim for debt due from third party.]— 
A picture was placed by A. in the hands of B. for 
sale, B. deposited it with C. On its being 
demanded by A., C. claimed 5s. for warehouse 
room; but on a second demand being made, 
with an offer to pay any claim which C. might have 
for warehouse room, C. refused to give up the 

icture without being paid £8 due to him from 
B. :—Held: the demand of the £8 amounted to a 
waiver of the claim for warehouse room, & it 
rendered a specific tender in respect thereof 
unnecessary.— DIRKS v. RICHARDS (1842), 4 Man. 
& G. 574; 5 Scott, N. R. 534; 6 Jur. 562; 134 
E. R. 236. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Liewellin, [1891] 3 Ch. 145. 

Tender not appropriated by debtor.] — See 
No. 174, ante. 


B. On Other than Lien Grounds. 


185. No mention of lien.]—If one having a lien 
upon goods, when they are demanded of him, 
claims to retain them upon a different ground, 
making no mention of the lien, trover may be 
maintained against him, without evidence of any 
tender having been made of the amount of his 
lien.——BOARDMAN v. Siu (1808), 1 Camp. 410, n. 
Annotations :—Consd. White v. Gainer (1824), 2 Bing. 23; 

Stow v. Crowley (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 129; Searfe ». 

Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 270. Folld. Weeks v. Goode 

(1859), 6 C. B. N. S. 367. Refd Owen v. Knight (1837), 4 

Bing. N. C. 54; Dirks v. Richards (1842), 4 Man. & G. 

574; Gobind Chunder Sein v. Ryan (1861), 9 Moo. Ind. 

App. 140; Romsey v. N. E. Ry. (1863), 2 New Rep. 360 ; 

Yungmann v. Briesemann (1892), 67 L. T. 642. 

186. -]—(1) Pltf. placed some cows with 
deft. to agist ; a third person ordered deft. not to 
give them up; & deft., upon being asked for them 
by pltf., mentioned his orders, & said that he could 
not give them up :—Held: to be a conversion. 

(2) No lien was at the time mentioned :—Held: 
deft. could not afterwards set up the lien to justify 
the _refusal.—SKINNER v. LAMBERT (1850), 16 
L. T. O. S. 244, N. P. 

187, -|—A lien may be waived by the 
party’s setting up a claim to retain the chattel 
upon a different ground, & making no mention of 
the lien. In trover against A. & B. for a lease, 
the evidence of conversion was as follows: A 
demand having been made upon A., he declined 
to give up the lease until certain rent due to B. 
was paid; but he added that it was more B.’s 
business than his own, &, as he was not in, he, A., 
would either send the lease in the course of the day, 
or would write pitf. a letter declining to return it. 
Pitf., receiving neither lease nor letter, issued his 
writ on the following morning :—Held: this 
amounted to an absolute refusal, notwithstanding 
defts. had at the time, though it was not men- 
tioned, a lien upon the lease for a small sum due 
to them for business done by them as attorneys 
for pltf.—WEEKs v. GooDE (1859), 6 C. B. N.S. 
367; 141 E. R. 499; sub nom. WICKs v. Goop, 
33 L. T. O. 8. 93. 

188. Formalities not complied with—Informal 
notice of change of title to goods.]—Where goods 
deposited at_a wharf are sold by the owner, & 
he gives notice thereof to the wharfinger, paying 
all charges up to that time, the wharfinger cannot 
claim a lien against him for subsequent charges 
in respect of such goods on the ground that no 
delivery order was lodged, & the notice was merel 
oral,— Barry v. LONGMORE (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 
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689; Arn. & H. 14; 4 Per. & Dav. 344; 113 E.R. 
956. 
See, also, No. 5, ante. 


C. Other Cases. 

189. Grounds of claim not stated.|—WuHITH v. 
GAINER, No. 5, ante. 

190. Claim to retain with other goods—No lien 
claimed on other goods.|—-WHITE v. GAINER, No 
5, ante. 

191. Claim on double grounds—Failure to sus- 
tain either—Either claim amounting to waiver of 
tender.|—-Where a party claims to detain goods 
upon two causes of lien, in such a way as to 
dispense with tender of either, he is guilty of con- 
version unless he can sustain both.—KERFORD v. 
MONDEL (1859), 28 L. J. Ex. 303; 33 L. T. O. S. 
289 


Annotations :—Distd. Watson v. Pearson (1863), 11 W. R. 
702. Consd. The Norway. (1864), Brown. & Lush. 377. 
Refd. Alien v. Smith (1863), 11 W. R. 440. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—By TAKING SECURITY. 
See Sub-sect. 7, B., post. 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—By CONVERSION. 


192. General rule.|—Pitf. agreed to buy of 
deft. a stack of hay for £86 to be paid for as taken 
away, & to be removed by May 31. Part of the 
hay was removed & paid for by pltf. before May 31, 
& in Aug. the remainder was cut up & used by 
deft. :—Held: as deft.’s lien on the hay was 
determined by the act of conversion, pltf. was 
entitled to the possession of the hay, & might 
maintain an action of trover. 

A lien is a mere right of possession; but as 
soon as a party uses the goods in a manner incon- 
sistent with his claim of lien, from that moment 
his lien ceases, & the right of possession of the other 
party revives (PARKE, B.).—GuURR v. CUTHBERT 
(1843), 12 L. J. Ex. 309. 

1938. |—The sale of a chattel by the 
holder waives the lien on it, although the rctention 
of it would put him to expense.—MULLINER Uv. 
FLORENCE (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 484; 47 L. J. Q. B. 
700; 38 L. T. 167; 42 J. P. 293; 26 W. R. 385, 
C. A. 

A aes :—Reld. Chesham Automobile Supply v. Beres- 
ford Hotel, Birchington (1913), 29 'T. L. 2. 584. Mentd. 

Johnson v. Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry. (1878), 3 C. P. D. 


499; Cox v. Liddell (1895), 2 Mans. 212; Whiteley v. 
Hilt, (1918) 2 K. B. 808. 


194, .|—Rust v. McNavuauT (1917), 144 
L. T. Jo. 76; on appeal (1918), 144 L. T. Jo. 440, 
C.A 


195. Effect of conversion—Whether lien at- 
taches to purchase money.|— Deft. held a certain 
deed of lease on which he had a lien for £300 as 
attorney of S.; a commission of bkpt. was issued 
against 8. in Dec. 1829; deft. acted as attorney 
under that commission; & in 1831, after notice 
of a petition to supersede it, he joined with the 
assignee under the commission in a sale of the 
lease, & out of the proceeds was paid the £300 due 
to him from S._ The commission of bkpt. having 
been superseded in 1832 for want of a sufficient 

etitioning creditor’s debt, & a new commission 
aving issued :—Held: deft. was liable to refund 
the £300 in an action for money had & received 
to the use of the assignee under the second 
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commission, & also money received ‘in 1831 for 
rent, etc., accruing to S.—CLARK »v. GILBERT 
(1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 343; 2 Scott, 520; 1 Hodg. 
847; 5 LL. J. C. P. 61; 1382 E. R. 135. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Chinory v. Viall (1860), 5 H. & N. 
288; Cox v. Liddell (1895), 2 Mans. 212. 


See, generally, TROVER. 


SuB-sEcT. 7.—By Waltver. 
A. In General. 

196. Lien treated as non-existent.])—(1) Where 
oods were sent directed to the residence of the 
uyer, arrived at the warehouse of a wharfinger, 

& subsequently, the buyer being insolvent, the 
contract between him & the seller was rescinded, 
but no application was made to the wharfinger 
until six weeks after their arrival at the ware- 
house :—Held: the mere delay in applying to 
the wharfinger did not determine the transitus, 
the goods were still in transitu, & consequently 
the wharfinger could not set up a lien in respect 
of the general balance due to him from the seller. 
(2) Where a person was assumed to have had a 
lien upon goods for his general balance as a 
wharfinger, & upon being applied to by the con- 
signor made a charge only in respect of the par- 
ticular goods, but was not paid at the time on 
account of the difficulty of getting change for a 
bank note, & the card of the consignor, with the 
consent of the wharfinger, was nailed on the 
goods, & the parties separated upon the under- 
standing that the consignor should send for the 
goods & pay the sum which had been named :— 
Held: these facts amounted to a waiver by the 
wharfinger of his lien for his general balance, & 
he could not detain the goods after a tender of the 
sum he had previously named.—MORLEY v. 
Hay (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 306; 71. 3.0.8. 
K. B. 104. 

197. Omission to claim for many years.}— 
A debenture for a tontine annuity was deposited 
by an intestate with his bankers, one of whom 
received the dividends, & placed them to the credit 
of intestate’s account. Intestate died in 1801, & 
& commission issued against the bankers in 1810; 
notwithstanding which, the same partner con- 
tinued to receive the dividends, & pay them to 
intestate’s widow, up to the period of his own death 
which happened in 1822; some time after which 
the assignees of the bankers claimed a lien on the 
debenture, for a debt due from intestate to the 
banking house :—Held: after so long an abandon- 
ment of any claim of lien, the assignees could not 
now support such claim; & the debenture, also, 
could not be considered as having been left in the 
order & disposition of the bankers, having been 
deposited in the nature of a trust.—Re NoBLe, 
Ez BE Dovuauas (1833), 3 Deac. & Ch. 310. 

198. j|—H. & co., of Newfoundland, by 
order of Messrs. D., of Jamaica, shipped a cargo of 
fish on board a vessel, chartered by Messrs. D., 
& consigned it, by D.’s request, to S. & L., Messrs. 
D.’s factors, in Jamaica. Messrs. D. were, at 
that time, indebted to S. & L. for large advances 
made to them; &, after they had ordered the 
cargo, they applied to S. & L. for a further advance, 
informing them, that they might expect the 
cargo, & authorising them to sell it, on their 
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196 i. Lien treated as non-existent. }— 
A lien is waived if the person who has 
the lien on a chattel tries to justify the 
detention on unds other than lien.— 
HEARN v. HASTERN Motors, LTD., 


l. Authority to 
pro 


(19243 1 D. L. R. 561; 56N.S. BR. 
463.—CAN. 


v—<Account settled out of 
ceeds.}—Where a thresher agrees 
the farmer for whom he threshes may 
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account, & give them credit for the proceeds. 

S. & L. made the required advance. No agreement 

was reduced into writing as to the pledge of the 

cargo. Before the arrival of the vessel, Messrs. 

D., being in insolvent circumstances, informed S. 

& L. that, in the circumstances of the firm, they 

could not think of receiving the cargo; &, on the 

arrival of the vessel, Messrs. D., by letter to 8. & 

L., repeated their determination not to receive the 

cargo, & desired them to sell it; to render the 

sales to them, & to remit the proceeds, after 

deducting freight, etc., to H. & co. Messrs. D. 

also wrote, to the same effect, to Messrs. H. & co., 

who, by letter, acquiesced in this repudiation ; 
the letter did not arrive in Jamaica until some 
months after the sale. S. & L. offered no objection 
to Messrs. D.’s proposal, & sold the cargo; they 
did not then claim any lien on the cargo, but 
they afterwards refused to account for the proceeds 
to H. & co., claiming a lien on the goods as the 
factors, & creditors, of Messrs. D. Upon a bill 
of exceptions to the judge’s directions in an action 
of assumpsit, brought by H. & co., against S. & 

L. :—Held: S. & L. having sold the cargo, under 

the direction of Messrs. D., must be considered 

as the agents of H. & co., &, if they had originally 
any lien on the cargo, they had, by their conduct, 
waived it.—HARRISON v. ScoTr (1846), 5 Moo. 

P. C. C. 357; 10 Jur. 443; 13 BE. R. 528, P. CO. 

199. Election—Proof in bankruptcy of debtor.] 
—A creditor, having a lien on property of bkpt. 
for his debt, held to be concluded by proving his 
debt, voting in the choice of assignees, & signing 
the certificate, & ordered to deliver up the property 
on which he had a lien.—Re AUBUSSON, Hx p. 
SoLomon (1821), 1 Gl. & J. 25. 

Annotations :—Reftd. Stammers v. Elliott (1867), L. R._ 4 
Kq. 675; Re Firth, Ex p. Schofield (1879), 12 Ch. D. 
337 ; Re Rhoades, Ex p. Rhoades, [1899] 1 Q. B. 905. 
200. Assent to composition deed.|— Where a 

composition deed between a debtor & his creditors 

provides that those who come in under it shall 
thereby release their debts, a lien creditor cannot 
realise his lien & prove for the difference, but if he 
elects to take the benefit of the deed, must first 
give up the property on which he claims the lien. 

—Buck v. SHIPPAM (1846), 1 Ph. 694; 41 E. R. 

796. . 

201. Grounds of claim to retain not stated— 
Purchase by creditor from bankrupt debtor.]|— 
WHITE v. GAINER, No. 5, ante. 

202. Undertaking to deliver goods—To order of 
purchaser—Purchase-money remaining unpaid— 
Goods ‘resold by purchaser.]|—Defts. sold goods to 
B. & co. & at the same time handed to B. & co. 
two documents, each as follows: ‘‘ We hereby 
undertake to deliver to your order endorsed hereon 
twenty-five tons merchantable zinc off your 
contract of this date.’’ Before delivery B. & co. 
became insolvent & unable to pay defts. whereupon 
defts. retained the goods by virtue of their lien as 
unpaid vendors of insolvent purchasers. B. & 
co. resold the goods to pltfs. & endorsed & handeg 
to them the two documents above referred to. 
In an action by pltfs. against defts. for refusing to 
deliver the goods:—Held: inasmuch as defts. 
were entitled to set up their lien as against B. & co., 
& inasmuch as the two documents were only 
undertakings to do something, & not representa- 
tions of any fact, defts. were not estopped by them 





sell a car of grain in his own name, on 
the understanding that out of the 
proceeds the threshing account will be 

aid, he thereby waives his lien in so 
ar ag the grain in that car is concerned. 
—FAHLMAN v. MACLEAN (Sask.), 


owner to _ sell 


that 
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from setting up their lien as against pltfs., & were 
therefore entitled to retain the goods.—FARMELOE 
v. BaIn (1876), 1 C. P. D. 445; 45 L. J. Q. B. 
264; 341. T. 324. 

Waiver of solicitor’s lien.|—See SoLIcirors. 

208. Creditor getting execution on goods.|— 
(1) A party, who having a lien on goods, causes 
them to be taken in execution at his own suit, 
loses his lien thereby although the goods are sold 
to him under the execution, & are never removed 
off his premises. 

A lien is destroyed if the party entitled to it 
gives up his right to the possession of the goods. 
If another person had sued out execution, deft. 
might have insisted on his lien. But M. himself 
called on the sheriff to sell ; he set up no lien against 
the sale; on the contrary, he thought his best 
title was by virtue of that sale. Now, in order 
to sell, the-sheriff must have had possession ; but 
after he had possession from M., & with his assent, 
M.’s subsequent possession must have been 
acquired under the sale, & not by virtue of his 
lien (BEsT, C.J.). 

(2) Qu. : whether a trainer of racehorses has a 
lien on the horses for his services in training.— 
JACOBS v. LATOUR (1828), 5 Bing. 130; 2 Moo. & 
P. 201; 6L. 3.0.8. C. P. 248; 130 E. R. 1010. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Compston rv. Haigh (1836), 5 
L. J. C. P. 99; The Repulse (1845), 2 Wm. Rob. 398. 
As to (2) Refd. Judson v. Etheridge (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
743; Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 270; Jackson 
v. Cummins (1839), 5 M. & W. 342; Forth v. Simpson 
(1849), 13 Jur. 1024. 


B. By Taking Security. 

204. General rule.|—Factor’s lien both for his 
expenditure on the goods in his possession, & his 
general balance, lost by a special contract for a 
particular mode of payment. 

_ Where by the usage of trade a person has a 

lien on goods in his hands for work performed upon 

them, & further, for work upon other goods, not 
then in his possession, having been delivered over, 
according to the usages of different trades, it is 
settled that by taking a security the lien is gone, 
even with regard to the goods in his possession 

(Lorp ELpon, C.).—COWELL v. SIMPSON (1809), 

16 Ves. 275; 33 E. R. 989, L. C. 

.innotalions :-—Consd. Stevenson v. Blakelock (1813), 1 
M. & 8. 535; Chase v. Westmore (1816), 5 M. & S. 180; 
Robartes v. Jefferys (1830), 8 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 137. Apld. 
Hewison v. Guthrie (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 755. Consd. 
Angus v. McLachlan (1883), 23 Ch. D. 330; 
Stileman & Underwood, {1891] 1 Ch. 590; 
(1892), 37 Sol. Jo. 83; He Morris, (1908) 1 K. B. 473. 

id. Crawshay v. Homfray (1820), 4 B. & Aid. 50. 

Balch v. Symes (1823), Turn. & R. 87; Pinnock v. Harrison 

(1838), 3 M. & W. 532; Lioyd v. Mason (1845), 4 Hare, 

132; Spartali v. Benecke (1850), 10 C. B. 212; Thames 

Iron Works v. Patent Derrick Co, (1860), 1 John. & H. 

93; Macnee v. Gorst (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 315; Hope v. 

aed ge C. 419. Mentd. He Bodega Co. 





205. -|—In trover by the assignees of a 
bkpt. to recover a policy of insurance, deft. 
pleaded a custom for insurance brokers to have a 
general lien upon policies of insurance in their 
possession for their general balance; that mutual 
dealings & accounts existed between bkpt. & 
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was indebted to deft. in £200. Replication: 
that the £200 was the price of goods sold to 
bkpt. upon twelve months’ credit; & that a bill 
of exchange was drawn & accepted in payment, 
which bill was not due at the time of the conver- 
sion :—Held: by taking the security the lien was 
gone.—HEWISON v. GUTHRIE (1836), 2 Bing. 

N. C. 755; 2 Hodg. 61; 3 Scott, 298; 5 L. J. 

C. P. 283; 182 E. R. 290. 

Annotations :—Apld. Angus v. McLachlan (1883), 23 Ch. D. 
330. Refd. Re Morris, [1908] 1 K. B. 473. 

206. J—A. & B., a solr., were exors. 
B. deposited some of his deeds in the trust box, 
to secure some money due to testator’s estate. 
The box remained in B.’s possession, & on his 
death the deeds were found to have been abstracted 
from it, & they could not be identified. The legal 
personal representative of B. then deposited certain 
specific deeds, selected by A., as a security for the 
debt :—Held: (1) assuming that A. had, in 
consequence of B.’s wrongful act, obtained a 
general lien on all B.’s deeds for the money, still 
he had waived it by taking the particular security 
from the legal personal representative; (2) the 
creditors of B. were bound by the arrangement 
between his legal personal representative & A.— 
MASON v. MoRLEY (No. 1) (1865), 34 Beav. 471; 
34 L. J. Ch. 422; 12 L. T. 414; 11 Jur. N.S. 
459; 13 W. R. 669; 55 EK. R. 717. 

207. Security taken from guarantor.|—<A person 
who has a lien on property, accompanied by the 
guarantee of a third person, does not lose his lien 
by taking the bills of that third person for the 
amount, concurrently with, & in order to a sale of 
the property to satisfy the debt.—SOLARTE v. 
ITiLBERS (1832), 1 L. J. K. B. 196. 

208. Question of intention—Security taken by 
innkeeper. ]—The mere taking by aninnkeeper,from 
his guest of a security for the payment of his bill 
does not necessarily destroy the lien which the 
innkeeper has by the common law upon the goods 
of his guest. In order to destroy the lien there 
must be something in the facts of the case, or in 
the nature of the security taken, which is incon- 
sistent with the retention of the lien, or which is 
destructive of it—ANGUS v. McLACHLAN (1883), 
23 Ch. D. 330; 52 L. J. Ch. 587; 48 L. T. 863 ; 
31 W. R. 641. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Morris, [1908] 1 K. B. 473. 

209. -|—Whether the taking of security 
by a person having a lien is an abandonment of 
the lien depends on the intention, whether 
expressed or to be gathered from the circumstances 
of the case.—te Taylor, STILEMAN & UNDER- 
woop, Ez p. PAYNE COLLIER, [1891] 1 Ch. 590; 
60 L. J. Ch. 525; 64 L. T. 605; 39 W. R. 417; 
77. L. R. 262, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Lumley (1892), 37 Sol. Jo. 83. 
Apld. Bissill v. Bradford & District Tram Co. (1893), 9 
T. L. R. 337; Re Douglas Norman, {1898] 1 Ch. 109. 
Consd. He Morris, (1908) 1 K. B. 473. Refd. Re Hanbury, 
Whitting & Nicholson (1896), 75 L. T. 449. Montd. 
Kingdon & Wilson, (1902) 2 Ch. 242. 

—— Security taken by solicitor.]|—See So.Lici- 
TORS. 

210. Specific security for smaller sum.]—Notice 
of an assignment of freight must be given to the 
broker & not to the freighters. <A specific security 
for a smaller sum will not do away with a general 








deft. ; & that at the time of the conversion bkpt. lien for a larger.—GARDNER v. LACHLAN (18386), 
Claim for storage only.}—-LAWwson v. in payment therefor 820 in cash & a 

CORBETT (1881), 14 N. Bit 2H, & cognovit for $70 payable at a future 

on Claim for es age charges — G.) 322; 2C0.L. T. 04.—GAN. ‘ date. After rocelt t of $20 & tender 
froper charges omitted — Whether of the cognovit :—Held ; the agreement 
(1881), PART IL. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 7.—B. was a waiver of A.’s right to lien.— 


n. Lien for storage & wharfage— 


204 i. General - rule.J—A., 
taken a likeness for Baer to take 


DEMPSEY v. CARSON (1862), 11 C. P. 


having 469,.—CAN. 


Part IJ.—Lecat or Possessory Lien GENERALLY. 


237 


as reported in Donnelly, 119; 47 E. R. 266; | quirements.]—(1) A pawnbroker, who, in taking 


on appeal (1888), 4 My. & Cr. 129, L. C. 
Anan :—Mentd. Cooke ». Hemming (1868), L. R. 3 


211. Bill given for debt—Effect of subsequent 
dishonour.]—SMITH v. BEEMAN (1843), 1 L. T. 
O. 8. 233. 

212. .]|—Engineers contracted with 
debtor, the owner of a barge, to supply stcam 
machinery to the vessel, at the docks of a dock co., 
for the price of £1050, to be paid by approved 
bills; one at three months for £260 when the 
boiler & engine should be placed in the vessel, one 
at three months for £260, & one at six months for 
£530, when the vessel should have made a trial 
trip. The vessel having been taken to the docks, 
was there entered in the name of one of the 
engineers; & whilst shipwrights & other agents 
of debtor were occasionally or constantly on board, 
the vessel remained in the possession of the 
engineers till the boat was ready to make a trial 
trip. In the interim the engineers had been paid 
£360, partly in cash, & partly by debtor’s accept- 
ance, which they discounted. On the day 
appointed for the trial trip debtor filed a liquida- 
tion petition, & a receiver took possession of the 
vessel. <A few days aftcrwards debtor’s acceptance 
was dishonoured :—Held : the lien of the engineers 
for the unpaid price for the machinery & their 
labour was not affected by their having agreed to 
take bills in payment, nor by the nature of the 
possession, nor by their having discounted debtor’s 
acceptance.—Ie WESTLAKE, Hx ». WILLOUGHBY 
(1881), 16 Ch. D. 604; 44 L. T. 111; 29 W. R. 








Annotation :—Refd. The Rellim (1922), 39 T. L. R. 41. 


SuB-SECT. 8.—-By BANKRUPTCY OF DEBTOR. 


218. Act of bankruptcy a general assignment.|— 
General assignment of all effects an act of bkpcy. ; 
giving therefore no lien; but a lien under a 
previous deposit & execution was not affected.— 
Eze p. SMITH (1813), 1 Ves. & B. 518; 35 BL R. 
201, L. C. 

214. Goods appropriated as cover for acceptance 
—Of agent—Goods ‘‘in order & disposition ’’ of 
ore ie aaa v. MACKENZIE, No. 216, 
post. 

Lien as security.|—See, generally, BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., pp. 388, 389, Nos. 3553-3560. 


SuB-sEcT. 9.—UNDER STATUTES OF LIMITATION. 


SuB-sECT. 10.—OTHER MopEs or EXTINGUISH- 
MENT. 


215. Lien arising by contract—Contract be- 
coming void—Failure to comply with statutory re- 


PART II. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 10. p. 


o. Nature of property changed— PATRICK v. 
By manufacture.)}—M., be the owner O. R, 221.— CAN, 
of certain Iand, sold & conveyed tho 
timber & cordwood thereon to M. who 
took possession, giving his note as 
ere payment; he then converted the 

mber into cordwood & sold it to S. & 
absconded :—-Held: M. had clearly 
lost his Iien.—Wyratr v. BANK OF 
TORONTO (1858), 8 C. P. 104.—CAN. 


Owner dissatisfied 
possession & 
extinguish: 


Property destroyed by . 
WaALBOURNE (1896), 


q. J—CHEW tv. TRADERS BANK 
oF CANADA (1910), 19 O. L. R. 74; 
14 oO. WwW. R, 415.—CAN, 

r. Sale under terms of lien note— 
uith 
sale 

ment. }—GARTSIDF vt. LELAND 
& MYrrs (1915), 31 W. L. R. 827; 24 


ledges, omits to pursue the course required by 

awnbrokers Act, 1799 (c. 99), s. 6, acquires no 
property in the pledges, & cannot maintain a lien 
on them against the assignee of a pawner, who 
afterwards becomes a bkpt. ; 

If the contract be void, the lien is void also 
(TINDAL, C.J.). 

(2) A lien can only arise in one of three ways ; 
either of an express contract ; by a general course 
of dealing in the trade in which the heir is set up ; 
or from the particular circumstance of the dealing 
between the parties (TINDAL, C,J.).—FERGUSSON 
v. NORMAN (1838), 5 Bing. N. C. 76; 1 Arn. 418 ; 
6 Scott, 794; 8 L. J.C. P. 3; 2 J. P. 809; 3 
Jur. 10; 132 E. R. 1034. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Re Robinson, Clarkson v. 
Robinson, [1910] 2 Ch. 571. Generally, Mentd. Fitch v. 
Rochfort (1849), 13 L. T. O. S. 113; Attenborough »v. 
London (1853), 8 Exch. 661; Victorian _Daylesford 
Syndicate v. Dott, [1905] 2 Gh. 624; Whiteman ». 
Sadler, {1910} A. C. 514; Lougher v. Molyneux, [1916] 1 
K. B. 718; Cornelius v. Phillips, [1918] A. C. 199; 
Anderson v. Daniel, [1924] 1 K. B. 138. 

216. Lien of branch manager — Bank- 
ruptcy of debtor—Goods remaining in order or dis- 
position of bankrupt.|—A Scotch firm had a 
branch in London, which was wholly conducted 
by an agent & manager at a salary, but in their 
name. By contract, he was to have a lien on 
goods consigned to him for bills accepted by him 
for the firm. The firm became bkpt. in Scotland : 
—Held: the goods under the manager’s control 
at the time were within the “‘ order & disposition ”’ 
of bkpts., & passed to their assignees unaffected 
by his lien.—HoGGARD v. MACKENZIE (1858), 25 





LITHV. 493; 4 Jur. N. S. 1008 ; 6 W. R. 572 
nQ TA R. 
217. ——— Termination of contract — Order 


winding up company.]|—-WILTSHIRE IRON Co. v. 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 294, post. 

218. Termination of relationship giving rise to 
lien—Guest at inn ceasing to be traveller—Question 
of fact.|—A traveller who goes to a common inn is 
not necessarily entitled to accommodation therein 
as long as he chooses to remain on payment of the 
inn charges & conducting himself properly, & if 
he forms an intention of staying in the inn & 
has no intention of going on to any other place, 
he ceases to be a traveller, & the innkeeper is 
entitled to terminate the relation of host & guest 
by reasonable notice. The question whether a 
traveller staying in a common inn has ceased to 
be a traveller is a question of fact, in determining 
which the length of his stay in point of time must 
be taken into consideration, but is not of itself 
conclusive. Semble: the iunkeeper’s lien upon 
the traveller’s goods for his charges terminates at 
the same time as the right of the traveller to be 
lodged in the inn as a traveller.—LAMOND v. 
RICHARD, [1897] 1 Q. B. 541; 66 L. J. Q. B. 315; 
76 J. T. 141; 61 J. P. 260; 45 W. R. 289; 13 
T. L. R. 235; 41 Sol. Jo. 292, C, A. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Chesham Automobile 

Beresford Hotel, Birchington (1913), 29 T. 

Mentd. Sealey v. Tandy (1901), 85 L. 'f. 459. 

By death of creditor-—-Tenant for life of West 
Indian Estates.]—See No. 445, post. 


Supply ov. 
L. R. 584. 


fire.) dD, L. R. 732; 8 Sack, L. R. 213,— 
CAN. 


27 
t. Solicitor’s lien—Suing for cosis.] 
—A solr. does not lose his retain- 
ine lien by suing his client & ob- 
taining judgment for his costa.— 
Re AIkIn’s ASSIGNEES’ ESTATE, [1894] 
11. R. 225.—IR. 


a. Expiry of time allowed-—For 
commencement of action.}—MEUNIER v. 


proceeds——Re- 
by sheriff—No 
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Sect. 9.—Eatinguishment of lien: Sub-sect. 10. 
Part III. Sects. 1 & 2: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A. 
& B.) 


219. Denial of possession — Loss of possession 
not explained.]—A. delivered to B. a pawnbroker’s 
duplicate, for B. to take some goods of A.’s out 
of pledge. B.didso; but on A. sending to B. for 





LIEN. 


the goods, B. said he had not got them, & refused 
to tell who had :—Held: if, after this, trover was 
brought against B., he could not insist on a lien 
on the goods for the money he had advanced to 

et them out of pledge.—JONES v. CLIFF (1833), 5 
G. & P. 560, N. P.; subsequent proceedings, 1 
Cr. & M. 540. 


Part IIl.—General Lien. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

220. No existence apart from custom or agree- 
ment.]—~LILLEY v. BARNSLEY, No. 326, post. 

221. Not favoured by courts.|—RUSHFORTH v. 
HADFIELD, No. 277, post. 

hg ——.]— Bock v. GorRRISsEN, No. 124, 
ante. 

223. Where relation of principal & agent does 
not exist.)—-If a policy of insurance is left in the 
hands of an agent, merely for safe custody, though 
he advances money to the assured, without any 
other security than the policy, the agent acquires 
no general lien on the instrument for such advances, 
sed aliter if left with him as a security generally. 

Deft. is not an agent in the meaning of the word, 
which is necessary to confer a general lien, Ina 
case like the present, a general lien can be claimed 
only in respect of a general balance of accounts, 
& we have no decisive evidence here that there 
ever existed any general balance of accounts 
between the parties. A special contract may 
raise a special lien, & I shall therefore leave it to 
the jury, as a question of fact, to say whether the 
policy of insurance was left in the hands of deft., 
merely as the agent of the intestate, for safe 
custody, or whether it was deposited with him as a 
security for his advances, telling them, that in 
pom of law, in the former case, their verdict must 

e for pltf., &, in the latter, for deft. (ABBOTT, 
C.J.).—MvuiIrn v. FLEMING (1822), Dow. & Ry. 
N. P. 29, N. P. 

224. Not affected by Statute of Limitations.|/— 
If by the custom & usage of trade, a party is 
entitled to a lien on goods for a general balance, 
& he gets possession of the goods of his debtor, he 
may hold them till satisfied his whole demand, 
even though part of it was barred by Stat. 
Crete uae ibaa v. HartTiy (1800), 3 Esp. 
Annotations :—Refd. R. v. Humphery teats M‘Cle & Yo. 


173. Mentd. Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 539 ; 
Dingle v. Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, [1899) 1 Ch. 726. 





SEcT. 2.—HOW ARISING. 

SUB-sECT. 1.—By CONTRACT. 
225. General rule.}] (1) No lien on goods 

except for the price of working them up. 
_ (2) The convenience of commerce & natural 
justice are on the side of liens . . . where there 
18 an express contract ; where it is implied from 
the usage of the trade; or from the manner of 


HINMAN (1916), 35 W. L. R. 121; 11 
Ww. Ww. R. 121.-CAN. a 


b. Misdescription of property—Over- 
alatement.J—As a neral rule the 
fact that the claim or statement 
describes more land than ig subject to a 


lien does not defeat the lien as to the r agreement 


land properly subject thereto if there peeuon ef thé property.— 
EBNARAIN 


is no fraudulent intent, & no one is IBER, 


pe thereby.—PO1s0N v. THOMSON 
y 6), 34 W. L. RK. 745; 10 W. W. R. 
65.—CAN. 


PART IIl. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 

225i. General rule.}—To constitute 
a lien on any propert 
clea: or 


dealing between the parties in the particular 
case; or where deft. has acted as a factor (LORD 


MANSFIELD, C.J.). 

(3) A dyer has no lien on goods delivered to 
him in the course of trade, but for the price of 
dying. s e e 

(4) I have inquired into the case Ex p. Deeze, 
No. 257, post... . If the usage there stated be 
true, the packer was in the nature of a factor, & 
as such, had a lien for the general balance. It was 
settled in 1755, ‘‘ that a packer, being in the nature 
of a factor, would be entitled to a lien’’ (LORD 
MANSFIELD, C.J.).—-GREEN v. FARMER (1768), 4 
Burr. 2214; 1 Wm. Bl. 651; 98 E. R. 154. 
Annotations :— As to (2) Apld. Webb v. Fox (1797), Poake, 

Add. Cas. 167; Savill v. Barchard (1801), 4 Hsp. 53. 

Refd. Kirkman v. Shawcros. (1794), 6 Term Rep. 14; 

Houghton v. Matthows (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 485; 

o. Brandao (1843), 6 Man. & G. 630. As to (3) Folld. 

Bennett v. Johnson (1784), 2 Chit. 455. 4s to (4) Folld. 

Re Witt, Ex p. Shubrook (1876), 2 Ch. D. 489. Generally, 

Refd. Young v. Bank of Bengal (1836), 1 Deac. 622 ; 

Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4M. & W. 270. Mentd. Wilson v. 

Creighton (1782), 3 Doug. K. B. 132; Lempriere v. 

Pasley (1788), 2 Term Rep. 485; Jones v. Smith (1794), 

2 Ves. 372; Olive v. Smith (1813), 5 Taunt. 56; Graham 

v. Russell (1816), 3 Price, 227; Birdwood v. Raphael 

(1818), 5 Price, 593; Rose v. Hart (1818), 2 Moore, C. P. 

547; Turner v. Thomas (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 610. 











226. .}— RUSHFORTH v. HADFIELD, No. 
277, post. 

227. .] — HOLDERNESS v. COLLINSON, No. 
273, post. 

228. .}—FERGUSSON v. NORMAN, No. 215, 
ante. 

229. ——.]— LiLLEy v. BARNSLEY, No. 326, 


ost. 
= 230. Application of rule— Lien on horse at 
livery—For money lent.|—DoNatTTy v. CROWTHER, 
No. 52, ante. 

231. What amounts to a contract — Delivery 
with notice of claim of general lien.)—An agree- 
ment entered into by a number of dyers, dressers, 
bleachers, etc., at a public meeting, that the 
would not receive any more goods to be dyed, 
etc., ete., but on condition that they should 
respectively have a lien on those goods for their 
general balance, is good in law; & any one, who 
after notice of it delivers goods to either of those 
persons, must be taken to have assented to those 
terms, & consequently cannot demand goods so 
delivered to any such dyer, etc., without paying the 
balance of his general account.—KirkKmMan », 
SuHawcross (1794), 6 Term Rep. 14; 101 E. R. 


410. 
Annotation :—Distd. Oppenheim v. Russell (1802), 3 Bos. 


2265 i. ~-}+—Where @ person does 
work under an entire contract with 
reference to goods delivered at different 
timos such as to establish a lien, he ia 
entitled to that Hen on all goods dealt 
wie undee red contract.-~MILLER %. 

’s PATENT a8 Co. 
(1882), I. L. R. 8 Calo, 312-—IND 





, there must be a 
e apecific appro- 
ADIA 
Bose v. LEIISK 


Part II].—GeEnerat LIEN. 





282. —-—.]—A co. imported into England 
frozen meat purchased by them in Australia. For 
the purpose of financing the co. in the business 
pltfs. paid the price owing by the co. to the persons 
from whom the co. had bought the meat, & 
reimbursed themselves out of the proceeds of bills 
of exchange discounted by a bank, which bills had 
been drawn to the bank’s order by pltfs. & 
pcrepied by the co. The bills of lading for the 
meat were deposited with the bank as security 
that the bills of exchange would be met. On the 
arrival of the meat in England the co. with the 
assent of the bank placed the meat in defts.’ 
cold store to be delivered by defts. to the bank’s 
order or against bills of lading. Defts.’ terms of 
storage, which were the terms usual in the trade, 
provided that defts. should have a general lien 
on the meat for all charges accrued & accruing 
against the storer or for any other money due from 
the owners of the goods. The co. having failed 
to meet their acceptances, pltfs. paid the bank 
& received the bills of lading from the bank & 
demanded delivery of the meat from defts. 
Defts. claimed to exercise a lien on the meat for 
charges due to them from the co. for the storage 
of other goods :—Held: the meat having been 
placed in defts.’ store with the assent of the bank 
on the terms of defts. having a general lien, defts. 
were entitled to enforce the general lien against 
pltfs., who had succeeded to the rights of the bank 
as regards the meat.—Jowitr & Sons v. UNION 
CoLp STORAGE Co., [1913] 3 K. B. 1; 82 L. J. 
K. B. 890; 108 L. T. 724; 29 T. L. R. 477; 57 
Sol. Jo. 560; 18 Com. Cas. 185. 

Annotations :—Consd. Cassils & Sassoon v. Holden Wood 
Bleaching Co. (1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 834. Refd. Penning- 
ton v. Reliance Motor Works, [1923] 1 K. B. 127. 

.]|—See, also, CARRIERS, Vol. VIII., 

p. 221, Nos. 1411-1415. 

Authority of bank manager.]|—Sce BANK- 

ERS, Vol. III., p. 162, No. 242. 

233. Representation as to existence of lien 
—Acted on by representee.]|—An equitable lien on 
title deeds relating to an estate in China, was 
created by verbal representations, leading the 
party in possession of such title deeds to consider 
that he held them not only as security for a portion 
of the purchase-money of the estate still unpaid, 
but also for the general balance of accounts which 
were then due, or might become due to him from 
a large mercantile firm in London :—Held: such 
representations being acted upon were equivalent 
to a written contract. 

The question of determination is, whether there 
was, on the part of the party making the representa- 
tion, a contract or representation so acted on as 
to be equivalent to a contract such as would give 
the party claiming the lien the lien he insists on 
for his general -balance. Neither he nor any one 
claiming through him can now be heard to dispute 
the existence of that lien which was stated to 
exist at the time when indulgence or acceptance 
was wanted & obtained (GIFFARD, V.-C.).- 
WATSON v. CHAPMAN, CHAPMAN v. WATSON 
(1868), 18 L. T. 705. 

See, generally, BUILDING CONTRACTS, 

Vol. VII., pp. 415, 416. 

a implied by usage.|—See Sub-sect. 2, 
post. 

284. Power to create— Receiver appointed by 
court—In debenture-holder’s action.]|—Moss S.S. 
Co., Lrp. v. WHINNEY, No. 80, ante. 

235. Extent of lien—Construction of contract— 
** All goods on hand ’’—-Whether materials for use 
in manufacture included.|—Defts. were the pro- 
prietors of a scribbling & fulling mill & were 
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employed by H. & co. (amongst others) to scribble 
& full wools & cloths, under a stipulation that 
‘ all goods on hand ’’ should be subject to a lien 
for a general balance. H. & co. dyed their wools 
on deft.’s premises, & kept there a quantity of 
oil & dye-woods, the oil being there for the purpose 
of being used as required by defts.’ servants in the 
process of scribbling, but kept locked up & 
delivered out in small quantities by a servant of 
H. & co., & the dye-woods to be used by H. & co. 
in dying the wools in an intermediate stage of the 
process of scribbling :—Held: the oil & dye-woods 
were not subject to the lien.—CUMPSTON v. HAIGH 
(1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 449; 1 Hodg. 373; 2 Scott, 
684; 132 KE. R. 176; sub nom. COMPSTON v. 
Hai@H, 5L. J. C. P. 99. 

236. ‘““ Goods ’? —- Whether engine 
under repair included.]|— KINNEAR v. MIDLAND Ry. 
Co., No. 309, post. 

237, —— Goods shipped by receiver for 
debenture-holders—Lien for arrears of freight due 
from shippers—Whether freight due from company 
included.]|—Moss S.S. Co., Lrp. v. WHINNEY, No. 
80, ante. 

Upon whom binding.|—See No. 295, post. 

uilding owner’s lien.|—See Buri~pIna Con- 
TRACTS, Vol. VII., pp. 415, 416. 











SuB-sEcT. 2.—By CusToM OR USAGE. 
A. In General. 
238. General rule.]-—- GREEN v. FARMER, No. 
225, ante. 
239. No. 
ane » post. 





.|— RusHrorTH v. HADFIELD, 





.|—If a party claim a lien on plates 
for his bill for printing from them, in order to 
establish it, he must show a course of dealing so 
general & uniform that persons must be supposed 
to form their contracts tacitly on the understand- 
ing that there is such an usage. Semble: there is 
no such usage, with respect to stereotype. Qu.: 
if there be with respect to copperplate printing.— 
BLEADEN v. HANcocK (1829), 4 C. & P. 152 ; 
Mood. & M. 465, N. P. 

sae ce :—Apld. Steadman v. Hockley (1846), 15 M. & W. 

ov 


241. ——.]—- Bock v. GoORRISSEN, No. 124, 
ante. 

Upon whom binding.}|—-See No. 295, post. 

Proof of custom or usage.]|—See Customs & 
UsaGEs, Vol. XVII., pp. 19 et seq., 35 et seq. 


B. Persons Entitled. 

242. Agent—With notice that debtor not owner 
—Principal undisclosed.|—-Merchants in London, 
upon the instruction of shipping agents at 
Havannah with respect to a cargo of tobacco to be 
consigned to the London merchants & after 
receiving the shipping documents, effected policies 
of marine insurance in the ordinary form on. behalf 
& for the benefit of all parties whom it might 
concern. The Havannah agents shipped & 
consigned the tobacco in their own names, but 
were in fact acting as commission agents for 
Havannah merchants to whom the tobacco be- 
longed ; & the London merchants before effecting 
the policies had notice that the Havannah agents 
had an unnamed principal. <A total loss having 
occurred the London merchants received the policy 
moneys, but before receipt had notice that the 
moneys were claimed by the Havannah principals : 
~—-Held: an action lay by the Havannah principals 
against the London merchants for the policy 
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Sect. 2.—How arising: Sub-sect. 2, B.] 


moneys; the London merchants were not entitled 
to a lien upon the moneys for the balance of their 
general account with the Havannah agents, & 
could not in that action set off their claim to that 
balance, or sct off anything except the premiums, 
stamps & commissions in respect of the insurance. 

—MILDRED, GOYENECHE & Co. v. MASPONS Y 

HIERMANO (1883), 8 App. Cas. 874; 53 L. J. Q. B. 

83; 49 L. T. 685; 32 W. R. 125; 5 Asp. M. LC. 

182, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. MASPONS Y 

HERMANO v. MILDRED, GOYENECHE & Co. (1882), 

9 Q. B. D. 530, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Kaltenbach v. Lewis (1885), 10 App. 
Fs 617 ; Harper v. Keller, Bryant (1915), 20 Com. . 
See, generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 547 et seq. 
243. Banker.|—Bock v. GORRISSEN, No. 124, 

ante. 

See, generally, BANKERS, Vol. III., pp. 283 
et seq. 

244. Bleachers—-At Nottingham.]— A _ general 
lien established in the bleaching trade at Notting- 
ham.—PLAICE v. ALLCOCK (1866), 4 F. & F. 1074, 
NP: 

245. .]— Pitfs., being possessed of a 
quantity of calico, sent it to some calico printers 
to be printed. The printers without any express 
authority from pltfs. so to do, sent on the calico 
to defts., who were bleachers, with instructions 
to them to bleach it. There was nothing in these 
instructions to indicate to whom the goods be- 
longed, but each piece of calico was marked with 
pitfs.’ initials. On defts.’ invoices & on their 
correspondence paper was a printed notice that 
all goods received by them would be subject to 
a lien for the general balance of account. After 
defts. had bleached all the calico, & while half of 
it remained in their hands, the printers went into 
liquidation, being indebted to defts. in respect of 
a general balance of account between them. 
Pitfs. demanded delivery from defts. of the calico 
which remained in their hands, but defts., relying 
on an alleged custom in the calico printing trade, 
claimed to be entitled to retain the goods under a 
lien for the general balance of account between 
themselves & the printers. Defts. also asserted 
such a general lien by virtue of an authority from 
pltfs. to the printers to create such a lien to be 
implied from the ordinary course of business in the 
calico printing trade. In the alternative defts. 
asserted a particular lien for the price of bleaching 

Itfs.’ goods :—Held: such alleged custom not 
eing proved, & there being no evidence of such 
implied authority, defts. were not entitled to 

retain the goods under either a general lien or a 

particular lien.—CassiILs & Co. & Sassoon & Co. 

v. HoLDEN Woop BLEACHING Co., Lrp. (1914), 

84 L. J. K. B. 834; 112 L. T. 373, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Pennington v. Reliance Motor Works, 
1g78 1.3 or B. 127. Mentd. Green v. All Motors, [1917] 





246. Calico printers.|—Calico printers have a 
lien for the general balance. 

The judge being of opinion that this case fell 
within the rule laid down in Green v. Farmer, No. 
225, ante, & that deft. would have no lien unless by 
special usage of the trade or the agreement of the 
parties, deft. called a witness, who proved that 
such was the universal mode of dealing in the trade, 
& that in an action wherein he was a deft., the 
right had been litigated & established; & upon 


LIEN. 


this evidence, deft. obtained a verdict.—WEBB v. 
Fox (1797), Peake, Add. Oas. 167, N. P. 

247. .]—Calico printers have a lien for a 
general balance on goods delivered to them to 
print. Where calico goods are delivered to a 

erson to have them printed, & such delivers them 

a calico printer for that purpose, to whom he is 
then indebted ; the calico printer may hold these 

oods against the owner, by virtue of his lien.— 
Wpon v. GOULD (1801), 3 Esp. 268, N. P. 
248. No. 826, 


post. 

249. Commission agent.] — KNIGHT v. HARRI- 
SON (1823), cited 4 M. & W. at p. 272; 150 E. RR. 
1431. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 4 M. & W. 





BARNSLEY, 





~]—LILLEY v. 


250. Consignee of goods.]—FRITH v. FORBEs, 
No. 125, ante. 

251. Dyers.]|—Dyers have not a general lien, 
independent of the usage of trade. A dyer has 
a lien upon an article delivered to him to be dyed, 
only for the particular price of dying that article, 
& not for his general balance.—BENNETT v. 
JOHNSON (1784), 2 Chit. 455; 3 Doug. K. B. 387; 
99 BK. R. 710. 

252, ——.]—Dyers have a lien on goods sent 
to them to dye, for the balance of a general 
account.—SAVILL v. BARCHARD (1801), 4 Esp. 
53, N. P. 

253. .|—As the usage was negatived, 
defts. could not retain for the price of dying any 
other than the particular goods dyed, or at: most 
only for the dying of such goods as were delivered 
to them at one & the same time under one entire 
contract. At any rate, the circumstances of 
defts. having had different parcels of goods in 
their hands at one time which had been delivered 
at several times, did not give them a lien on the 
goods in question remaining in their hands for the 

rice of dying such other distinct parcels as had 

een returned to the owner (per CuR.).—CLOSE v. 
isa (1802), 6 East, 523,n.; 102 KE. R. 
1388. 

254. Factors.|—-Bock v. GORRISSEN, No. 124, 





ante. 
255. .|—GREEN v. FARMER, No. 225, ante. 
See, generally, AGENCY, Vol. I., pp. 547 et seq. 
256. Fuller.|}—-Trover for cloths deposited by 
bkpt. previously to his bkpcy. with deft., a 
fuller, for the purpose of being dressed :—Held: 
deft. was not entitled to detain them for his general 
balance for such work done by him for bkpt. 
previously to his bkpcy.; for there was no mutual 
credit within 5 Geo. 2, c. 30, s. 28.—Rost v. Harr 
(1818), 8 Taunt. 499; 2 Moore, C. P. 547; 129 
BK. R. 477. 

Annotations :—Expld. Sampson v. Burton (1820), 2 Brod. & 





Bing. 89. Consd. Booth v. Hutchinson (1872), L. R. 15 
Eq. 30. Refd. Astley v. Gurney (1869), L. R. 4 C. P. 
714. Mentd. Clarke v. Fell (1833), 4 B. & Ad. 404; 


Gibson v. Bell (1835), 1 ay N. C. 743; Young v. Bank 
ot ae (1836), 1 Deac. 622; Stanger v. Miller (1865), 4 
H. & C. 1; Naoroji v. Chartered Bank of India (1868), 
R. 3C. P. 444; Re Winter, Hz pe. Bolland (1878), 8 
. D, 226; Eliott v. Turquand (1881), 7 App. Cas. 79; 
5) 2 Q. B. 618; Re Daintrey, Kz p. 
et Q. B. 546; Lister v. Hooson (1907), ti 


Insurance broker.}|—See, generally, INSURANCE, 
Vol. XXIX., pp. 84 et seq. 

257. Packer.|—A packer may retain goods till 
he is paid the price of packing, & if he has another 
debt due to him from the same person, the goods 
shall not be taken from him till he has paid the 


PART Ill, SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 
254 i. Factors.}—Evane v. BULLEY (1823), 1 Nfld. L. R. 330.—NFLD. 


Part IT].—Generat Lien, 


whole, notwithstanding debtor is become a 
bkpt.—Hz p. DEEzE (1748), 1 Deac. 684, n.; 
ie rie ; cited 4 Burr. at p. 2222; 26 B. R. 
An notations : —Expld. Re Mathews, Ex P. areas C1768), 


2 Atk. 235. Consd. Green v. Farmer (1768), 4 
ughton v. Matthews arty 3 Bos. & P. ry ae eh v. 
Hert. eis) a ceren e He ou ‘* Expld. AE v. Bank of 
Benet aoe 1D Apprvd. & i Re Witt, 
wart habeok (1876), er “Ch. . Jones v. 
Smith (1794), 2 Ves. 3723; Olive v. satith pata. 5 Taunt. 
56. entd. French v. Fenn (1783), 3 Do B. 257; 


Smith v. weereyy vee 4 Term ‘Rep. 21 '; Glennie v. 
Edmunds (1813), 4 aunt 118% Sampson v. B 


2 Brod. & B Easum v. Cato (18 ae 
Ald. 861 ; nometen BHindao (1843), 1 et T. 


258, ———.|—-GREEN v. Farmer, No. 225, ante. 

259, ——.,—A packer is entitled to a general 
lien on the goods of his customer which are in his 
hands.—Re WITT, Ex p. SHUBROOK (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
cr ae J. Bey. 118; 84 L. T. 785; 24 W. R. 
Annotation iz,Betd. Re Catford, Ex p. Carr v. Ford (1894), 


71L.T 
No. 


260. Bintan SBE v. HANCOCK, 
-|}—REGENCY PrREss, Lrp. v. Howes 


240, ante. 


(H.) & Co., Lrp. (1923), Times, Mar. 1.’ 

262. Receiver.|—The receiver appointed by 
debenture-holders, who was also liquidator of a 
colliery co. & had become possessed of the proceeds 
of sale of the colliery plant for which he was 
accountable to the debenture-holders, claimed the 
right to retain the moneys as an indemnity fund 
against any future claims which might be made 
against him for damages to the surface arising out 
of his working of the coal :—Held: he had no 
such lien at law, & no equitable lien either upon 
principle or authority.—Dyson v. Prat, [1917] 
1 Ch. 99; 86 L. J. Ch. 204; 115 L. T. 700; 61 
Sol. Jo. 131 ; [1917] H. B. R. 97. 

Ship’s captain.|—See, generally, SHIPPING. 

263. Silk factor.|—Deft., as factor for J., 
purchased from time to time large quantities of 
sik, & paid for same. No specific remittances 
were made to deft. by J. on account of any 
particular purchase, but a general account current 
was kept between them, which was made up every 
half year by deft., & then checked by J. & the 
next account began with the balance of the 
preceding one. After the purchase of a certain 
lot of silk by deft., two such accounts were 
delivered, & balances struck, which showed that 
deft. had, subsequent to the purchase of this silk, 
received remittances from J. amply sufficient to 
cover both its price & also all the preceding items 
of the account against him :—Held : this amounted 
to a payment to deft. of the price of the goods in 
question, so that a custom which entitled him to 
sell only in case such payment had not been made, 
did not apply.—SIEBEL v. SPRINGFIELD (1863), 
3 New Rep. 36; 9 L. T. 324; 12 W. R. 73. 


Annotations Refi. Johnson v. Btsak (1863), 15 C. B. N.S. 
$50. Mentd. De Comas v. Prost (1865), 3 Moo. P. C. C. 





Solicitors. —See BanKRupPtTcY, Vol. IV., p. 232, 


No. 2172; Vol. V., p. 632, No. 5689 ; COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., . 551 ef seq.; Vol. X., p. 952, Nos. 
6525-6520; ISCOVERY, ol. XVITI., pp. 113 ef seq., 
Nos. 645-669 ; EXECUTION, Vol. XXI., p. 643, 
No. 2228; EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIII., p. 278, 


Nos. 3488-3435 ; INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 387, 
Nos. 3089, 8090 3 &, generally, SoLicrrors. 

264. Stockbroker. “Stockbrokers advancing to 
bankers, their customers, a specific loan upon 
specific securities, have thereon not only a special 
lien in respect of such loan, but also a general lien 
in oo of whatever else may be due to them 


J.—VOL. XXXII. 
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from the bankers on account of their general 
business transactions; the rule in such cases 
being that the general lien is not excluded by a 
special contract, unless the special contract be 
inconsistent with it. The circumstance that the 
securities, though treated by the bankers as their 
own, belonged, in fact, to third parties, if not to 
the brokers when making the advance, does not 
affect their right to a general lien.—JONES v. 
PEPPERCORNE (1858), John. 430; 28 L. J. Ch. 
158; 32 L. T. O. S. 240; 5 Jur. N.S. 140; 7 
W. R. 103; 70 EB. R. 490. 
sah sacar ye :—Consd. Bock v. Gorrissen (1860), 2 De G. F. 
Re Bowes, Strathmore v. Vane (1886), 33 Ch. D. 
a8 : A oltd: Re London & Globe Finance ei de ke Ne Wh 
2 oo 416. Consd. Hope v. Clones | 11) 
419. Mentd. ee wv. Clare eo J 769 ; 

v. Martin (1873), L. R. 17 Eq. 2 

285. —— iC Deegan reiting to shares 
belonging to a customer were held by stockbrokers 
to secure a specific advance of £15,000. When 
this amount was repaid the documents were left 
with the brokers, & on subsequent transactions 
on the Stock Exchange by the customer, acting 
through the same brokers, Josses were made for 
which the customer was liable to the brokers :— 
Held: although the specific purpose of the deposit 
had been satisfied by the repayment of the £15,000 
the brokers had a general lien on the shares for 
the amount due in respect of the Stock Exchange 
transactions.—Re LONDON & (GLOBE FINANCE 
Corpn., [1902] 2 Ch. 416; 71 L. J. Ch. 893; 87 
L. T. 49; 18 T. L. R. 679. 
Annotation :—Consd. Hope v. Glendinning, (1911) A. C. 


See, generally, Stock EXCHANGE. 


Sub-contractor.]|—See No..324, poat. 

266. Warehousekeeper — London. | —In trover 
deft. justified the retaining of the goods under an 
ancient custom from time immemorial used in the 
trade of public warehousekeepers in London, for 
all such public warehousekeepers to have a general 
lien upon all goods from time to time housed or 
remaining in their warehouses, for & in the name 
of the merchants or other persons by whom such 
public warehousekeepers are retained or employed, 
for all moneys, or any balance thereof, due from 
such merchants or other persons to such public 
warehousekeepers for or on account of advances 
or expenses which such public warehousekeepers 
should have made or been put to in or about the 
payment of duties or of customs on goods consigned 
to them from abroad, or the payment of freight, & 
other charges for the conveyance of such goods to. 
the port of London, or the entering, landing, & 
warehousing such goods :—Held: such custom 
was unreasonable & unjust, & could not be 
supported in law.—LEUCKHART v. COOPER (18386), 
3 Bing. N. C. 99; 7C. & P. 119; 2 Hodg. 150; 


3 Scott, 521 ; 6 L. J.C. P. 131; 132 RB. R. 347. 
Annotations :-—Co nsd. Dresser v. Boaangust a 32 L. J. 
Q. B. 57. Refd. Kaltenbach v. Lewis (1883) Ch. D. 


54: Re Catford, Ex p. Carr v. Ford & Cucbine (1894), 
43 W. R. 159. 


287, ———- Bristol.|—-Re Hancock, Ez p. Lup- 
Low, [1879] W. N. 65. 

88. .]}—There is a custom in the 
city of Bristol that a warehousekeeper is entitled 
to a general lien on all goods warehoused with him 
which are the property of the depositor, for all 
warehouse rent, labourage, & other charges, in 
connection with such goods or with any other 

oods warehoused by the same person either 
Batore or after.—Re CatTFoRD, Ex p. CARR v, 








ForpD (1894), 71 L. T. 584; 43 W. R. 159; 11 
T, L. R. 62; 39 Sol. Jo. 65; 1 Mans. 488; 15 
R. 3. 
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Sect. 2.—_How arising: Sub-sect. 2, B.; sub-secta. 
3,4&5. Sect. 3.] 
269. ———.|/—Hrtt & Sons v. LONDON CENTRAL 
MARKETS COLD STORAGE Co., Lrp., No. 149, ante. 
See, generally, BAILMENT, Vol]. III., pp. 765 et 


**70. Wharfinger.|—-A wharfinger has a_ lien 
on goods brought to his wharf for the balance of 
a general account.—NayYLOR v. MANGLES (1794), 
1 Es . 109, N. P. 


+E te ae, EY Le eed nR a 
. 0. Humphery » M'Cle. Oo. ‘ . Moulder- 
ness v. Collinson (1827 B. 17. Befd. 


Rushforth v. Hadfield ita05), ‘9 Smith, K. B. 634. 

271. -|—A wharfinger’s general lien on 
the goods of his customer in his possession for 
his balance, in respect of freight & wharfage, due 
before the teste of an immediate extent, issued 
against such customer being the Crown’s debtor, 
shall prevail against the extent. 

Qu.: whether a wharfinger’s lien for ware- 
house room stands on the same footing. 

Where a wharfinger detained goods on his pre- 
mises, seized there under an immediate extent, in 
respect of a lien for wharfage, which was after- 
wards established, his claim for warehouse room, 
from the teste of the extent till the forcible removal 
of the goods was allowed.—R. v. HUMPHERY 
(1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 178; 148 EB. R. 871. 


Annotations :—Refd. Giles v. Grover (1832), 9 Bing. 128; 
Scarfe v. Morgan (1838), 2 Jur. 569; British Empire 
Shipping Co. v. Somes (1858), 27 L. J. Q. B. 397 


272. -|—Goods consigned to a factor for 
sale, & by him deposited in the warehouse of a 
wharfinger, cannot be held by the latter to answer 
his general demand against the factor.—MELLISH 
v. CATTLEY (1826), 5 L. J. O. S. K. B. 74. 

273. —A wharfinger at Hull claimed a 
general lien for wharfage, labourage (comprising 
landing, weighing, & delivery), & warehouse rent. 
The claim for wharfage was admitted; but as 
to the residue, upon a case, stating that in Hull 
such claim had, in a great majority of instances, 
been acquiesced in, but in others, had been re- 
jected, & that the right had long been, & still 
was, a disputed point there :—Held: the claim 
could not be supported, as the right of general 
lien arises out of an express or implied contract, 
of which the former had not been made, & the 
latter could not be inferred from the circumstances 
stated in the case.—HOLDERNESS v. COLLINSON 
(1827), 7 B. & C. 212; 1 Man. & Ry. K. B. 55; 
6L. J.0.S. K. B.17; 108 E. R. 702. 

Annotation :—Refd. Dreaser v. Bosanquet (1862), 11 W. R. 


274. .|—S., a woolstapler at Huddersfield, 
was in the habit of making purchases of wool, 
which he directed to be consigned to deft., a 
wharfinger & shipping agent at Hull, who for- 
warded them to him at Huddersfield by carrier. 
In July, 1841, S. purchased certain wool in Scot- 
land, which was paid for by E., his agent there, 
& by him forwarded to deft. at Hull. Part of 
this wool, consisting of ten bags, arrived at Hull 














269 i. Warehousekeeper.}—SMITH (D. 
A.), LTD. v. CAMPBELL (1911), 17 
W.L. R. 493.—CAN. 

c. Furniture moter.}--A furniture 


266.—CAN, 
mover is entitled to a possessory lien 


pn Ervot te mesge of suc are the 
rer Kk A. SCOTT . * 
[1919] 3 W. W. R. 425—-CAN, » in Edinburgh, 


ands an 


ad. Materialman.}~—Where a material- shares purchased 


man furnishes material to an owner 
of certain land ostensibly for the con- 
struction of 4 building on that land, 
the mate is entitled to a Hen 
on that land though it be after- 


wards proved that the materials were the transfer in q 


against resp. was 


not actually incorporated 
building. CANADIAN LUMBER YARDA, 
LTD. v. FERGUBON, [1920] 1 W. W. R. 


@. Stockbrokera-—— On  uncomp 
share tranafer.}—Applta., stockbrokers 
claimed to retain 
uncompleted transfer of 


id for by resp. 

until a claim by applta. arising out oft a 

subsequent transaction between them 

& resp. was satiafied -—Held : é 

as stockbrokers had a general lien on 
ueetion 


Lien. 


on Sept. 27, & a portion of it was, at ten o’clock 
on that morning, taken possession of by deft., 
the remainder being taken possession of by him 
between ten o’clock & four. 3H. received from §., 
in repayment of the advances made by him for 
the purchase of the wool in question, acceptances 
of S., which were running at the time of S.’s 
bkpcy., & were afterwards dishonoured. On 
Sept. 21, E. received a letter from S., in which he 
iifonned him of his insolvency, & directed him to 
get the wool, & do the best he could to save him- 
self. Accordingly, on some day between Sept. 26 
& Oct. 1, E. gave directions to deft. to seize the 
wool. The remaining portion of the wool arrived 
at Hull on Oct. 3, & was delivered into deft.’s 
warehouse on Oct. 6,7 & 8. An act of bkpcy. was 
committed by S. on Sept. 22; the fiat was dated 
& issued on Sept. 27, & was signed between twelve 
o’clock & two o’clock on that day, but it did not 
appear at what hour it was delivered out. Deft., 
at ti claimed to retain the wool in satisfaction of a 
general balance, had been in the habit of sending 
to bkpt., by the carrier, together with the goods, 
printed delivery, orders which stated that all 
goods were considered as general lien, subject not 
only to freight, but also to the balance of any 
former account due from the owners or consignors. 
These orders had been seen more than once in 
bkpt.’s hands, & on one occasion the weights 
therein stated had been altered by him :—In an 
action of trover by the assignees of S. to recover 
the value of the thirty-six bags of wool :—Held: 
(1) E. had no right to the goods, in respect of which 
deft. could retain them ; (2) deft. had not estab- 
lished any right of general lien, by virtue of which 
he could retain any part of the goods. Semble: 
2 & 3 Vict. c. 29, operates to protect a claim of 
general lien on goods of a bkpt. coming into the 
hands of the party before the fiat, without notice 
of an act of bkptcy.— BOWMAN v. MALcoLo (1843), 
11M. & W. 8383; 12 L. J. Ex. 397; 1 L. T. 0.8. 
386; 152 E.R. 1042. 


275. ——-.}—Bock vv. GORRISSEN, No. 124, 
ante. 
-.|—See, generally, BatLmMentT, Vol. III, 
pp. 75 et seq. 


y 
SUB-SECT. 3.—ByY COURSE OF DEALING. 


276. General rule.|—GREEN v. FARMER, No. 
225, ante. 

277. .]—-Where no lien exists at common 
law it can only arise by contract with the par- 
ticular party, either express or implied : it may be 
implied either from previous dealings between the 
same parties upon the footing of such a lien, or 
even from a usage of the trade so general as that 
the jury must reasonably presume that the parties 
knew of & adopted it in their dealing. But 
where, as in the case of a common carrier claiming 
a lien for his general balance, such a lien is against 
the policy of the common law & the custom of 





in tbe Co. v. GLENDINNING, [1911] A. C. 419. 
—SscooT. 


{. Law nt.}~-The only person 
who has a 


ght of retention available 
ainst every one is a oe, 


meee 
ORAF: v. LEITH, (1913) 8 1; 50 
Ro. L. R. 406 > 1 8. L. T: 273.—8CO0T. 


leted 
in their 


applte. goods for a general balance.~—Strnona 
Lt v. PHILIPA c Co. (1878), & R. (Ct. 
satisfied .— Horr & SOOT. 


Part III.—Generau Lien. 


the realm, which only gives him a lien for the 

carriage price of the particular goods, there ought 

to be very strong evidence of a general usage for 
such a lien to induce a jury to infer the knowledge 

& adoption of it by the peiones parties in their 

contract: & the jury having negatived such a 

general usage, though proved to have been fre- 

quently exercised by defts. & various other 
common catriers throughout the north for ten 
or twelve years before, & in one instance so far 
back as thirty years, though not opposed by other 
evidence, the ct. refused to grant a new trial. 

Semble: the cts. lean very strongly against the 

establishment of a lien for a general balance by 

carriers as a usage of trade. 

_ Growing liens are always to be looked at with 

jealousy, & require stronger proof. They are en- 

croachments upon the common law. If they are 
encouraged the practise will be continually ex- 
tending to other trades & other matters. The 
farrier will be claiming a lien upon a horse sent 

to him to be shod (LorD ELLENBoROUGH, C.J.). 

—RUSHFORTH v. HADFIELD (1806), 7 East, 224; 

3 Smith, K. B. 221; 103 E. R. 86; previous 

proceedings (1805), 6 East, 519. 

Seay ala ed are egaon ze Utheridge (1833), 3 Tyr. 
P18) BF ESET ei Products Co. v. G. W. Ry., 
ae. ———.]—-FERGUSSON v. NORMAN, No. 215, 

ante. 


Sus-sect. 4.—By STATUTE. 

279. Whether excluding lien by  usage.]— 
OSeES v. St. KATHERINE’s Dock Co., No. 129, 
ante. 

280. .]|—A dock co.’s special Act enabled 
them to detain, until payment, any timber, goods, 
etc., on which the ‘‘ owner, consignor, ‘or con- 
signee,’ should not have paid the charges for 
wharfage, rent, etc., given by the Act; & if timber, 
goods, etc., should have been removed without pay- 
ment, to restrain & detain & sell ‘‘ any goods & 
chattels of the owner, consignor, or consignee 
respectively.’ A subsequent Act incorporated 
parts of Harbours, Docks, & Piers Clauses Act, 
1847 (c. 27); by sect. 3 of which the word ‘‘ owner,” 
when used in relation to ‘‘ goods,” includes *‘ any 
consignor, consignee, shipper, or agent for sale 
or custody of such goods, as well as the owner 
thereof’’; & by sect. 45 of which a dock co., if 
goods have been removed without payment of 
rates, etc., ‘“‘may distrain or arrest any other 
goods within the limits of the dock, etc., belong- 
ing to the person liable to pay such rates, & may 
sell,” etc. :—-Held: (1) the dock co. had no right 
to detain timber really belonging to A., but stand- 
ing in their books in the name of the brokers 
C. M. & co., for unpaid rent & rates due on other 
goods which stood in the same broker’s name, 
but which did not belong to A.; (2) it was not 
necessary to consider the question whether at 
common law the co. could have had a general 
lien for the first of their charges, which was for 
wharfage & wharfingers only, the relations of the 
pee being regulated by the special Act of 

arliament under which they acted.—DRESSER v. 
BosaANQuET eae 4B. & S. 486; 2 New Rep. 





872; 82 L. . 874; 9 Jur. N.S. 458; 11 

W. R. 840; 122 BE. R. 542, Ex. Ch. 

Annotation -—As to (2) Befd. Re Catford, Ex p. Carr & 
Ford (1894), 1 Mans. 488. 
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Under Harbours, Docks, & Piers Clauses Act, 
1847 (c. 27), 8. 45.}—See Waters & WATER- 
COURSES. 





SuB-SECT. 5.—OTHER CASES. 
281. Whether by general assignment of all 
effects—Assignment an act of bankruptcy.]|—-E2 p. 
Smiru, No. 213, ante. 


Szecr. 3.—EFFECT OF LIQUIDATION AND 
BANKRUPTCY. 


282. Bankruptcy of debtor.]|—The attorney has 
a lien upon the papers in the same manner against 
assignees as against bkpt.; & though this does 
not arise by any express contract or agreement, 
yet it is as effectual, being an implied contract by 
law. But as to papers received after the bkpcy., 
they cannot be retained; & therefore, if the 
assignees desire it, the bill may be taxed, & upon 
payment, papers delivered up; & this although 
the attorney had come in, & proved his debt, for 
a creditor who has a security may come in & prove 
his debt, because possibly his security may prove 
deficient (LoRD TALBOT, C.).—Ez p- Busu (1734), 
2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 109; 22 E. R. 93, L. C. 

283. ——.]—Ex p. DEEZE, No. 257, ante. 

284. ——.|—KEzx p. ANDREWS (1764), 1 Cooke’s 
Bankrupt Laws, 8th ed. 423, L. C. 

285. ——..|—Ex p. SMITH, No. 218, ante. 

286. Bankruptcy of principal—Effect on factor’s 
lien.|—A cargo came into deft.’s possession 
as factor on Oct. 21. & was sold by him on 
Oct. 26, on which day the principal committed 
an act of bkpcy. The proceeds of sale were re- 
ceived by deft. at some subsequent time :—Held : 
as deft. became lawfully possessed of the cargo 
before the act of bkpcy. he had a right to proceed 
with the sale, to receive the money, & to hold it 
in payment of his own balance as against bkpt.’s 
assignee.—ROBSON v. KEMP (1802), 4 Hsp. 233, 
N. P. 
aAvneiation :—Montd. Smallcombe v. Bruges (1824), M‘Cle. 


287. ——— ———.]—-S., who had for many years 
traded as a timber merchant in his own name, 
entered into an agreement with F. & Co., who were 
also timber merchants, to carry on his business 
thenceforth as their agent at a remuneration by 
way of ashare of profits. The business was thence- 
forth carried on under this agreement, but in the 
name of S. as before. S. dealt with the timber 
in his possession as if he were the absolute owner 
of it, except as between himself & F. & co., & there 
was nothing done to inform the outside world of 
the change which had taken place. In the course 
of the business F. & co. drew bills on S., which he 
accepted in his own name to be protected by F. 
&co. Both F. & co. & afterwards S. filed liquida- 
tion petitions. Before 8.’s liquidation, F. & 
co.’s trustee demanded the timber in his hands, 
which was refused :—-Held: to the extent of 
the current bills, 8.’3 estate had a lien on the 
timber. Semble: the reputed ownership clause. 
applies to goods in the hands of a factor, unless 
the relation of principal & factor is notorious. 
—Re Fawous, Ex pn. Buck (1876), 3 Ch. D, 796; 
84 L. T. 807. 
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288. ——— Effect on agent’s lien.|—A business, 
which was the property of A., was carried on in 
the name of B., who was the agent of A. at a 
fixed salary; ([B.] being under considerable 
liabilities in respect of that business, [A.] became 
bkpt.; [B.] was held to have a lien on the pro- 
perty of the concern to the extent of his liabilities ; 
& the assignees of [A.] were restrained from inter- 
fering with the business or the property belonging 
to it, & from receiving moneys due to it.—Fox- 
CRAFT v. Woop (1828), 4 Russ. 487; 38 EH. R. 
888, L. C. 

289. -|—A co. employed an agent 
for the sale of goods in a shop taken for that purpose. 
The agent was to be paid a commission on the 
sale, & he was to accept bills for the co. for such a 
reasonable amount as was represented by the 
goods on his premises; & if on the bills arriving 
at maturity the agent had not sufficient funds in 
his hands to meet the bills the co. were to make 
good the difference. The co. failed & was wound 
up, & at that time a bill accepted by the agent 
had not arrived at maturity :—Held: the agent 
had a lien upon the goods in his hands for the 
amount of the bill.—Re Pavy’s Patent FELTED 
Fapric Co. (1876), 1 Ch. D. 631; 45 L. J. Ch. 
318 ; 24 W. R. 507. 

290. Possession obtained after petition—Before 
winding up order—Carrier’s lien.|—The N. Iron 
& Steel co. was indebted to the M. Ry. co for goods 
carried by the latter for the former. A petition 
was presented praying for a winding up order of the 
N.co. That co. then sent other goods to the M. 
co. for carriage by them, after which an order was 
made to wind up the N. co. The M. co. then 
refused to deliver to the official liquidator of the 
N. co. the goods in their hands, claiming a lien on 
them for the debt previously due for the carriage 
of the other goods. The official liquidator of the 
N. co. then took out a summons in chambers to 
obtain delivery of the goods to him on payment of 
the money due for the carriage thereof :—Held : 
the summons must be dismissed, & the ofticial 
liquidator of the N. co. must pay the debt due to 
the M. co. if he wished to obtain possession of the 
goods in their hands.—Re NorTHFIELD IRON & 
STEEL Co., Lrp. (1866), 14 L. T. 695. 

Annotation :—Distd. Re Bushell, Ex p. G. W. Ry. (1882), 

22 Ch. D. 470. 


291. Lien by contract.|—In 1876 an 
agreement was entered into between the L. Coal 
co. & the G. W. Ry. co., by which coals consigned 
by the coal co. were carried to a ‘‘ ledger account,” 
one condition of which was, that the goods & 
waggons belonging to or sent: by the person having 
a ledger account should be subject to a general 
lien in favour of the railway co. for all moneys 
due to them, etc., from such person on any account, 
such lien to take effect immediately after the 
failure of payment on demand of any sums appear- 
ing to be due on the ledger account; “ in case of 
bkpcy., insolvency, or stoppage of payment, such 
lien to take effect immediately for any sum appear- 
ing due in the books of the co.,” with a right to 
sell such goods & waggons, & out of the proceeds 
to retain the sums due. The coal co. became in- 
solvent, & on Dec. 16, 1885, a petition was pre- 
sented for winding up, & in Feb. 1886, an order 
to wind up was made, & on Jan. 20 following a 
provisional liquidator was appointed. When the 
petition was presented the coal co. was indebted 
to the railway co. in respect of charges for freight. 
Of the fifteen waggons in use by the coal co., & 
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employed in carrying coal over the railway co.’s 
line, nine had been received by the railway co. 
rior to presentation of the winding up petition 
had been detained by them ever since; four in 
the possession of the railway co. when the petition 
was presented had travelled up & down the line 
since, but returned into the possession of the 
railway co. before the date of the winding up 
order; two did not come into the possession of 
the railway co. until between the presentation of 
the petition & the winding up order. The liqui- 
dator claimed delivery up by the railway co. of 
the fifteen waggons which the co. claimed to 
retain in satisfaction of the general lien under the 
agreement :—Held: the lien given to the railway 
co. by the agreement, which was made for the 
ordinary purposes of the coal co.’s business, was 
good & valid, & took effect upon the insolvency 
of that co., & had not been displaced by anything 
that had taken place in the winding up proceed- 
ings.x—Re LLANGENNECH CoaL Co. (1887), 56 
L. T. 475. 

292. Receiver & manager appointed.|- 
A trader opened with a railway co. a credit 
account for freight. by which it was agreed that 
the co. should have a general lien for all moneys 
due by him to them on any account on all goods 
belonging to him in their hands. He afterwards 
filed a liquidation petition, under which a receiver 
of his property & manager of his business was 
appointed. In order to carry on the business the 
receiver bought some goods, which he paid for 
with his own money, & sent them to the co. con- 
signed to the trader. The co. claimed the benefit 
of the agreement, & refused to deliver the goods 
until they were paid the amount which the trader 
owed them for freight due at the time of the filing 
of the petition. The receiver in order to obtain 
the goods paid the co. £50 under protest, 
& then applied to the Ct. of Bkpcy. to order the 
co. to repay him the £50, & an order was made 
accordingly :—Held: the Ct. of Bkpcy. had no 
jurisdiction to make the order. Semble: the co. 
would have no defence to an action by the receiver 
for the £50.—Re BUSHELL, Ex p. GREAT WESTERN 
Ry. Co. (1882), 22 Ch. D. 470; 52 L. J. Ch. 734; 
48 L. T. 196; 3L W. R. 419, C. A. 

298. Possession at date of petition—Lost & 
recovered before winding up order.|—Re LLANGEN- 
NECH COAL Co., No. 291, ante. 

294. Possession obtained after winding up order 
—Debt accrued due before liquidation./—In 1864 
an agreement was entered into between pltfs., a 
joint stock co., limited, & defts., a railway co., 

y which goods consigned to plitfs. were carried 
by defts. on a credit account ; one condition being 
that the goods or waggons belonging to or sent by 
plitfs. should be subject to a general lien in favour 
of defts. for all moneys due to them from pltfs., 
to take effect at the option of defts. at any time 
after the failure of payment of any sums appear- 
ing due on the credit account, or in case of bkpcy., 
insolvency, or stoppage of payment. Coke had 
been carried for some time by defts. for pltfs. 
under this agreement, & on Nov. 19, 1866, there 
was £2,000 due from pltfs. to defts. on the account 
for carriage. On Oct. 30, 1866, a petition for 
winding up plitfs.’ co. was presented by a creditor, 
& notice was given in the London Gazette, & on 
Nov. 16 an order for winding up was made under 
Companies Act, 1862 (c. 89). On Nov. 19, an 
official liquidator was appointed; but the formal 
appointment was not made till Nov. 80. Pltfs.’ 
business was still carried on under the liquidator ; 
& on Nov. 20, coke consigned to plitfs.’ co. was put 
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in trucks belonging to pltfs. on defts.’ line, & the 
detained them at the place of loading for thies 
days, in exercise of their general lien; but, on the 
liquidator informing them of the order for winding 
up, they forwarded the trucks at once. An action 
having been brought by the liquidator in the 
name of the co. for this detention :—Held: the 
action was maintainable.—WILTSHIRE IRON Co. 
v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1871), L: R. 6 Q. B. 
776; 40 L. J. Q. B. 308 ; 23 L. T. 666; 19 W. R. 
935, Hx. Ch. 


Annotation :—Mentd. 8 
LR. 6 Exohoos 2. ankey Brook Coal Co. v. Marsh (1871), 


See, also, No. 80, ante. 


Smct. 4.—EXTENSION OF PARTICULAR TO 
GENERAL LIEN. 


295. By usage—As between carriers & con- 
signee—Whether rights of consignor affected.|— 
(1) An usage for carriers to retain goods as a lien 
for a general balance of account between them & 
the consignees, cannot affect the right of the 
consignor to stop the goods in transitu. 

(2) I think it impossible to maintain that an 
agreement between the consignees of goods & the 
carriers upon the western road can put an end to 
the right of stopping in transitu vested in the 
consignors of goods before that agreement existed 
(LORD ALVANLEY, C.J.). 

(3) A special acceptance can only be made with 
the consignor or his servant when he brings the 
goods: it cannot be made with the consignee. 
Nor can the consignor agree that the consignee 
shall not take the goods until he shall have paid 
the general balance (RooKE, J.).—OPPENHEIM v. 
RUSSELL (1802), 3 Bos. & P. 42; 127 E. R. 24. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Leuckhart v. Cooper (1836), 

Bing. N. C. 99. Ref@. Richardson v. Goss (1802), 3 
Bos. & P. 119; Harris v. Packwood (1810), 3 Taunt. 
>; Morley v. Hay (1828), 3 Man. & Ry. K. B. 396; 
Jackson v. Nichol (1889), 5 Bing. N.C. 508; Pearson v. 


Goschen (1864), 17 N.S. 352; Booth 8.S. Co. v. 


Cargo Fleet Iron Co., [1916] 2 K. 8B. 570; United States 

Steel Products Co. v. G. W. Ry., (1916) 1 A. C. 189. 

296. By agreement—Between carriers é& con- 
signees—Whether rights of consignor affected.}— 
OPPENHEIM v. RUSSELL, No. 295, ante. 

297. ——- Between carriers & consignor— 
Whether rights of carrier against consignee 
affected.]—-OPpPpENHEIM v. RUSSELL, No. 295, ante. 

298. Between warehouseman & vendor— 
After goods sold—Whether purchaser bound.]— 

ere goods have been warehoused, & the owner 
has sold them, although the purchaser has not 
taken possession of the goods, a document pur- 





orting to give the warehousers a lien for sums 
due to them by the vendor, is not binding upon 
the purchaser.—NICHOLSON v. HARPER, [1895] 2 
Ch. 415; 64 L. J. Ch. 672; 73 L. T.19; 59 J. P. 
727; 43 W. R. 650; 11 T. L. R. 435; 39 Sol. Jo. 
524; 13 R. 567. 

299. What amounts to agreement.|— 
KINNEAR v. MIDLAND Ry. Co., No. 309, post. 

300. By notice—As between carrier & owner— 
Right to retain for general balance of consignee— 
Consignee a factor.|—A carrier had given notice 
that all goods would be subject to a lien, not only 
for the freight of the particular goods, but also 
for any general balance due from their respective 
owners. Goods having been sent by the carrier 
addressed to the order of J. a mere factor :— 
Held: the carrier had, not as against the real 
owner, any lien for the balance due from J. Qu. : 
whether, if the notice had been, that all goods, 
to whomsoever belonging, should be subject to a 
lien for any general balance that may be due 
from the persons to whom they are addressed, he 
would have any right to retain the goods for the 
balance due from J.—WRIGHT v. SNELL (1822), 
5 B. & Ald. 350; 106 EH. R. 1219. 

Annotations :—-Apld. Leuckhart v. Cooper (1836), 3 Bing. 

N. C. 99. Consd. Cassils & Sassoon v. Holden Wood 
Bleaching Co. (1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 834. Reld. United 


States Steel Products Co. v. G. W. Ry., [1916] 1 A. C. 
189. Mentd. Riley v. Horie (1828), 5 Bing. 217, 





Sect. 5.—AGAINST WHOM OPERATIVE. 
Particular lien—Extended to general lien.]- 
See Sect. 4, ante. : 


Sect. 6.—PLEADING. 

See, generally, PLEADING. 

301. Must be specifically pleaded.|—-In an 
action of detinue for certain goods, to wit, one 
thousand yards of broad cloth & two pieces of 
other cloth, deft. by his plea claimed a lien for 
fulling the cloths mentioned in the declaration ; 
& it appeared at the trial] that originally eight 
pieces of cloth had been delivered at the same 
time to deft. to be fulled, & that six out of the 
eight pieces had afterwards been redelivered :— 
Held: the plea only extended to the two pieces 
actually detained, & deft. could not under that 
plea set up a claim of lien for fulling more than two 
pieces, but should have asserted specifically his 
claim in respect of the eight.—CoomsBs v. Noap 
(1842), 10 M. & W. 127; 2 Dowl. N.S. 315; 11 
L. J. Ex. 409; 152 E. R. 410. 


PART III. SECT. 6, 8), hee B. Cc. R. 126; 3W.L. R. AM hf OF aout fas iere., 

h. Misdescripti ——Li —CAN. NAUTHA Doss v. BRIJINATH Doss - 

th Win Ra te ee ee | I. L. R. 4 Cuc. 322; 3.0. L. R. 375.— 
v. HUNTER, MACDONALD v. HUNTER k. Readiness fo abandon lien — IND. 
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Part IV.—Particular Lien. 


Sect. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


302. Possession wrongfully obtained.|—if a 
surveyor by order of the vestry demolish part of 
a building not within the line, & remove the 
materials to a place of his own, & claim a lien for 
the expenses, this amounts to a conversion.— 
SEAR v. FREEBODY (1858), 31 L. T. O. 8S. 131; 22 
J. P. 707. 

See, generally, Part II., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 1, B. 
(a), ante. 

808. Creation of lien—By one co-owner.}— 
The secret removal of entire chattels by one 
tenant in common, without the consent or know- 
ledge of the other, & for the purpose of selling them 
& applying the proceeds to his own use, does not 
amount to a conversion, nor is it an unlawful act 
for which the co-tenant can maintain an action 
at law, even although the removal has created a 
lien on the chattels by a third party.—JONES v. 
Brown (1856), 25 L. J. Ex. 8345; 27 L. T. O. 8. 
203; 4 W. R. 680. 

Arner :—Refd. Nyburg v. Handelaar (1892), 8 T. L. R. 

95. 


304. Arising out of contract— Contract must 
be certain.|—To an action of detinue for title 
deeds, deft. pleaded that K. was seised of the mes- 
suages to which they related, & devised them to 
D. for life, who agreed with deft. to sell him all 
her interest therein; before this agreement, the 
deeds were in the custody of deft. as D.’s agent, 
& that, upon the making of the agreement, D. 
left them in the possession of deft., that he might 
hold them until the ment was performed 
etc.:—Held: this statement did not show with 
sufficient certainty any contract whereby deft. 
acquired a lien on the deeds.—-ROBERTSON v. 
SHOWLER (1845), 13 M. & W. 609; 2 Dow. & L. 
687; 14 L. J. Ex. 120; 153 E. R. 254. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Fancourt v. Thorne (1846), 9 Q. B. 
312; Belfast & Ballymena, eto. Rys. tv. Keys (1861), 9 
H. L. Cas. 556. e 
805. ——.|—The ct. will not decree a 

lien upon a kind of property, unless where the 

words attempted to be relied upon are sufficiently 

explicit.— RICHARDSON v. Rerp (1848), 10 L. T. 

O. 8. 459. 

306. ———- Must be consistent with terms of 
contract.|—-CHASE v. WESTMORE, No. 64, ante. 

307. ——— Lien on part for whole debt-—-Where 
contract entire.|-BLAKE v. NICHOLSON, No. $67, 
post. 

308. —— -— ———.]—-CHASE v. WESTMORE, 
No. 64, ante. 

809. Carrier’s common law right enlarged by 
agreement—Construction of agreement.|—Pitf. was 
assignee of a bkpt. colliery co., & defts. were 
carriers of goods on their line of railway from their 
B. station, having also an establishment at D. 
on their line, where they made & repaired their 
own locomotive engines, & also occasionally re- 
paired those belonging to colliery proprietors whose 





PART IV. SECT. 1. to the 60, 

l. Building contract — Payment by 
sharea in purchasing company—Subse- 
quent agreement for extras—Payable in 
cash.}—The owner of land agreed with a 
co. to build a factory thereon, which 
when completed, was to be conveyed 


of the build 
the co., 
me n 


vod oo ag sel certain 
number of shares. ng the p 8 
certain extra are for 
to be paid for in cash, 

ecessary, 
before but not com 
the execution of the conveyance to the 
: ed: the owner 


& was began 
pleted until after 


works were connected with the main line of the 
railway. Before their bkpcy. the colliery co. 
carried on business as coal merchants & coal 
proprietors about two miles from the B. station, 
at which latter their works were connected, by 
a tramway of their own, with the main line of 
defts.’ railway; & in June, 1864, defts. opened a 
monthly credit account with the colliery co. for 
the carriage of their goods by defts. from the B. 
station, upon certain written conditions, the 
sixth of which provided that if the monthly 
accounts were not paid in accordance with the 
specified conditions, defts. were ‘‘ to have the right 
at any time to detain any goods or waggons in 
their possession by way of lien to secure the 
general balance owing to them.’ In July, 1864, 
a locomotive engine of the colliery co., used by 
them for taking coals & goods from their works 
to deft.’s line at B., being out of repair, it was 
sent, by agreement, to defts.’ establishment at 
D. to be repaired by them, & was drawn by defts. 
from B. to D. for that purpose attached to one of 
their ordinary luggage trains, & a sum of £2 18s. 
for such haulage was charged by defts. to the 


colliery co. in the monthly carriage account for 
July, & was not disputed by the latter before their 
bkpcy. Upon the subsequent adjudication of 


the colliery company as bkpts., in Oct. 1864, 
defts. claimed to hold the locomotive engine, 
which was then in their establishment at D. 
undergoing repairs, as a security, not only for 
the cost of such repairs & the charge for haulage, 
but also for a general balance due to them for the 
carriage of coals, etc., for the colliery co., & on 
a special case, stated without pleadings under 
the C. L. P. Act, 1852 (c. 76), for the opinion of 
the Ct. of Exch. :—Held:; the terms of the sixth 
condition of the agreement between defts. & the 
colliery co., which was intended merely to enlarge 
the rights of defts. as carriers, & to give them as 
such a right of lien beyond what they would have 
at common law, applied only to coals & such like 
‘** goods’’ to be carried in the ordinary way, & 
not to the engine in question, which was delivered 
to defts., not under any contract to carry, but 
under an agreement to repair, to which the charge 
for haulage was incidental; &, therefore, the 
right of general lien claimed by defts. did not 
attach.— KINNEAR v. MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1868), 
19 L. T. 387. 

810. Transfer—Payment of claim & transfer 
of goods.|—If A. have a lien on goods of a bkpt. 
in his hands, & B., without knowledge of any act 
of bkpcy., pay A. the sum for which he has a lien, 
& advance a further sum to bkpt. upon those 
goods, which are delivered to him, trover will 
not lie by assignees. He has the same lien as A. 3 
but if the value of the goods be more than the 
whole sum advanced, the assignees may maintain 
an action for money had & received for the 
residue.—D1xoNn v. RSE (1800), Peake, Add. 
Cas. 187, N. P. 


Ilen for the value of the extra work.-—~ 
Re ToronTO Drop ForGsE Co. (1893~4), 
24 Oo, R, 191.—CAN, 


NTEE & AOCOIDENT 
Co. v. GEORGE (1908), 16 Man. L. R. 


no vendor’s 132,—CAN. 


PART LV.—FARTICULAR LIEN. 


Sct. 2.-AT COMMON LAW. 





Svun-sect. 1—WorkK Done orn MONEY 
EXPENDED. 
A. In General. 

811. General rule.) — Cuasr y. 
No. 64, ante. ee 

812. -| — Bevan v. Waters, No. 53, 
ante. ; 

818. ———.]—(1) A certificated conveyancer is 


not entitled to a lien upon deeds delivered to him, 
& “with & in respect of’ which he has done 
business, the business not having been done upon 
the deeds, or their value thereby increased. 
Semble: aliter, if he had done work upon them. 

(2) A lien exists at common law where labour 
has been expended upon an article (ALDERSON, B.). 
—STEADMAN v. HOcKLEY (1846), 15 M. & W. 
5538; 15 L. J. Ex. 332; 7 L. T. O. 8. 211; 10 
Jur. 819; 153 BE. R. 969. 

nnotation :—A8 to (1 : T 
< honmpeon v. Gastollain hone ren ae on reas 

814. Must relate to particular chattel.|—Where, 
after a fire at a wharfinger’s, the salvage of certain 
oil belonging to various owners, the identity of 
which was lost, was retained in the warehouses 
under an arrangement with the agent of the 
owners, to pay charges upon the whole; & there 
was a distinct quantity of oil belonging to another 
owner, the identity of which was not lost, & which 
was not treated as salvage :—Held: the wharf- 
ingers had no lien on this oil for the charges on 
the whole of the salvage.—GRANT v. I[UMPHERY 
(1862), 3 F. & F. 162, N. P. 


B. Conditions Precedent, 
(a) Request of Owner. 


815. General rule.j—In trover deft. cannot 
justify detaining goods till money laid out upon 
them without authority is paid. But it may be 
deducted in damages.—STONE v. LINGWoOD 
(1725), 1 Stra. 651; 93 EB. R. 759. 

316. -]—If a servant employs a tradesman 
to do any work, who has not been employed 
before by his master, & the tradesman does the 
work without any communication with the master, 
though the thing to which the work was done was 
the property of the master, he is not liable. 

Deft. had no right to hold the [chattel] as a 
lien, whatever claim of that sort he might have, 
he must derive it from legitimate authority (Lorp 
ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—Hiscox v. GREENWOOD 
(1802), 4 Esp. 174, N. P. 

Annotation :—Refd. Pennington v. Reliance Motor Works, 
{1923} 1 K. B. 127. 
Work or expenditure by gratuitous bailee.]— 

See BaiLMENT, Vol. III., p. 66, Nos. 88, 89. 

317. Hire of custody by bailee — Without 
authority of bailor.|——BuxTon v. BAUGHAN, No. 
48, ante. 

818. Order given by person having no title— 
No authority from owners.]—T. & co., the owners 
of flats or barges at Liverpool, were employed by 
H. & co. to carry certain copper ore to one L., the 
owner of crushing-mills at Birkenhead, who, in 
consideration of being employed to crush the ore, 
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8111. General rule.}—STUART v. Tay- 
LOR (1914-15), 7 O. W. N. 551; 33 
0. L. R. 30.—OAN, 

8141, Must relate to particular 
chattel.}—Re OrnmpIToRS’ RELIEF ACT 
Seek) (1983) 65 D. L. R. 7868; [1922] 

Ww. e R. 0$1.—CAN, 


n. Lien ro 
that deft. t 


Itf.’s crop as 


done.—HiILL sv. 


tanto.] — The fact 
hers broke their con- 
tract in not threshing the Wigner of 


for what they thres 


having been made that they were not 
to be paid until oe the thes 
OWIE, 


agreed to indemnify H. & co. against all risk in 
the transit. Whilst on its way to Birkenhead, 
the barge with the ore on board foundered in the 
river. T. & co. thereupon gave notice of the loss 
to H. & co., & requested to be employed to raise 
the cargo, to which a clerk in the employ of H. 
& co. replied,—‘‘ We have mounin. to do with it: 
you had better see L. He has the management 
of it.’ T. & co. went to L., who said,—‘' Oh: . 
I am all right. I am insured with M.’’; &, in 
answer to a suggestion of T. & co. as to the necessity 
for prompt action, he added: “ You had better 
prepare for getting it up; but you must go to M. 
for orders.” T. & co. then went to M. who said: 
‘* You had better get on with it, & do the best you 
can for us.”” TT. & co. thereupon proceeded with 
the work, &, after incurring great labour & expense, 
succeeded in recovering the ore. H. & co. after- 
wards tendered the sum agreed to be paid for the 
carriage of the ore to Birkenhead, & demanded 
it: but T. & co. refused to part with it, claiming 
a lien upon it for the expenses incurred in raising 
it from the bottom of the river :—Held: there 
was no contract for the work done, as between 
T. & co. & H. & co., in respect of which such 
claim of lien could be sustained. Qu.: under 
what circumstances a man is entitled to sue or 
to assent a lien for work bestowed upon a chattel, 
whereby its value is increased.—CASTRLLAIN v. 
THOMPSON, THOMPSON v. CASTELLAIN (1862), 13 
©. B. N.S. 105; 1 New Rep. 97; 32 L. J. C. P. 
79; 7L. T. 424; 11 W. R. 147; 1 Mar. L. C. 
259; 143 BR. R. 41. 

Annotations :—Expld. The Solway Prince, [1896] P. 120. 

Refd. Hingston v. Wendt (1876),1 Q. B. D. 367. 

319. Order given by servant or agent—Without 
authority of master—Tradesman never employed 
before.|—Hiscox v. GREENWOOD, No. 316, ante. 

320. —— Acting within scope of employment.] 
—Lien may be derived through the acts of servants 
or agents acting within the scope of their employ- 
ment. If a servant deliver cloth to a tailor, to 
make his master’s liveries, the tailor will have 
a lien on the cloth for the value of his work ; but 
though the servant pay the tailor his charge, 
that will not give the servant a lien on the liveries 
(Lorp ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.)—HUSSEY  v. 
CHRISTIE (1808), 9 East, 426; 103 E. R. 636; 
previous proceedings (1807), 13 Ves. 594, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Ex p. Halkett (1814), 3 Ves. & B. 
135; Smith v. Plummer (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 575; Bristow 
Bea (1861). 9 H. L. Cas. 391; The Gustaf (1862), 


321. Order given by hire-purchaser — Hirer 
liable to keep chattel in repair.|—By a hire-pur- 
chase agreement pltf. let a dogcart to a person 
who in the course of time sent the cart to be re- 
paired to deft., who was a coachbuilder. The 
hire-purchase agreement contained a clause by 
which the hirer undertook ‘‘ to keep & preserve 
the dogcart from injury.’’ Some _ instalments 
under the agreement being unpaid pltf. sought to 
recover the cart, but deft. claimed a lien upon it 
for the cost of the repairs :—Held: under the cir- 
cumstances the hirer had authority to send the 
cart to be repaired, & therefore deft.’s lien was 
good, not only against the hirer, but also against 
the pltf—KEENE v. THomas, [1905] 1 K. B. 


W. W. R. 392,--CAN. 


prive them of their right to be paid : : 
hed, no stipulation 0. Repairs & storage of car in 
}—WEBSTER v. BLACK (1914), 
R. 300; 17 DL. R153 


was 8 . L. 
[1919] 2 324 Man. L. R. 456.—-CAN., 
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Sect. 2.—At common law: Sub-sect. 1, B. (a), (0) & 
(c), & C.) 

186; 74 L. J. K. B. 21; 92 L. T. 19; 583 W. R. 

336; 21 T. L. R.2; 48 Sol. Jo. 815, D.C. 

Annotations o) expld. Cassils & Sassoon v. Holden Wood 
Bleaching Co. (1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 834. Apprvd. & 
Green v. All Motors, [1917] 1 K. B. 625. Expld. Penning- 
ton v. Reliance Motor Works, [1923] 1 K. B. 127. Reid. 
Jowitt v. Union Cold Storage Co., [1913] 3 K. B. 1. 

322. |—By a hire-purchase agree- 
ment pltf. let a motor car to a person who agreed 
to ‘‘ keep the car in good repair & working con- 
dition ; ’’ & the ear was to be the property of pltf. 
until all the instalments were paid. During the 
currency of the agreement the car was injured by 
an accident & the hirer sent it to defts. to be re- 
pat Defts. were informed that the car was 

eld on a hire-purchase agreement. After the 
car was sent to defts., & before the contract for 
the repairs was made, default was made in pay- 
ment of an instalment under the hire-purchase 
agreement. Plitf. did not terminate the agreement 
until the repairs had been commenced, when he 
demanded the car from defts., but did not tender 
the amount then due for the cost of the repairs. 

Defts. refused to deliver it up, claiming a lien on 

the car for the cost of repairs; & the repairs were 

subsequently completed :—Held: defts. had a 

lien on the car as against pltf. for the cost of the 

repairs.—GREEN v. ALL Morors, Lrp., [1917] 

1K. B. 625; 86L. J. K. B. 590; 116 L. T. 189, 

C. A. 

Annotation :—-Refd. Pennington v. Reliance Motor Works, 
[1923] 1 K. B. 127. 
328. Order to sub-contractor—Without owner’s 

authority.|—Cassits & Co. & Sassoon & Co. v. 











BoEy ooD BLEACHING Co., Lrp., No. 245, 
ante, 
324, —— .-]|—Pltf. ordered a saloon body 


for his motor car from one E., who undertook the 
work for £500 & then bargained with defts. that 
they would do it for £377. Pltf. gave no authority 
to E. to deliver the car to any third person. PItf. 
paid E., & when the work had been done, E. took 
the car away from defts.’ works without paying 
defts. & redelivered it to pltf. Subsequently the 
car was sent by pitf. to defts. for repairs, & defts. 
then claimed a lien upon it for the amount owed 
to them by E. In an action for the return of the 
car :—Held: E. had no implied authority from 
pltf. to create a lien in favour of defts., & pltf. 
was entitled to succeed.—PENNINGTON v. RELIANCE 
Motor Works, Lrtp., [1923] 1 K. B. 127; 92 
L. J. K. B. 202; 128 L. T. 384; 38 T. L. R. 670; 
66 Sol. Jo. 667. 

Whether person other than owner can confer 
eee generally, Part II., Sect. 3, sub-sect. 4, 
ante. 

(6) Completion of Work. 

825. General rule.]—No right of lien attaches 
until the work on the goods is completed 
(PARKE, B.).—PINNocK v. HARRISON (1838), 3 
M. & W. 532; 1 Horn & H.114; 71. J. Ex. 137; 
150 E. R. 1256. 

326. Completion prevented by owner—Lien for 
work actually done.|—(1) If A. deliver a chattel 
to B. under a contract by the latter to perform 
certain work thereon at a fixed price, &, before 
such work is completed, A. countermand the order, 
& demand the chattel from B., at the same time 
tendering a sum sufficient to pay for the work 
actually done, he will be entitled to maintain 
trover therefor, without tendering the contract 
price. But, in such a case, the jury must estimate 
the measure & value of the work done, as if the 


contract had never existed. 


LIEN. 


If one man enters into a contract with another 
et certain work done, & the latter agrees to 
do that work for a specific sum, but the party to 
whom belongs the chattel on which the work is 
to be done prevents him from completing such 
work, the party so prevented has a right of action 
to recover any damage which he may have sus- 
tained by reason of such prevention; & he has 
also a right of lien for the value of the work actu- 
ally done, as well as for any: expense incurred by 
him in doing same (ROLFE, B.). 

(2) Particular liens are well established; but, 
with the exception of bankers & factors, I am not 
aware of any instance in which, in the absence of 
an express or implied agreement to that effect, 
the law allows a general lien (ROLFE, B.). : 

(8) Semble: by the custom of trade in 
Manchester as between calico printers & en- 

avers, the latter have no right of general lien 
or balances due to them from the former.— 
LILLEY v. BARNSLEY (1844), 1 Car. & Kir. 344; 
2 Mood. & R. 548, N. P. 

Anan 48 to (1) Refd. Green v. All Motors, [1917] 1 


(c) Improvement of Chattel. 

327. General rule.|—-A person to whom a horse 
is delivered to be bled, taken care of, fed & 
kept, has no lien on him for the expense incurred 
in so doing. 

Admitting that a trainer has a lien, it must 
be on the ground that he has done something for 
the benefit & improvement of the animal (BoL- 
LAND, B.).—JUDSON v. ETHERIDGE (1833), 1 Cr. 
& M. 743; 3 Tyr. 954; 2 L. J. Bx. 300; 149 
E. R. 598. 


Annotations :—Expld. Castellain v. Thompson, Thompson 
v. Castellain (1862), 13 C. B. N. 8S. 105. d. Jackson v, 
Cummins (1839), 5 M. & W. 342. Mentd. Hatton v. Car 


Maintenance Co. (1914), 110 L. T. 765, 

828. -|—(1) Generally speaking, a bailee 
has a lien on goods bailed to him in those cases 
only where an additional value has been con- 
ferred by him on the chattel, either directly by 
the exercise of personal labour & skill, or in- 
directly by the intermediate use of any instrument 
over which he has control, &, therefore, an agister 
to whom cattle have been bailed, has by the general 
law no lien on them for the value of the pasturage 
consumed; & this holds whether they be milch 
cattle or not. 

(2) A bailee can have no lien on a chattel, 
where, by the essence of the contract, he has no 
right to the uninterrupted possession of it; &, 
therefore, semble; if a race horse be delivered to 
a trainer to be trained generally, he has no lien 
upon it ; as, by the custom in such cases, the owner 
is entitled during the process to take the animal 
elsewhere for the purpose of running races ; aliter, 
if the bailment were to train the animal for a 
specific race, or if it were not of a race horse.— 
JACKSON v. CUMMINS (1839), 5 M. & W. 842; 8 
L. J. Ex. 265; 3 J. P. 4513; 3 Jur. 486; 151 
E. R. 145. 
Annotations :—Aa to (1) Refd. The Alan Ker, How v. Kirchner 

(1857), 30 L. T. O. 8. 206; 42 to (2) Arid. Forth v, 

Simpson (1849), 13 Q. B. 680. Expld. Castellain v. 
eeomper te Thompson tv. Castellain (1862), 13 C. B. 


829. Application of rule—Mortgage deed de- 
livered to apply for payment.|—Where a mtge. 
deed was delivered to a party as evidence of hi 
title to apply for payment of principal & interest 
due thereon, no lien attaches on the deed in re- 
spect of his work & labour in so applying; for the 
value of the article deposited is not increased by 
any work done on or with respect to it.—SanpER- 
BON v. BELL (1834), 2 Cr, & M, 304; 3 L. J. 





Part [V.—Parrticuuar Lien. 


66; 149 E. R. 776; 

BELL, 4 Tyr. 244, 

Annotations :—Refd. Steadman v. Hockley (1846), 10 Jur. 
819; Castellain v. Thompson, Thompson v. Castellain 
(1862), aa C. B. N. 8.105; Webb v. Smith (1885), 30 


830. Deed delivered to conveyancer.]— 
STEADMAN v. HOCKLEY, No. 313, ante. 

831. Limited to value of labour.]—GrEEN v. 
FARMER, No. 225, ante. 

832. Improvement distinguished from main- 

tenance.|—The owner of a motor car had an agree- 
ment with a co. under which the latter were for 
three years to maintain the car & its accessories, 
provide a driver who was to be the co.’s servant, 
& do the necessary repairs. The owner was to 
pay the co. a fixed annual sum up to a limited 
nileage & at a rate for every mile beyond the 
limit. The car when in London was kept at the 
co.’s garage, & whether the owner was in London 
or elsewhere she took the car out when & as she 
liked. An amount having become due by the 
owner under the agreement, the co. took posses- 
sion of the car & claimed a lien on it for the amount 
due :—Held: (1) inasmuch as what the co. did 
to the car was not to improve it, but only to 
maintain it in its former condition, the co. had no 
lien on the car; & (2) even if the co. had a lien, 
their lien would have been lost by the arrangement, 
acted on, under which the owner was entitled to 
take away the car as & when she pleased.— 
HATTON v. CAR MAINTENANCE Co., LTp., [1915] 
1 Ch. 621; 84 L. J. Ch. 847; 110 L. T. 765; 30 
T. L. R. 275; 58 Sol. Jo. 361. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Pennington v. 
Motor Works, [1923] 1 K. B. 127. 


sub nom. SAUNDERSON v. 





Teliance 


C. Particular Instances. 


388. Accountant—Employed in bankruptcy pro- 
ceeding—Whether lien on _ certificate.|—An ac- 
countant who has been employed in a bkpcy. has 
no lien on bkpt.’s certificate for the payment of 
his costs.—ANON, (1830), 1 Russ. & M. 330; 39 
E. R. 127, L. C. 

3 _ Lien on books examined & 
arranged.|—Semble : an accountant has, as against 
the assignees, a lien on books intrusted to him for 
examination & arrangement by a bkpt. before the 
bkpcy.—Re Huu, Ex p. SouTHaut (1848), 17 
L. J. Bey. 21; 12 Jur. 576. 

Agister.]|—See ANIMALS, Vol. II., p. 254, Nos. 
356-359. 

335. Arbitrator—-On award—For fees.]-—[An 
arbitrator] has a lien upon the award for his ser- 
vices (PARKE, B.).—Re Coomss & FRESHFIELD & 
FERNLEY (1850), 4 Exch. 839; 154 BE. R. 1456. 
Annotations :—Retd. Roberts v. Eberhardt (1858), 28 L. J. 

C. P. 74; Crampton & Holt v, Ridley (1887), 20 Q. B.D. 

48. Moentd. Re Cardigan & Henderson (1852), 22 L. J. 

Q. B. 83; Barnes v. Braithwaite (1857), 2 H. & N. 569; 

Barnes v. Hayward (1857), 1 H. & N. 742. 

836. ST eee Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 18), s. 35, if a difference 
between a landowner & promoters of an under- 
taking has been referred to arbn., & an award 
made, the ct. will compel the promoters by man- 
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damus, at the landowner’s instance, to take up 

the award. The promoters must, for that purpose, 

pay the fees due on the award; the arbitrators or 
umpire having a lien on the award for such fees, 
which the promoters are bound to satisfy, except 

so far as the obligation may be limited by sect. 34. 

—R. v. SoutH Devon Ry. Co. (1850), 15 Q. B. 

1043; 20 L. J. Q. B. 145; 16 L. T. O. 8. 149; 

15 Jur. 464; 117 E. R. 754. 

Annotations :—Mentd. L. & N. W. Ry. v. Walker (1900), 82 
L. T. 93; R.v. Barton & Immingham Light Ry., Ez p. 
Simon, [1912] 3 K. B. 72. 

337. Reasonable fees.) — 
There is only a lien for reasonable fees for an 
arbn. & award, & I think it is established that any 
excess can be recovered. The question is whether 
the fees were reasonable. What was, in fact, a 
reasonable amount is a question for the ct. It 
appears to me that 25 guineas a day for the days 
on which the arbn. was sitting, with some further 
allowance for time taken in considering the award, 
was reasonable (RIDLEY, J.). — LLANDRINDOD 
WELLS WATER Co. v. HAWKSLEY (1903), 67 J. P. 
439; 19 T. L. R. 402; revsd. on other grounds 
(1904), 68 J. P. 242, C. A. 

888. Artificer—For goods worked  up.|]— 
SCARFE v. MORGAN, No. 180, ante. 

Auctioneer.|}—See AUcTION & AUCTIONEERS, 
Vol. III., pp. 35, 36, Nos. 255-258. 

Barrister.|—See BARRISTERS, Vol. III., p. 337, 
Nos. 265-267. 

339. Coachbuilder—On carriages sent for 
repairs.|—HouLpITcH v. MILNE (1800), 3 Esp. 
86; 1 Wms. Saund. 211, n., N. P. 

Annotations :—Refd. Clancy v. Piggott (1835), 2 Ad. & El. 
473. Mentd. Edwards v. Kelly (1817), 6 M. & S. 204; 
Rounce v. Woodyard (1846), 8 L. T. O. S. 186. 

340. .|—KEENE v. THomas, No. 321, 
ante. 

341. Conveyancer—Only on papers on which 
work done—Whether attorney or not.]—(1) The 
lien which an attorney has on the papers in his 
hands, is only commensurate with the right which 
the party delivering the papers to him, has therein. 

(2) Every one, whether attorney or not, has by 
the common law a lien on the specific deed or paper 
delivered to him to do any work or business 
thereon, but not on other muniments of the same 
party, unless the person claiming the lien be an 
attorney or solr.—HOLLIS v. CLARIDGE (1813), 4 
Taunt. 807; 128 E. Rt. 549. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Pratt v. Vizard (1833), 5 B. 
& Ad. 808; Wakefield v. Newbon (1844), 6 Q. B. 276. 
As to (2) Consd. Steadman v. Hockley (1846), 10 Jur. 819. 


Refd. Castellain v. Thompson, Thompson v. Castellain 
eee New Rep. 97; Keene r. Thomas (1904), 74 L. J. 


342. 
313, ante. 

343. Dyer—For price of dyeing.|—-GREEN v. 
FarmMsEn, No. 225, ante. 

44. -}—BENNETT v. JOHNSON, No. 

251, ante. 

345. Engineer—-For cost of putting engines in 
barge—Lien on barge.|—Re WESTLAKE, Ex p. 
WILLOUGHBY, No. 212, ante. 

















——.|—-STEADMAN v. HocKLEy, No. 











WADDELL, [1910] , the books upon which he has actually 
porformed work.—RAYME 


R & Co. vw, 
(1912), S. R. 


P. Accountant — Documents for | 315.—SCOT. GOLDBERG & GOLDBERG 

report Until fee paid.|—STuarT v.| x. On books of insolvent.|—Pro- | 147.—S. AF. 

591 veRcOr (1828), 6 Sh. (Ct. of Sess.) | fessional accountants have no lien on a. Thresher.j—Re SMITH, Ex p. 
. the books of an insolvent for work | Vanoise (1921), 63 D. L. HR. 359; i 
o__ , ooks. ]-——~ one & requost betore Ol- | Sask. L. R. 19; [1922] 1 W. W. R. 

a aasountecr Bait ale A a a le. vency, in examining his books in order | 233,—-CAN. ; } 


books for the purpose of balancing 
them & preparing oa balance sheet has 
& right of retention over them for the 
payment of his fees.— FINDLAY (LiQui- 
DATOR OF SCOTTISH WORKMANS ASSUR- 


| anaes 


to draw up a statement of his affai 
WALKER’'s TRUSTEE v. JONES, COSNETT 
& BALL (1883), 2 Ss. C. 354.—S. AF. 

On books on which work 
done.J}—An accountant hes a lien on 


re. b. Materialman.] — A materialman 


has no lien unless the goods were 
supplied for the purpose of being used 
in the particular b on which 
he claims to have a lien.— SPRAGUE vy. 
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Sect. 2.—At common law: Sub-sect. 1, C.] 


346. Farrier—Animal cured of disease.] — 
ScaRFE v. MORGAN, No. 180, ante. 

347. For shoeing horse.}—- ORCHARD v. 
RackstTraw, No. 389, post. 

848. Furniture remover—On goods removed.]— 
Hirst v. PaGE & Co. (1891), 7 T. L. R. 537, N. P. 

349. ——]j]—A carman & furniture 
remover who is prepared to enter into contracts for 
the c ing & removal of furniture, but who does 
not hold himself out to carry furniture for anybody 
who may bring it to him, on any reasonable terms 
that may be offered, is not a common carrier, & has 
no lien for his charges on goods he has carried or 
removed for a third person against the true owner 
of the goods.—ELEctric SUPPLY STORES v. 
Gaywoop (1909), 100 L. T. 855. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Belfast Ropework Co. v. Bushell, 
[1918] 1K. B. 210. 


850. Horsebreaker.]|—-ScARFE v. MORGAN, No. 
180, ante. 

851. Judicial officers.|— TAaytor v. LEWIS 
eee Ves. Sen. 111; 3 Atk. 727; 28 E.R. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Robins v. Fennell (1847), 10 L. T. 0. S. 


352. Clerk of assize—-On records for his 
fees.|—A clerk of assize has not a lien upon the 
records in his custody for his fees.—R. v. Bury 
(1779), 1 Leach, 201; 168 E. R. 203. 

Annotations :—Retd. Re R. v. Harland, Ex p. Newton v. 
Bayley (1839), 4 Jur. 192. Mentd. Re R. v. Harland, 
Ex p. Newton v. Alderson (1839), 4 Jur. 191. 

353. Bankruptcy officer—On documents 
for fees.|—-The officer for enrolling proceedings has 
no lien on the procestne 8 under a commission of 
bkpcy. for the fees of enrolment.—Ez p. SANDER- 
SON (1812), 19 Ves. 161; 84 E. R. 478, L. OC. 

354. —— Partition commissioners—On com- 
mission for charges.|—Comrs. under a commission 
of partition have no lien on the commission for 
their charges.— YOUNG v. SuTTON (1814), 2 Ves. 
& B. 365; 35 E. R. 358. 

355. —— Commissioners taking acknowledg- 
ments—-On documents for fees.]|—-The comrs. under 
Fines & Recoveries Act, 1833 (c. 74), have a lien 
for their fees upon the deeds which come into their 
possession in the performance of their duty. But 
one comr. having been paid his own fees, cannot 
retain deeds for the fees of another, unless 
authorised by that other to do so.—Ez p. GROVE 
(1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 804; 5 Dowl. 355; 2 Hodg. 
res 3 Scott, 671; 6L. J. C. P. 30; 182 EB. R. 


356. ——— Commissioners for taking evidence— 
On depositions for fees.]—Comrs. for the examina- 
tion of witnesses have a lien on the depositions 
for their fees, & will not be compelled to return 
them, until they have received payment.— 

v. BEER (1851), 14 Beav. 101; 20 L. J. Ch. 424; 
he T. O. 8. 23; 15 Jur. 1024; 51 E. R. 

357. —— Clerk to justices—On books for fees.] 

-A., who was clerk to the justices of a pett 
sessional division, was accustomed to make his 


BESANT (1885), 3 Man. L. R. —_— 
CAN ( ) n. L. R. 519 














W. W. R. 812 
d. P 


c. Sub-contractors.|}—Claimants who 
tion of a pon 


have done work as sub-contractors 
under a contract cannot for lien 
purposes dissolve the contract into its 
original component parta & claim to 
rank as materialmen in respect of the 


value of material covered by their sub- in his possess 


Lewia Co. (1915), 33 W. L. R. 119; 9 
812.—OAN. 


-+-The legal obliga- 
eeper is the same as t 
of a warehouse-keeper ; 
absence of an agreement or general 
usage of trade establishing a general 
lien, he has Solr 2 special lien on timber 

n, for his reasonable 


LIEN. 


private entries in the books, which he himself 
purchased, in which he entered the magisterial 

usiness. Upon his death his exor. took possession 
of these books, & upon being applied to by B 
who was appointed as the successor of A., to give 
them up, he refused to do so, alleging as his reason 
the above facts, & that he had a lien upon them for 
certain fees due to A. in his lifetime still unpaid :— 
Held: he had no right to detain them.—R. v. 
RastTRick (1858), 31 L. T. O. S. 220; 22 J. P. 886 ; 
6 W. R. 654. 

358. Literary man—For remuneration— On 
papers arranged & peace Past had instituted 
a suit for the recovery of letters & documents, 
upon which deft. claimed a lien for literary labour 

erformed thereon at pltf.’s request, part of such 
abour consisting of notes, etc., written upon the 
documents themselves. Upon a common summons 
by pltf. that deft. might be ordered to produce 
the letters & documents, & pltf. be at liberty to 
ga ie same, the ct. granted the application. 
eft. is a depositee of documents, & may be 
entitled to retain them until his lien for remunera- 
tion is satisfied. He claims a lien for labour said 
to be expended on the documents themselves, e.g. 
in notes, marks & arrangement (LORD ROMILLY, 
M.R.).—BRovuGHAM (LORD) v. CAUVIN (1868), 37 
L. J. Ch. 691; 18 L. T. 281; 16 W. R. 688. 

359. Livery stable keeper—On horse sent to be 
trained—For mere keep.]—-BEVAN v. WATERS, No. 
53, ante. 

360. For veterinary charges.] — ORCHARD 
v. RACKSTRAW, No. 389, post. 

361. For keep.|—A. was indebted to the 
pitf. in £7 48. for the keep of a horse, & deft., in con- 
sideration that pltf. at his request would deliver 
him the horse, to the use of A. promised to pay the 
£7 4s.:—Held: the consideration was good, for 
Te might have detained the horse till paid.— 

ACKERNEY v. EwRIN (1628), Hut. 101; 123 
E. R. 1129. 

862. ——.}]— ORCHARD v. 
No. 389, post. 

868. Miller—On corn in his hands for grineine 
—A commission of bkpcy. issued against M., a 
the time he became a bkpt. indebted to petitioner 
in £286 7s. 10d. for grinding of corn, & he had in 
his custody thirty-six loads & three bushels of 
wheat belonging to bkpt., pert ground & Moy 
grinding, besides a great number of sacks. £16 5s. 
was due to petitioner for grinding the corn which 
was in his hands at the time M. became a bkpt. 
The wheat sold by the assignees, by eement 
between them & petitioner, without prejudice to 
his claim, he now applied to be paid his whole debt 
out of the money arising by the sale. Lord 
Chancellor of‘opinion petitioner had no specific 
lien upon the corn & sacks, but only oe tanto 
as due for grinding the corn in his hands.— 
Re MattHEws, Ex p. OCKENDEN (1754), 1 Atk. 
235; 26 E. R. 151, f; C. 








RACKSTRAW, 





Annotations :—Consd. Green v. Farmer (1768), 4 Burr. 
2214; Olive v. Smith (1813), 5 Taunt. 56; Rose v. Hart 
(1818), 2 Moore, C. P ; Young v 


. 547 - Bank of Bengal 
1836), 1 Deac. 622. Refd. Jones v. Smith (1794), 2 
es. 372; Houghton v. Matthews (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 485 ; 
gage in favour of.}—Where buildings are 
erevted on lands leased to 
woman On a verba) undor by her 
to secure the builder by a mtgs., on 
the premises, & a bill of sale on all her 
other property, the builder has a lien 
op the leasehold premises & the other 
Tie propery. cote v. GRATTEN 
1894), 32 N. B. R. 649.—OCAN., 


& in the 


contracts & claim that ey are only charges for the care of it.—JaoK v. f—., AVORY 1 BALDOOHI 
relegated to the status of sub- HaGies (1850),7 N. B. R. (2 All.) 95. (1906), T. 8. 623.—8, AF, 

contractors with respect to the balance —OAN. ‘ e:. Packer.J—A ker has a lien 
of their claim.—WorTmMan v. FRID- e. Butlder—Bil of sale & mort- upon the goods by him for the 


Part IV.—PartTIcuLAR LIEN. 


Glennie © Edmunds (1818), 4 Taunt. 775; 
Brandao (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 387. 
Shubrook (1876), 84 L. T. 785. 


364. ——.|— CHASE v. WESTMORE, No. 
64, ante. 

365. Motor car repairer.|—GREEN v. ALL MoTors, 
Lrp., No. 322, ante. 

866. Parliamentary agents.) The lien of a 
Parliamen agent attaches to books & papers 
intrusted to him by the law clerk of the trustees 
of a public road to obtain a renewal of their Act 
of Parliament.—Rinpa@way v. LeEESs (1856), 25 
L. J. Ch. 584. 

367. Printer—On individual numbers not de- 
livered——For balance due for printing whole.|— 
(1) A pare employed to print certain numbers, 
but not all consecutive numbers, of an entire work, 
has a lien upon the copies not delivered for his 
general balance due for printing the whole of those 
numbers. 

The supplying the paper from time to time did 
not make it the less one entire work (LE BLANC, J.). 

(2) I think deft. had a lien for the whole balance, 
the work being an entire work in the course 
of prosecution, upon the same principle that a 
tailor, who is employed to make a suit of clotbes, 
has a lien for the whole price upon any part of 
them. It would be inconvenient if he was obliged 
to make stops in the course of the work ; the nature 
of the work affords a reason for his general lien 
(LORD ELLENBOROUGH, C.J.).—BLAKE v. NICHOL- 
SON (1814), 3 M. & S. 167; 105 E. R. 573. 
Annotation :—As to (1) Refd. Ford v. Baynton (1832), 1 

Dowl. 357. 

868. Sailmaker—On sails repaired—Effect of 
arrest of ship—-Under warrant.|—A sailmaker 
having in his possession the sails of a vessel to 
repair, has a lien upon the sails for the costs of 
repairing them, but he may not detain them when 
the ship is arrested under warrant of the ct. The 
ct. can protect his just rights & virtually enforce 
such lien.—THE HaARMONIE (1841), 1 Wm. Rob. 
178; 8L. T. 121; 166 E. R. 539. 

Annotation :—Refd. The Tergeste (1902), 72 L. J. P. 18. 
869. Salvagor—On things saved.|—A man 

entitled to salvage has a lien for it upon the thing 

saved.—HARTFORT v. JONES (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 

398; 2 Salk. 654; 91 EH. R. 1161. 

Annotations :—Consd. The Fulham, [1899] P. 251. Befd. 
Nicholson v. Chapman (1793), 2 Hy Bl. 254; Dean v. 
Hornley (1854), 3 HK. & B. 180; Aitchison v. Lohre (1879), 
4 App. 55; The Gas Float Whitton No. 2, [1896] 
P. 42. Mentd. Hawkes ». King (1729), 1 Barn. K.'B. 301. 
370. Mortgage security.|—In 1899 a 

customer of a bank mortgaged certain lands to the 

bank to secure the balance for the time being owing 
on foot of overdrafts, bills of exchange, promissory 
notes, credits, advances, interest, commission, 
discount, & premiums on policies of insurance. 
The security was to bear interest computed from 
day to day at the current bank rate up to 6 per 
cent. The deed contained a proviso that no 
greater principal sum than £5,700 should be 
recoverable on the security. In keeping the 
mtgor.’s current account, which was continued from 
the date of the mtge. until after action brought & 


Barnett v. 
Mentd. Re Witt, Ex p. 
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was approved each half-year by the mtgor., the 
interest was charged from day to day with half- 
yearly rests, so that the interest was capitalised 
every half-year. In 1903 the mtgor. owed to the 
bank on his current account & on promissory notes 
a sum in excess of £5700, & on his failure to reduce 
his overdraft, the bank refused to honour his 
cheques except certain cheques drawn by him for 
the prescryation of the subject matter of the 
security, & for this purpose the bank also made 
certain payments, which they debited to the over- 
drawn account. In Dec. 1904, the bank appointed 
a receiver of the mortgaged premises under the 
Conveyancing & Law of Property Act, 1881 
(c. 19) :—Held: the bank had no lien for salvage 
in respect of the moneys paid to preserve the sub- 
ject matter of the security, inasmuch as those 
payments were not made by the bank, but by the 
mtgor. out of moneys advanced to him by the bank. 
—YOURELL v. HIBERNIAN BANK, [1918] A. C. 
372; 87L. J. P.C.1; 117 L. T. 729, H. L. 

——— ——.]—-See, generally, SHIPPING. 

371. —— Expenditure without authority 
of owner.]—A quantity of timber, placed in a 
dock on the bank of a navigable river, being 
accidentally loosened, is carried by the tide to a 
considerable distance, & left at low water upon a 
towing path, A. finding it in that situation, 
voluntarily conveys it to a place of safety, beyond 
the reach of the tide at high water. A. has no 
lien on the timber for the trouble or expense to 
which he may have put himself in the carriage of it, 
but is liable to an action of trover, unless he deliver 
it up to the owner on demand, though nothing be 
tendered him by the owner by way of compensa- 
tion. But in such a case, in all probability, A. 
might maintain an action against the owner for 
a compensation.—NICHOLSON v. CHAPMAN (1793), 
2 Hy. BI. 254; 126 E. R. 536. 

Annotations :—Refd. Vivian v. Mersey Docks Board (1869), 

L. R. 5 C. P. 19; Hingston v. Wendt (1876), 1 er 


367 : Aitchison v. Lohre (1879), 4 App. Cas. 755 ; 
Guano Co. v. Dre s, [1892] A. C. 170; Gwilliam v. 








Twist (1895), 2 Q. B. 84; The Gas Float Whitton No. 2, 
{1896} P. 42; r v. Blatspiel Stamp & Heacock, 
{1924) 1K. B. 566. 

3872. —— ———.]|—-CASTELLAIN v. THOMP- 


SON, THOMPSON v. CASTELLAIN, No. 318, ante. 

878. Servant—For money expended on master’s 
behalf—On goods supplied by tradesman.]— 
Houssky v. CHRISTIE, No. 320, ante. 

Shipwright— On ship for 
SHIPPING. 

874, Stallion-owner——-On mare for fees for 
service.]|—SCARFE v. MORGAN, No. 180, ante. 

375. Surveyor—On maps & poieen Pitf. was 
employed by defts. to survey & map the parish of 
G., on paper to be provided by them. No sum 
was agreed upon by the parties to be paid for the 
work. The work having been finished, pltf.’s 
attorney refused to deliver it, except on payment 
of £204 4s. 10d. He tendered the map & books 
to defts.’ attorney for inspection, & offered, if the 
expenses were paid, to send them into the country 
for the inspection of defts. He also asked defts.’ 
attorney to make a tender, which the latter refused 


repairs.] — See 





materials used & work done in packing. 
H ©. GRAND TRUNK Ry. Co. 


—HAYWARD MARCHI_ 4, 
(1872), 32 U. Cc. R. 392.—CAN. 


k. Bandmaster — Instrument.}—DE- 
SPaRTARI 


riage.—MCMILLAN v. Byrrs (188 


6), 3 
(1914), 27 | Man. L. R. 361; (1887), 4 Man. L. R. 


be te Caer Pe W. R. 1336; 15 | 76.—CAN. 

; . «dae Kt . ° n. Warehouseman.}—A warehouse- 
_h pleteetth eae Bagels 1. Farrier — Lien on horse for | man has only a Men on the property 
ning & keoping in ler e1.|—NICOLLS v. DUNCAN | stored for the storage of grain in 


e tools used 

eae ae woe of mining, ta ousted ie 
or wages on the m 

location, but a cook who does the cook- 


AVIS v. CROWN POINT MINING Co. 
(1901), 3 . L. T. ° .L. RB. 89. 
CAL. 20. L. T. 62; 30. L. R. 69 


services render 
(1853), 11 U. C. It. 332.— CAN, 


m. Cordwood-worker.}—-A.| workman 
employed to cut trees into cordwood 
has not at common law a lien for his 


his warehouse, & not for the eral 


cha thereon.—RENALD tv. WALKER 


(1858), 8 ©. P. 37.—CAN 
0. —— Storage of coals.] — Re 
OoLEMAN (1875), 36 U. C. R. 550.— 
p. Bookkeeper.) — An independent 
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Sect. 2.—At common law: Sub-sect. 1, C.; eub-sects. 
2,3&4. Sects.3, 4 & 5.) 


to do. Defts. paid £42 into ct., & plitf. hada 
verdict for £73 :—Held: pltf. might maintain an 
action; under this contract, he was not bound to 
deliver up the map & books before he was paid for 
his work ; his demanding more than was found by 
the jury to be due was no ground of non-suit, 
as in such a case defts. might have tendered the 
sum due.—HvGHES v. LENNY (1839), 5 M. & W. 
183; 2 Horn &H.13; 8L. J. Ex. 177; 151 E.R. 
79 


876. Tailor—Making clothes—On any part for 
whole price.]|—-BLAKE v. NICHOLSON, No. 367, ante. 

377. Town clerk—QOn papers of corporation— 
Work done as solicitor.]|—A town clerk has a lien 
on papers of the corpn. with respect to which he 
has done work as attorney or solr., but not on such 
as he holds merely as town clerk.—R. v. SANKEY 
(1836), 5 Ad. & El. 423; 2 Har. & W. 275; 6 
oe & M. K. B. 839; 5L. J. K. B. 255; 111 E.R. 


Annotation :—Refd. Newington L. B. v. Eldridge (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 349. 


378. Trainer of race horses—-On horses sent to 
be trained.|—-Jacoss v. Latour, No. 203, ante. 





379. ——— ——.]—-FoRTH v. Simpson, No. 51, 
ante. 2 
380. —— For keep & exercise.|—BEVAN 


v. WaTERS, No. 53, ante. 

381. Vendor of goods— For duties paid.}]—<A. 
bought two pipes of wine in bond; the agent of 
the seller gave him a delivery note, pon which one 
pipe was subsequently delivered to his order, the 
other remaining in the bonded warehouse at a 
rent charged to A.; he having become bkpt., 
his assignees claimed that pipe on payment of the 
warehouse rent :—Held: the seller has a right to 
retain it until the duties advanced upon it were 
repaid him.— WINKS v. HASSALL (1829),9 B. & C. 
372; Dan. & Li. 312; 7L. J. O. S. K. B. 265; 
109 E. R. 138. 

Annotation :—Refd. Miles v. Gorton (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 504, 


SUB-SEcCT. 2.—CARRIER’S LIEN. 


See CARRIERS, Vol. VIII., p. 219, Nos. 1391 
et seq. 


LIEN. 


Sup-sect. 3.—INNKEEPER’s LIEN. 


See INNS & INNKEEPERS, Vol. XXIX., pp. 18 
et seq. 


" Sup-sucT, 4.—BAILEE’s LIgn. 


882. General rule—Lien for rent.|—A. applied 
to B., the proprietor of a house, with cellars, which 
he was in the habit of letting, telling him that he 
wanted cellar room to do a pipe of wine, but adding, 
that he did not know but very shortly he might 
want a good deal of room; B., upon this, said that 
he had better put it into his (B.’s) own cellar ; 
which he did :—Held : under these circumstances, 
B. was entitled to detain the wine, till a reason- 
able & proper sum had been paid him for rent.— 
GRAY v. CHAMBERLAIN (1830), 4 C. & P. 260, N. P. 

388. Possession must be uninterrupted.]—- 
JacKsoN v. Cummins, No. 328, ante. 

384. Delivery by third party—-Without consent 
of owner.]|—-BUXTON v. BAUGHAN, No. 48, ante. 

885. Transfer of goods with lien on them— 
Right of bailee.|—If A., holding B.’s goods with 
a lien on them against B., transfer them to C., C. 
cannot hold them against B. to the extent of A.’s 
lien under 6 Geo. 4, c. 94, unless the transfer be 
expressly made as a pledge.—THOMPSON Uv. 
FARMER (1827), Mood. & M. 48, N. P. 

See, further, BAILMENT, Vol. III., pp. 72 et seq. 





Srecr. 3.—STATUTORY LIEN. 


388. For tolls— Whether other methods of 
recovery excluded.!—A co., having become by 
assignment conservators of the river Tone, were 
empowered by special Acts to levy tolls upon goods 
carried in barges thereon, & to ‘‘ stop, arrest, & 
detain ’’ the barges until the tolls were paid. Inan 
action for tolls by the co. :—-Held : inasmuch as the 
statute only gave a lien upon the goods for the 
tolls, & prescribed no method which would be 
equivalent, by enabling the co. to recover the 
money, to the common law remedy, the statutory 
remedy was cumulative, & not exclusive, & the 
action would lie.—GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. v. 


bookkeeper has a lien on books on 
which he has bestowed his time & 
labour.—SPURRIER vt. COXWELL, [1914] 
C. P. D. 83.—S. AF. 


q. Watch repairer.)})—- WEBBER vt. 
ee aha (1877), 2 8G R. 15— 


a Yr. eee, — waeik for commis- 
on.) — SASSIN wv. PHILLIPS, 
C. P. D. 382.—S. AF. eee 


: rk stable savordt -——~ Forp 
e ROTHERS, e e e 
266.—S. AF. paren 


a. Printer—On stereotype plates. 
—A printer into whose hands emeney 
+e pe plates are put for the p of 
prioting from them, has no right of 
lien or retention over them, for his 
account for printing from them the 
work of which they are the plates.— 
Dit (ote ot Sonn) 1164 10 Seo due 

e 'e 8. > 6 % e e 
544, 604.—SCOT, Peon eae 


b. Maintenance of motor j— 
There is no lien at LA lan a a 
motor car for moneys due under an 
agreement to “well & sufficiently 
maintain’? & keep in order the car 
& to supply a chauffeur to arive it.— 


HaTTon v. CAR MAINTENAN 
ine (1914), 48 Ls. he iar St ee 
vob J 


PART [V. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4. 


884i. Delivery by third party— 
Without consent of owner.)—A livery- 
stable keeper has no lien as againat the 
owner of a horse for boa it, where 
it has been placed in the stable, without 
the authority of the owner, by a person 
who has agreed with the owner to race 
the horse & pay its expenses & to share 
its winnings with the owner.—YEO ». 
FARRAGHER, [1918] 1 W. W. R. 624; 
389 D. L. R. 324; 28 Man. &. R. 424. 
—CAN. 


rd 


PART IV, SECT. 3. 


6. Thresher’s _lien.J—PRINNEVEAU 
wy owe wee AN 
.L. BR. 268; . Ww. R. 637: 11 
D L. R. 272: 6 Alta L. R. 52.—CAN. 


d. ——.)— Threshers’ Lien Act 
(Sask.) gives the thresher the right to 
re the 34 an on under his et a: 

n.— Y wv. NMORE (1916), 34 
W.L. R. 1122.—CAN. : 


eo. ———.}—When a thresher takes 
ron to spay. his lien undor Threshers’ 
fen Act, 1920, he may take only 
sufficient grain reasonably to satisfy 
his claim.—McLKAN ». SHANNON 
(Sask.), [1924] 3 W. W. R. 316.— 
CAN. 

{. ——.}—-To ‘entitle a thresber 


to a lien under The Threshers’ Lion 
Act, 1920, the provisions of sect. 2 
must complied with.— BRITISH 
AMERICAN ELEVATOR Co., LTD. tv. 
1159.—CAN., 

g. Farm worker's lien.}—MIRES vt. 
OsL_eR & NANTON TRusY Co. (Man.), 
[1924] 2 Ww. Ww. R. 610.—CAN. 

h. For electric lMght.}—STENNRTT 
I a a (1908), 8 W. L. R. 62.-- 


k. For taxes.]}—GREENWOOD CORPN, 
vw. CANADIAN MortTeacke & INVEST: 
MENT Co., Lrp., [1921] 2 W. W. R. 
746.—CAN. 

1. For advances by municipality— 
Purchase of seed grain.}—~U NITED GRAIN 
GROWERS, LTD. v. MORAE & RURAL 
MUNICIPALITY OF LITTLE Bow, No. 98 

1922), 63 YD. lL. R. 138; 17 Alta. ta R. 

13; [1922) 1 W. W. RB. 1064.—CAN. 

m. —— -—— .}—The liens arising 
under The Seed Grain Acts do not 
operate so as to attach grain grown in 
years subsequent to the advance after 
ownership of the land has passed from 
the owner tu whom the advance was 
made.—HoME INVESTMENT & SAVINGS 
ASSOCN. 0. PROVINCIAL TREASURER OF 
822.—CAN. 


n. For adrances to manufacturer— 


Part [V.—Particunar Lien. 


SHARMAN (1892), 61 L. J. Q. B, 600; 40 W. R. 
643; 36 Sol. Jo. 541, D. OC. 
For excise duties.|—See REVENUL. 


Sect. 4.—EXTENT OF LIEN. 

887. Retention charges.} — LENTON v. CooK 

(1736), Bull. N. P., 7th ed. 45 a. 
nnotation ; . 0. 
A REO Was Pe Empire Shipping Co. v. Somes 

888. ——- Where no express contract.|—Hanrr- 
LEY v. HITCHCOCK, ‘No. 49, ante. 

389. ——.]—-A livery stable keeper has no 
lien for the charges of a veterinary surgeon for 
skill & work bestowed on a horse at the request of 
the owner while the horse is standing at livery at 
the stables of the liveryman. 

A livery stable keeper has no lien as livery stable 
keeper for the keep of a horse standing at livery, 
& a farrier has no lien for shoeing a horse while 
so standing at livery, because he has not possession 
of the horse. There is no rule of law which gives 
a livery stable keeper a claim of lien for money 
paid by him to a veterinary surgeon for work done 
to a horse at livery (CRESSWELL, J.).—ORCHARD v. 
RACKSTRAW (1850), 9 C. B. 698; 19 L. J. C. P. 
ne 15 L. T. O. S. 91; 14 Jur. 605; 137 E. R. 


Annotation :—Refd. Castellain ». Thompson, Thompson +. 


Castellain (1862), 13 C. B. N.S. 105. 

890. .|—A person who has a lien upon a 
chattel] for a debt cannot, if he keeps it to enforce 
payment, add, to the amount for which the lien 
exists, a charge for keeping the chattel till the debt 
is paid. Where such a charge is made, & the 
owner of the chattel gives notice that he will pay 
it, but that he protests against the payment, & 
will seek to recover it back again, he may maintain 
an action for money had & received for such a 
purpose. 

A shipowner desired to have his ship repaired. 
On asking a shipwright for an estimate, he received 
one, the last item of which was ‘‘ The cost of use 
of graving dock for the job will be from 120 to 
150 guineas,” The ship was repaired. When 
finished, the account was sent in with this item 
included. No objection was made to this item, 
but time was required for payment. The ship- 
wright who claimed & enforced his lien on the ship 
for payment, urged the removal of the ship, 
saying that it was unnecessarily occupying his 
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dock, that he had other ships waiting to go in, & 
finally, that from a certain day he should charge 
£21 a day for the use of the dock :—Held: these 
facts did not constitute an implied contract on 
the part of the shipowner to pay the additional 
charge, & (having paid it under protest) he might 
maintain money had & received to recover it 
back.—Somes v. British EMPIRE SHIPPING Co. 

(1860), 8 H. L. Cas. 338; 30 L. J. Q. B. 220; 2 

L. T. 547; 6 Jur. N. 8. 761; 8 W. RB. 707; 11 

HK. R. 459, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. BRITISH 

EMPIRE SHIPPING Co. v. SomES (1858), E. B. & E. 

353, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Apld. Bruce v. Everson (1883), Cab. & El. 
18. Refd. Miedbrodt 7. Fitzsimon, The Energie (1875), 
32 L. T. 579; Ivens v. G. W. Ry. (1889), 53 J. P. 148; 
Booth S.S8. Co. v. Cargo Flect Iron Co., [1916] 2K. B. 
570. Mentd. Assets Development Co. v. Close (No. 2) 
(1901), 46 Sol. Jo. 12. 

391. By carrier.]}—- When a passenger 
leaves an article at a railway station the co. are 
not bound to send it to his residence without 
a reasonable charge for so doing, nor liable for its 
non-delivery when sent for, unless reasonable 
means are afforded to them of finding & identi- 
fying it; but they cannot charge warchouse 
room for it, if, however they afterwards detain it 
for any petty charge, the proper course is to pay 
the charge, & sue to recover it in the county ct. ; 
& if the article is ready for delivery the damage may 
properly be only nominal, whether on a special 
count or on a count in trover.—DIMSDALE v. 
Lonpon & Briaiton Ry. Co. (1862), 3 F. & F. 
ne N. P.; subseyuent proceedings (1863), 8 L. T. 

vo. 

892, ——.]—A workman detaining a chattel in 
respect of a lien for work done thereon has no 
claim for warchouse charges during such deten- 
tion.— BRUCE v, EVERSON (1883), Cab. & El. 18. 

—— Goods found.|—See BatumMent, Vol. IIL, 
p. 66, Nos. 88, 89. 

—— Bailee for valuable consideration.|—Sce 
BAILMENT, Vol. ITI., p. 75, No. 145. 

393. Payments—Charges of veterinary. surgeon 
—Treatment of horse at livery—At request of 
owner.|—ORCHARD v. RAacKsTRAW, No. 389, ante. 

Work done or expenditure on chattel.|—Sce, 
generally, Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, ante. 





Sect. 5.—EXTENSION OF PARTICULAR TO 
GENERAL LIEN. 
See Part III., Sect. 4, ante. 


Warehouse receipts.)}—34 Vict c. 5, 
8. 47, enables a person making advances 
to a manufacturer, to stipulate for 
obtaining a lien on warehouse receipts 
to be subsequently granted to the 
manufacturer.—SUTER v. MERCHANTS 
BANK (1876), 24 Gr, 365.—CAN. 


o Ga rege — WEBSTER 1. 
BuaoKk (1914), 8 W. L. R. 300; 17 
L. R 53 24 Man. L. R. 456.— 


Dp. For folls.J—CaLEDONIAN Ry. 


Co. vu. Guitp (1873), 1 R (Ct. of Sess.) 
198; 11 Sc. L. B. 125.—SCOT. 


PART IV. SECT. 4. 


q. Construction of part of article— 
Lien on whole.}—A carriago builder, 
who constructs a stationary top for 
an express waggon & fastens the same 
with bolta & nuts, has a lien on the 
whole structure, waggon & ton, for the 
price of building the top.—-HARDISTY 


v. CARNELL (1899), 40 N.S. R. 214.— 
CAN. 


r. Contract for manufacture of 
lumber—~No lumber set aside for purpose 
of contract.J—RANDOLPH v. RANDOLPR 
(1907), 4B. L. R217; 3N. B. Eq. Rep. 
576.—CAN. 


t. Material for several buildings— 
Sale of some of buildings.|—POLSON v. 
THOMSON (1916), 34 W. L. R. 745; 10 
W. W. R. 865.—CAN, 


LIEn. 


Part V.—Equitable Lien. 


Secor. 1.—NATURE. 


394. Possession not necessary.|—-NICHOLS v. 
CLENT, No. 43, ante. 

395. —_—.]—-Where a conveyance has been 
executed, but the whole of the purchase-money 
has not been paid, the vendor has not a lien upon 
the title deeds for the remainder of the purchase- 
money. 

The equitable right of the vendor is inaccurately 
described by the word lien, if that word is to be 
understood in its legal acceptation, which always 
implies possession by the party setting up the lien 
of the thing on which it exists ; the legal principle 
in such a case being, that the party having rights, 
which in good conscience he may enforce, & which 
are more or less connected with the thing of which 
he has possession, shall not be compelled to part 
with his possession until those rights are satisfied. 
But the vendor’s right in equity is altogether 
independent of his possession of the land or of the 
deeds. He has what, though called a lien, is, in 
truth, an equitable charge on the land, & which, 
in general, he may enforce in the same way as any 
other equitable mtge. (ROLFE, B.).—GOoOODE v. 
BurTonN (1847), 1 Exch. 189; 16 L. J. Ex. 309; 
9L. T. O. S. 357; 11 Jur. 851; 154 E. R. 80. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Swanley Coal Co. v. Denton, [1906] 

2 K. B. 873. 

396. Whether equitable charge.]—-GoopE v. 
Burton, No. 395, ante. 

See, also, No. 571, post. 

397. Distinguished from legal charge—Wholly 
enforceable in equity.|—A ct. of equity entertains 
two kinds of suits in relation to charges on land ; 
one, where there is merely an equitable lien, & 
the other, where there is a legal charge. In the 
former kind of suit, the proceedings are entirely 
in equity, & there is nothing to be done elsewhere. 
In the latter, this ct. only gives its aid to enforce 
the legal lien. That aid is quite independent of 
the jurisdiction of this ct. to protect property 
pending litigation. 

Pitf. filed his original bill as a judgment creditor 
of the mtgor. seeking to redeem a mtge. He 
afterwards paid off the mtge., amended his bill, 
& prayed an account & payment by the mtgor. :— 
Held: the suit was nevertheless a judgment 
creditor’s suit, & must fail.—GopDFREY v. TUCKER 
(1863), 33 Beav. 280; 3 New Rep. 20; 33 L. J. 
Ch. 559; 9 Jur. N. S. 1188; 12 W. R. 33; 55 
E. R. 375; sub nom. GODFREY v. SACREE, GoOD- 
FREY v. TUCKER, 9 L. T. 359. 


Sect. 2.—HOW ARISING. 


898. Agreement to grant possession of (title 
deeds.|—-What possession, & what agreement, as 
to the possession of title deeds, shall constitute an 
equitable lien. , 

Would such an agreement as that give a lien? 
... An agreement, that when, upon a contin- 
gency, B. should become entitled to the possession 
of the deeds he would deliver the possession of the 


PART V. SECT. 2. contained no 


a. By bond.}—A_ co. pada 
@ bond which, though it 


executed 


Set words of charge, 
was evidently intended to give a lien 
on the property of the co. :—Held ;: the 


| deeds is going much further than any ct. of equity 


has ever gone or ever could in reason go (LEACH, 
M.R.).—ROBARTS v. JEFFERYS (1830), 8 L. J. O.S. 


Ch. 137. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Re Taylor, Stileman & Underwood, 


{1891} 1 Ch. 590. 

Deposit of land certificate or charge certificate.]— 
See Land Registration Act, 1925 (c. 21), s. 66. 

399. Agreement for half the value of estate 
recovered.|—By an agreement between A. & B., 
A. agreed to exert himself to prove that B. was 
entitled to certain property in India, for which 
A. was to have half the value of what might be 
recovered. <A. succeeded in recovering a certain 
amount, which was sent home to the corre- 
spondents in London of a firm in Calcutta, who 
acted for A. in the matter. Upon demurrer to a 
bill to declare A.’s right to half the amount under 
the agreement :—Held: A. had no lien on the fund, 
oo right, if any, was purely legal & not equit- 
able. 

The agreement creates no lien, but pltfs. by 
it were to get half of the value, & not half of the 
specific thing to be recovered which was the sub- 
ject of the agreement (Stuart, V.-C.).—ALEX- 
ANDER v. HAMMOND (1854), 24 L. T. O. 8. 1743 
3 W. R. 145. 

400. Parol agreement.|—G. being indebted to 
pltf., & having purchased some wool of B., in 
consideration, as alleged, of the debt, due to pltf., 
& for the purpose of securing the payment, & 
with the intention of assigning’& making over the 
wool, & of vesting it in pltf., in an interview with 
pltf., said, ‘‘ There is the wool which has gone to 
D.; go & sell that wool; pay B. the balance due 
to him on such wool, & keep the remainder your- 
self.’ G. died a few hours afterwards, & letters 
of administration were granted to his brothers, 
who claimed the wool, which was removed by pltf. 
from the custody of a wharfinger at D., & sold 
by pltf. after the death of G., or the proceeds ; 
but on the above uncontradicted allegation in 
pltf.’s bill :—Held: ides had established an 
equitable lien, & his right to retain the proceeds. 

In this case everything was by parol; the 
words are clear & that coupled with the conduct 
of the intestate amounts to the creation of a valid 
equitable lien. ...I find no law which says 
a valid equitable lien cannot be created by parol 
(STUART, V.C.).—GURNELL v. GARDNER (1863), 
4 Giff. 626; 3 New Rep. 59; 9 L. T. 367; 9 
Jur. N.S. 1220; 12 W. R. 67; 66 H.R. 857. 
Annotation :—Refd. Parish v. Poole (1884), 53 L. T. 35. 

401. Indorsement on policy of intent to assign 
—No communication.|—-ADAMs v. CLAXTON (1801), 
6 Ves. 226; 31 HE. R. 1024. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Vulliamy v. Noble Girl) 3 Mer 

593; Brown v. Sansome (1825), M‘Cle. & Yo. 427; Raw 


v. Cutten (1832), 9 Bing. 96; Morgan v. Evans (1834), 
8 BI. N. 8. 777 Cooper v. Cooper (1838), 7 L. J. Ch. 
253; M‘Faddon v. Jonkyns (1842), 1 Hare, 458; Ottoey 


v. Pensam (1842), 1 Hare, 322; Pile v. Pile (1875), 23 
W.R. 440. 


402. Judgment affecting lands.J—Zz p. SEA- 
FORTH (LORD), No. 602, post. 

408. ——.|—It is not correct to say that, 
according to the usual acceptation of the term, a 


Hen was sufficiently created.— Dunpas 
CORPN. v. DESJARDINS CANAL Co, 
(1870), 17 Gr. 27.—CAN. 


Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 
creditor obtains a lien by virtue of his judgment. | 


If he had an equitable lien, he would have a right 
to come here to have the estate sold; but he has 
no such right (Lorp CorrENHAM, C.).—NEATE v. 
MARLBOROUGH (DUKE) (1838), 8 My. & Cr. 407; 
2 Jur. 76; 40 E. R. 983, L. C. 


Annotations :—Retd. Gordon v. Horsfall (1847), 5 Moo. 
P, O. C. 393; Bond v. Bell (1857), 4 Drew. 157; Godfrey 


v. Tucker (1863), 33 Beav. 280; Anglo Italian Bank v. 
pee 1848), } Ch. D a tig, [1 


. 275; Flegg v. Prentis, [1892] 
2 . 428; Marshall ». South Staffordshire Tram. Co., 
[1895] 2Ch. 36. Mentd. Smith v. Hurst (1852), 10 Hare, 

305, enham v. Keane (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 318; Dos- 

well v. Reece (1865), 13 L. T. 156; Re Watkins, Ez p. 

Evans (1879), 13 Ch. D. 2523 Cadogan e. Lyric Theatro, 

(1894) 3 Ch. 338; Tyrrell v. Painton, (1895]1 Q. B. 202. 

See, further, Sect. 3, sub-sect. 9, post; &, 
generally, JUDGMENTS, Vol. XXX., pp. 118 e¢ seq. 

404. Order dismissing action with costs—Regis- 
tered under Judgments Act, 1838 (c. 110).|—Mr1- 
LER v. PRIDDEN, No. 540, post. 

405. Order appointing receiver.} —- Judgment 
creditors obtained, in the action in which they 
had recovered the judgment, an ex p. order 
appointing a receiver, to receive the moneys 
receivable in respect of the share to which the 
debtor was entitled in the residuary estate under 
the will of his mother; & it was ordered that the 
receiver should pay the balance or balances 
appearing due on his accounts, or such part 
thereof as should be certified as proper to be so 
paid, in or towards satisfaction of what should 
for the time being be due in respect of the judg- 
ment. After the order had been made, notice of 
it was served upon the exors. of the mother. 
Before any payment had been made by the exors. 
to the receiver on account of the debtor’s share, 
a receiving order in bkpcy. was made against 
him, & he was soon afterwards adjudicated 
bkpt. :—Held: the order appointing a receiver 
did not make the judgment crediters ‘‘ secured 
creditors” within sects. 9 & 168 of Bkpcy. Act, 
1883 (c. 52); the order did not amount to a 
delivery of the share in equitable execution to 
the judgment creditors; & they had by virtue 
of the order no priority over the other creditors 
of bkpt. 

In my opinion, therefore, this order was not a 
“‘ charge,” was not a ‘‘ mtge.,” & was not a 
‘* lien,” either legal or equitable, & consequently 
T. & Sons were not ‘“ secured creditors’’ within 
the meaning of sub-sect. 2 of sect. 9, & by virtue 
of sub-sect. 1 the bkpcy. took away from them 
the right to receive this money in priority to the 
other creditors (LORD ESHER, M.R.).—Re Ports, 
Ex p. TAYLOR, [1893] 1 Q. B. 648; 62 L. J. Q. B. 
302; 69 L. T. 74; 41 W. R. 337; 9T. L. R. 308 ; 
37 Sol. Jo, 806; 10 Morr. 52; 4 R. 305, C. A. 
Annotations :—Refd. Croshaw v. Lyndhurst Ship Co., [1897] 

2 Oh. 154; Re ADgleeey De Galve v, Gardner, [1903] 

2 Ch. 727; Ridout v. Fowler, [1904] 1 Ch. 658; Re 

Pearce, Hx p. Official Receiver, {1919} 1 K. B. 


354; 
Giles v. Kruyer, [1931] 3 K. B. 23. entd. Minter v. 
Kent, Sussex & General Land Soo. (1895), 14 R. 236; 
T ». Blythe (1809), 47 W. R. 273; Ideal Bedding Co. 
v- Holland, [1907] 3 . 157; Re Beaumont, Woods v. 
Beaumont (1910), 79 L. J. Ch. 744; Re Gershon & Levy, 
Ez p. Cook & Richards, Ez p. Westcott, {1915] 2 K. B. 
527; Singer v. Fry (1915), 84 L. J. K. B. 2025. 


As to effect of judgments & orders generally, 
see JUDGMENTS, Vol. XXX., pp. 118 et seg. 

Specific appropriation of goods to meet bills— 
Subsequent bankruptcy of ty In possession of 


goods.|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 704, 705, 
Nos. 6180-6183. 


PART V, SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 38. 


be recovered from 


eee eeeg ew CO8tB 
an execution creditor has a 


| (1868), 
L. J. 


lien are the costs not of the execution 164A. 
only but all the usual costs which could 
the debtor under an CAN. 
exucution.— RYAN ¥. CLARKSON (18389), 
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Secr. 3.—PARTICULAR CLASSES OF CASES. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—BREACH OF TRUST. 
See, generally, Trusts & TRUSTEES 


By corporation.]—See CORPORATIONS, Vol. XIII, 
p. 427, No. 1507. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—COMPANY’S LIEN ON SHARES. 
See, generally, BANKERS, Vol. III., pp. 155, 156, 


Nos. 219, 220; Compantss, Vol. »» pp. 341 
et seq. 


Sus-srect. 3.—CostTs. 

See, generally, PRACTICE. 

406. Costs ordered to be paid out of estate.|—-Costa, 
when decreed out of an estate, are a lien thereon, 
which makes it a security (LORD HARDWICKE, C.). 
—BLOWER v. Morret (1754), 1 Dick. 254; 3 
Atk. 772; 21 EB. R. 266, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Morgan v. Scudamore (1796), 3 Ves. 
195. Mentd. Lowten v. Colchester Corpn. (1817), 2 Mer. 
11% 


407. On fund in court—Successful party in 
interpleader issue.|—Upon a bill of interpleader 
deft., who made it necessary, was ordered to pay 
all the costs; & pltf. has a lien for his costs upon 
the fund paid into ct.—ALDRIDGE v. MESNER 
(1801), 6 Ves. 418; 31 EB. R. 1122, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Befd. Agar v. Blethyn (1835), Tyr. & Gr. 
160. Mentd. MEGOH os Hamilton (1831), 5 Sim. 19; 
East India Co. v. Campion & Bazett (1837), 1 Jur. 422. 


See, generally, INTERPLEADER, Vol. XXIX., 
pp. 497 et seq. 

408. On deeds lodged in court—Claim by next 
friend of infant plaintiff—Suit disavowed by plain- 
tiff at majority.|—A suit was instituted on behalf 
of an infant, & in the course of it deeds were 
deposited in ct. by deft. for inspection. It was 
admitted that the deeds belonged to pltf. Pitf., 
on coming of age, disavowed the suit :—Held: 
the deeds must be delivered out to deft., & the 
next friend had no lien on them for his costs.— 
DUNN v. Dunn (1854), 3 Drew. 17; 3 Eq. Rep. 
129; 18 Jur. 1068; 61 EH. R. 807; on appeal 
(1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 25, L. JJ. 

See, generally, INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII, pp. 306 
et seq. 

409. Costs of inspectors — Under deed of 
pales hae tira By deed of arrangement under 
Bkpcy. Act, 1861 (c. 134), s. 192, provided for the 
payment in full of the costs of a previous deed of 
inspectorship, & all costs, charges & expenses 
incurred by the inspectors for the benefit of the 
estate, including the costs of an execution creditor, 
in consideration of the execution being withdrawn : 
—Held: the deed was valid on the ground that 
the inspectors had an equitable lien for those 
---*- on bkpt.’s estate.—FITZPATRICK v. BOURNE 
L. R. 3 Q. B. 238; 9 B. & S. 157; 37 
Q. B. 265; 18 L, T. o at W. R. 849; 

n appeal, L. R. 3 Q. B. 446, Ex. Ch. 
i Bea generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1156, 
1157, Nos. 9372-9378. 

410. Of action to enforce removal of pirated 
trade mark.]—PONSARDIN v. PETO, Ex p. UZIELLI, 
No. 668, post. 

411. ose er firm of forwarding agents in 
London were employed to distribute goods for 


R. 311; affd. sub nom, CLARKSON 
v. RYAN (1900), 17 g. Cc. R. 251.— 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-secis. 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7 & 8, A.) 

foreign dealers. The goods were received by the 
London firm, & lodged at the docks, but were 
discovered to bear a poner trade mark in imita- 
tion of pltf.’s brand. pon the forgery coming 
to light, the firm gave full information as to the 
manner in which the goods came into their custody, 
& on a bill being filed by pltf. against the dock 
co. & themselves, they defended the suit, but no 
participation in the fraud was imputed to them :— 
Held: (1) they were not entitled to their costs, it 
not clearly appearing that they were willing to 
assist pltf. in obtaining his remedy, but as inno- 
cent parties they were not ordered to pay costs; 
(2) pltf. was entitled to have the forged trade 
mark on the goods effaced, & also to a lien on them 
for costs, unless the owners should intervene.— 
UPMANN v. ELKAN, ALLONES v. ELKAN (1871), 
L. R. 12 Eq. 140; 40 L. J. Ch. 475; 24 L. T. 896 ; 
36 J. P. 36; 19 W. R. 867; on appeal, 7 Ch. 
App. 130, L. C. ; 


Annotations :-—As to 


1) Consd. Upmann »v. Forester (1883), 
24 Ch. D. 231. 


d. Fennessy v. Day & Martin (1886), 

55 L. T. 161. As to (2) Dbtd. Moet v. Pickering (1878), 

8 Ch. D. 372. It must not be supposed that I assent to 

the case that has been referred to, Upmann v. Elkan 

(JamMEs, L.J.). Generally, Mentd. Cattesons ». Anglo 

Foreign Manufacturing Co. (1910), 28 KR. P. C. 74. 

412. -]—In an action to restrain the 
infringement by principal deft. of pltf.’s trade 
mark :—Held: co-defts., who were wharfingers, 
& had received the goods bearing the pirated 
trade mark in the ordinary course of business 
without any knowledge or notice of fraud, & had 
submitted to act as the ct. should direct ‘ on 
having their charges for warehouse rent, & their 
costs of the action paid or provided for,’’ were 
entitled to be paid their costs of the action by 
pltfs., & had a lien on the goods in their possession 
for their warehouse charges in priority to the 
lien, if any, which pltfs. might have on the same 
for their costs of the action. Semble: when 
the pirated trade mark was removed, pltfs. had 
no lien whatever on the goods for their costs of the 
action.—MOET v. PICKERING (1878), 8 Ch. D. 372 ; 
a L. J. Ch. 527; 38 L. T. 799; 26 W. R. 687, 

_ A. 
Annotation :—Reld. Jowitt v. Union Cold Storage Co., 

(1913} 3 K. B. 1. 

See, generally, TRADE MARKS. 

413. Of action against building society to recover 
debt—Debtor successful.|—-An action was brought 
against two defts. & a building society, in which 
pitf. claimed certain money standing in the name 
of one of defts. in the books of the society, as his 
in his marital right as husband of the other deft. 
Judgment having been given for defts., the solr. 
for the first two defte. presented a petition under 
Solicitors Act, 1860 (c. 127), for a charging order 
on the fund. This was opposed by the building 
society on the ground that they had a lien on the 
fund for their costa :—Held: the building society 
were in the position of debtors to one of the other 
defts., & not of trustees, & consequently had no 
lien on the fund for their costs.—PorRTER v. 
WEsT (1880), 50 L. J. Ch. 231; 43 L. T. 569; 
29 W. BR. 236. 








SUB-sECT. 4.—COVENANTS TO SETTLE. 
See SETTLEMENTS. 


LIEN. 


Sus-sectT. 5.—CROWN DEBTS. 
Unpaid legacy duty.|—See EsTraATE & OTHER 
or Dutigs, Vol. XXI., pp. 72, 73, Nos. 478, 
Effect of bankruptcy of debtor.|—See BANK- 
RuptTcy, Vol. V., pp. 828 et seg. 
As to Crown debts generally, see CONSTITUTIONAL 
Law, Vol. XI., pp. 581, 582 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—DEBTS DUE TO OR BY DECEASED 
PERSONS AND LEGACIES. 

414. In respect of debts—Effect of Adminis- 
tration of Estates Act, 1833 (c. 104).]|—Adminis- 
tration of Estates Act, 1833 (c. 104), which makes 
real estate of a deceased person assets for pay- 
ment of debts, does not create a lien or charge on 
the estate, & therefore, a creditor cannot, without 
obtaining a judgment, attach the rents & profits 
of such estate. 

Mtgees. of real estate of a testator commenced 
an action, on behalf of themselves & all other 
creditors, for administration of his real & personal 
estate. At the time of the issue of the writ the 

ersonal estate had been administered. Testator 

ad devised & bequeathed all his real & personal 
estate, subject as to his personal estate to payment 
of his debts & funeral & testamentary expenses, 
to certain persons, who were represented by defts. 
There was standing in the ct. to the credit of a 
partition action, which had been commenced by 
the devisees, a fund, which had been paid in, 
representing rents & profits of the real estate. 
Pitfs. in the administration action, before having 
obtained judgment in their action, applied for 
an injunction to restrain defts. from applying for 
a transfer or payment to themselves of the fund 
in ct. :—Held: the application must be refused.— 
Re Moon, HotMEs v. HOLMEs, [1907] 2 Ch. 304; 
76 L. J. Ch. 535 ; 97 L. T. 748; 51 Sol. Jo. 552. 
met greraie es :—Refd. Re Welch, Mitchell v. Willders, (1916) 

875. 


See, now, Administration of Estates Act, 1925 
(c. 23), ss. 32, 35 (1). 

415. Debt charged upon particular fund.]— 
An engagement of intestate to pay money out of 
a growing fund :—Held: a lien upon the adminis- 
trator chargeable upon that fund.—CLARK v. 
ADAIR (1772), Lofft. 69; 98 E. R. 537. 
anatiots :—Mentd. Master v. Millor (1791), 4 Term Rep. 





416. ——— Agreement to appropriate stock in 
satisfaction—Consideration moving from creditor.] 
——What circumstances will give the creditor of a 
testator a specific lien on assets, standing as part 
of testator’s estate at his death. 

Must not a ct. conclude that when [the creditor] 
consented to suspend the action, she was induced 
to do so by the consideration that the stock which 
had been purchased was to be applied specifically 
to the payment of her demand? I am of opinion 
that she thereby acquired a specific lien on the 
stock in question (LEACH, V.-C.).—-TYLER ». 
MANSON, MANSON v. TYLER (1826), 5 L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 
34 


—— Agreement to settle unperformed.|—Sec 
SETTLEMENTS. 

417. In respect of legacies—Specific legacies 
sold—Proceeds applied in discharge of incum- 
brances.|—Testator devised a real estate to his 
wife for life, with remainder to the issue of a 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 6, 
c. In respect of legacies— Maintenance clause. }—Coon v. COOL (1004), 25C. L. T.6; 3N. B. Eq. Rep. 11.—CAN, 


Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


former marriage. He gave specific legacies to 
his wife, & made her extrix. together with A. & B. 
The real estate being mtged., the specific legacies 
in default of general personalty, were sold, to 
pay off the mtge., & the mtged. premises were 
assigned to a trustee to attend the inheritance, 
the wife apparently consenting :—Held: the wife 
without making out a case of fraud, misrepresen- 
tation, or ignorance of facts, could not afterwards 
establish a lien on the mtged. estate to the extent 
of the moneys produced by the side of the specific 
a en v. VON DER HEYDE (1840), 
a & C. Ex.173; 9 L. J. Ex. Eq. 27; 160 EB. R. 





Legacies charged on particular fund.)— 
nae pone Vol. XXIII., p. 396, Nos. 4683- 
418. Right of retainer—Against debtor, legatee 
or devisee.|—A debt due from a devisee to testator 
does not constitute any lien upon the devised 
estate.—He CousEN, Ex p. BARFF (1848), De G. 
6138; 17 L. J. Bey. 22; 11 L. T. O. S. 474; 12 

Jur. 668. 

Annotations :—Consd. Fox v. Buckley (1876), 3 Ch. D. 508. 
Refd. Re Moore, Moore v. Moore (1881), 45 L. T. 466; 
Re Milnes, Milnes v. Sherwin (1885), 53 L. T. 534; Doering 
v. Doering (1889), 42 Ch. D. 203. 

.|—See No. 667, post; &, generally, 

ExecuTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 436 et seq. 

—— In bankruptcy.|—See BANKRUPTCY, 

Vol. IV., pp. 416 et seq. 

By executor.|—Sce 

XXITI., pp. 370 et seq. 
Executor’s right of indemnity.}—See Exr- 

cuTors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 605 et seq. 














EXECUTORS, Vol. 


SuB-SECT. 7.—DEBTS OF MARRIED WOMAN 


419. For necessaries—Whether husband’s estate 
liable.} — A bill filed by a party who had lent 
money to the wife of dett., while deft. was abroad, 
for the purchase of necessaries for her maintenance 
& support, set forth various letters to prove that 
the husband had authorised his wife to borrow 
the money, & had authorised his agent, to whom 
he had given a power of attorney to sell bis estates. 
to satisfy his wife’s debts out of the proceeds of 
such sale. The bill sought to establish a licn 
upon the husband’s assets in this country :— 
Held: as a mere creditor of the husband plitf. 
had no equity against his assets, & no lien was 
established by the letters & power of attorney.— 
May v. SKEY (1849), 16 Sim. 588; 18 L. J. Ch. 
306; 13 Jur. 594; 60 E. R. 1002. 

Annotations :—Expld. Hirst v. Tolson (1849), 16 Sim. 620. 
Consd. Jenner v. Morris (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 45. Refd. 
Deare v. Soutten (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 151. 
See, generally, HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 

pp. 190 et seq. 

420. Simple contract debt—Lliability of separate 
estate.|—The right of a creditor of a married 
woman to enforce payment of a simple contract 
debt against her separate estate does not create 
In equity any lien or charge upon the separate 
estate, or create anything in the nature of a trust 
80 as to prevent the debt being barred by analogy 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 8.—A. 


ad. Exception to general rule— 
Expenatture under crroneous belief in f 
title—DBelief must be reasonable.|— 
ee t. GIBSON (1865), 25 O. P. 248, 


: ——.}— Held: pltf. was 
entitled to a Hen for improvements 
made under the bolief that the land 


J.—VOL. XXXII. 








Seceneean 


was his own.—MoCaRTHY v. ARBUCKLE 
(1879), 29 C. P, 529.—CAN, 


‘ Enforcement by sub- 
Sequent mortgagec.}—A purchaser of 
land made lasting improvements there- 
on under the erroneous belief 
had acquired the fee & then made a 
mtge,. in favour of 4 
in good faith under the same mistake 
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to Stat. Limitations. — Re Hastinas (Lapy), 
HaLLerr v. HastTInes (1887), 35 Ch. D. 943 56 
L. J. Ch. 681; 57 L. T. 126; 52 J. P. 100; 35 
W. R. 584; 3 T. L. R. 499, O. A. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re Roper, Roper v. Doncaster (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 482; Beck v. Pierce (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 316; 
Poros Me Silversprings Bleaching & Dyeing Co., [1922] 
See, generally, HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., 

pp. 178 et seq. 


SuB-SECT. 8._-EXPENDITURE ON PROPERTY OF 
ANOTHER. 
A. In General. 

421. General rule—No lien.]—A ship belonging 
to defts., registered in the port of London, sus- 
tained serious damage on her voyage to New 
Zealand, & on her arrival there was surveyed & 
pronounced not seaworthy. The master was 
unable, either by loan or bottomry, to raise money 
for her repair, & he at length sold the ship to 
pitfs., & on receiving payment of the purchase- 
money by a bill of exchange in London, executed 
to them a bill of sale of the ship. Pltfs. repaired 
the ship & sent her to England with a cargo. 
Defts. refused to ratify the sale or consent to the 
registry of the ship in pltfs.’ names, & on the 
arrival of the ship in the port of London, defts. 
put several men on board to take possession of 
the ship & cargo for them. Pltfs. thereupon 
applied for an injunction to restrain defts. from 
interfering with the ship or removing her out of 
the jurisdiction, & for a manager & receiver of 
the ship & cargo:—Held: pltfs., if they had 
acquired no title as owners of the ship by the 
purchase, had acquired none by way of lien in 
respect of the moneys subsequently laid out on 
her repair. 

It appears to me that there can be no such 
lien in this case. On the bill of sale the property 
is designated as the property of defts., of which 
pitfs. had become the purchasers. As purchasers, 
& in the character of owners, they might have 
done what they pleased with it. According to 
defts.’ case, pltfs. purchased without a title, & 
they have been gratuitously expending money 
upon a chattel which is not their property. If that 
be so, a ct. of equity cannot give them a lien. 
There is no such equity, in the absence of con- 
tract (WIGRAM, V.-C.).—RiIpGway v. ROBERTS 
(1844), 4 Hare, 106; 67 E. R. 580. 

422. Exception to general rule—Expenditure 
under erroneous belief in title—Owner must be 
cognisant of error—Necessity for proof of bad 
faith.]|—The relief in respect of expenditure under 
an erroneous opinion of title or an expectation 
of a larger interest, or that the enjoyment would 
not be disturbed, with the knowledge & permission 
of the other party, requires a case of bad faith 
clearly made out.—DANN v. SPURRIER (1802), 7 
Ves. 231; 32 E. R. 04, L. C.3 subsequent pro- 
ceedings (1803), 3 Bos. & P. 399. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Bigg v. Strong (1857), 3 Sm. & G. 592 ; 


Re Newbery, White v. Wakley (1858), 28 L. J. Ch. 77; 
Mold v. Wheatcroft (1859), 27 Beav. 510. Mentd. 


as to title :—Held: the mtgee. had a 
lien to the extent of his mtge. which he 
was entitled to actively enforce.— 
McKIBBON wv. WILLIAMS (1897), 24 
A. R. 122.—CAN. 


g.——— ——.] — THURESAON  v. 
THURESSON (1899), 18 P. R. 414.— 
rson who took CAN. 


that he 


-~] — CHANDLER v. 
8 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of oases: Sub-sect. 8, A. 


Rochdale Canal Co. v. King (1851), 2 Sim. N. 8S. 78; 
Beaufort v. Patrick (1858), 17 Beav. 60; Rochdale 
Canal Co. v. King (1853), 16 Beav. 680; White v. Wakle 

(No. 1) Vee 6 Beav. 17; Davies v. Marshall (1861), 
4L. T. 105; Coehing ©. Bassett aceee 82 Beav. 101; 
Davies v. Sear (1869), L. R. 7 Eq. 427; arte Gran- 
ville (1876), 45 L. J. Ch. 669; McAlister v. Rochester 
(Bp.), ernest , 42 L. T. 223; Russell v. Watts (1885), 


10 App. . 590; McManus v. Cooke (1887), 35 Ch. D. 
681; London General Omnibus Co. v. Lavell (1900), 
83 L. T. 453. 

423. ———_ ——— Whfe’s pre-marriage contract 


completed by husband—Purchase subsequently set 
aside.]|—The wife being entitled in equity to real 
estate under a contract of sale entered into 
before her marriage, the husband, after their 
marriage, completed the purchase & took the 
conveyance to himself; afterwards, acting upon 
the suppeson that the estate was his own, the 
husband laid out money in improvements upon 
it, & ultimately, in the lifetime of the wife, under 
the same mistake, sold the estate, & the pur- 
chasers took a conveyance from him. The hus- 
band survived the wife. After the death of the 
husband the heir-at-law of the wife, recovered 
the estate from the purchasers by a suit in equity : 
—Held: the husband & the purchasers from him 
were entitled in that suit to a lien on the estate 
in respect of the purchase-money paid by the 
husband; &, semble: also, in respect of the 
moneys expended on lasting improvements.— 
NEESOM v. KSON (1845), 4 Hare, 97; 9 Jur. 
822; 67 E. R. 576; previous proceedings (1842), 
2 Hare, 163. 
Si eater] :—Refd. Parkinson v. Hanbury (1867), L. R. 
424. —— Supposed owner declared mere 
trustee.|—-E. the owner of a fishery called the B. 
fishery took by mistake a lease of the same for 
three years from P., who was a trustee for other 
parties. The settlement under which E. claimed 
had conveyed the lands of B., & all other estates 
of inheritance & hereditaments of which J. was 
then seised, & J. had Lp ttetatd obtained a 
conveyance of & was seised in ‘‘the lands of B. 
& the salmon fisheries in the rivers.’”’ J. had 
applied for an Act of Parliament to improve 
certain parts of the river, & as he died while the 
bill was being passed, the name of H. his heir- 
at-law, as the owner, was inserted in the bill which 
recited in effect that H. was a trustee, though H. 
represented himself to be owner in fee, & hence 
the mistake :—Held: the fishery passed under 
the words ‘estate of inheritance,” & K. was 
entitled to have the lease rescinded on the und 
of mistake, subject to a lien in favour of H., for 
expenditure on improvements.—COOPER v. PHIBBS 
(1867), L. R.2 H. L. 149; 16 L. T. 678; 15 W. R. 





1049, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. O’Brien vr. Hearn (1870), 18 W. R. 
514; Galway County Election Petn., Tren A 
(1872), 27 Lt, 69 Voucs v. Clifford ob REET 


1876), 3 Ch. D. 779 ; 
Allen v. Richardson (1879), 13 ch, . 53: Blenkhorn 
Use & UMLUDD \L00U), 40 ue. 1, ’ Es Vv. Massey (1881 ° 
29 W. R. 926; Daniell v. Sinclair (1881), 50 L. J. P. 

50; Bettyes v. Maynard (1882), ie L. s ¢: 


- 766; Boper v. 





to spend money thereon in expectation 
that he will receive the benefit of it, 


GIBSON (1901), 21 C. L. T. 558; 2 
O. Le R 443,.—CAN. 


LIEN. 


Arnold hace! 67 L. J. Ch. 145 ; General Auction, Estate, 
& Monetary Co. v. Smith (1891), 40 W. R. 106; Hudders- 
field Ban Co. Lister, [1895] 2 Ch. 273; Allcard v. 
Walker, [1896] 2 b bridge 


. 869; Debenham v. Saw 
Caen 2 Ch. 98: Scott v. Coulson 249 


Leet: 2 Ch. 
Oliver’s Settimt., Evered v. Leigh, {1905] 1 Oh. 191 

Carnell v. Harrison, [1916] 1 Ch, 328. 

425. Expenditure acquiesced in by owners 
—Sons building on father’s land—Acquiescence of 
hig father, the equitable owner of a small 
bit of land, erected a granary thereon; he after- 
wards allowed his two sons to use & occupy them, 
& they erected other buildings thereon at a great 
expense :—Held: under the circumstances stated 
by the father in his answer, the sons had a lien 
on the premises for their outlay.—UnNitTy JOINT 
Stock MuTUAL BANKING ASSOCN. v. KING (1858), 
25 Beav. 72; 27L. J. Ch. 585; 31 L. T. O. S. 128 ; 


4 Jur. N.S. 470; 6 W. R. 264; 53 BE. R. 663. 
Annotations :—Refd. Millard v. Harvey (1864), 11 L. T. 360. 
Menta. Plimmer v. Wellington Corpn. (1884), 9 App. Cas. 


-.]—See, further, ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., 
pp. 868 et seq. 
426. Whether future liabilities included.] — 
Dyson v. PEAT, No. 262, ante. 


B. Particular Payments. 


427. Expenditure by prospective owner—Incum- 
brance discharged by purchaser.)—A remainder- 
man having sold property to a purchaser, by whom 
money is advanced to pay off a heavy & pressing 
incumbrance, the remainderman representing 
himself to have a right to sell with the concurrence 
of the tenant for life for that purpose ; whereupon 
a draft of conveyance is prepared, to which the 
tenants for life & remaindermen are made parties, 
& the purchaser takes possession: gives such an 
equitable title to the purchaser, as having cleared 
the estate from a charge to which the tenant for 
life was liable, as to establish a lien on the pro- 
perty, which equity will protect by enjoining the 
tenant for life from proceeding by ejectment to 
obtain possession until the cause shall be finally 
determined on the hearing, whatever case may 
be made by the answer on merits stated on the 
part of deft. in equity.—LUDLOW v. GRAYALL 
(1822), 11 Price, 58; 147 E. R. 400. 

428. Expenditure under contract—By prospec- 
tive lessee—Under agreement for lease—Lease not 
granted.|— MIDDLETON v. MaGnay, No. 507, post. 

429. Default by party claiming lien.) —- 
A man who enters into a contract to expend a 
certain sum of money on land & after spending 

art of it declines to perform the contract has no 
ien on the land for the money which he has 
expended.—WaALLIS v. SMITH (1882), 21 Ch. D. 
243; 47 L. T. 389; on appeal, 21 Ch. D. 252, C. A. 


Annotations :—Mentd. General Credit & Discount Co. r. 
Ss a (1883), 22 Ch. D. 549; Catton v. Bennett (1884), 
51 . T. 70; Re Russell & Scott & Wallis oS 5), 34 
L. J. Ch. 948; Law v. Redditch L. B., [1892] 1 Q. B. 127; 
Barton v. Capewoll Continental Patenta Co. (1883), 65 

L. T. 857; Ward v. era tart 1895), 69 J. P. 392 ; Will- 

son v. Love, [1896] 1 Q. B. 626; Stegmann v. O'Connor 

(1899), 80 L. T. 234; Pyo v. British Automobile Con- 

mercial Syndicate, (1906) 1 K. B. 425; Dewar v. Mintoft, 

{1912) 2K. B. 373; Duniop Pneumatio Tyre Co. v. New 

Garage & Motor Co., [1915] A. C. 79. 








of promised gift of land.}—BIEHN t:. 
een (1871), 18 ae. 497.—-CAN. 


arts G000) Ti OEE, Baa%s | gwegMu ented 8 lea tor ee | as on Hee. 
, » Ie : value res m_ the ’ .R. . palts 

ae i 88.—OAN. Gh : eo aes . Pigtails te OT aN a0 a SONS ae 
= esse, ed RicHaR _ e o , e e e decreas 6° 
Coe ee 230, W, R. 409; 475; $7 0. L. R. 456.—OAN, NuAULT (alta) (1010), 15 W. Le te 
9D.L.R.249—CAN. °° ~~’ '| PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 8.—B. sate ‘By person tn posscasion 
m. ——— Hrpenditure acqutesced in n. Improvements.}—BROUGHTON 9. j ts. 
by owners.|—Where the owner of | SMALLPIECE (1877), 25 Gr. 290.—CAN, under agreement to purchase.) ae 


Property stands by & allows a person 


0. —— By owner's son—On fatth 


an agreement to purchase in fee :— 


Part V.—EQUuITABLE LIEN. 


430. Expenditure by lessee—Erection of build- 
ings—Provision for compensation on termination 
of lease by lessor.]}—An agreement to let land at a 
Migekt/ rent, determinable by six months’ notice 

quit, no term | mentioned, provided that 
in case A. & B. erected any buildings on the land, 
they could remove them at any time during their 
occupation, or otherwise they were to be allowed 
a beneficial interest in the same to the amount 
of the sum expended in the erection of the said 
buildings, such interest to extend over a period of 
twenty years from the date thereof—+.e., if pltfs. 
were required to give up posecesion before the 
expiration of the said term, they were to be allowed 
one-twentieth part of the amount expended for 
each remaining year of the unexpired term. 
A. & B. erected buildings on the land. The land 
was afterwards sold by the landlord to a co., 
who served on the tenants a notice to quit, & 
took possession under the Lands Clauses Consoli- 
dation Act, 1845 (c. 18), without offering to pay 
to A. & B. the proportion of the money expended 
by them on the buildings :—Held: though the 
tenancy was legally determined, A. & B. had an 
equitable lien under the agreement, which was 
such an interest in the land as to entitle them to 
claim to have the co. restrained from removing 
the buildings till the proportion due to-them was 

rovided for.—ROGERS v. KINGSTON-UPON-HULL 

ocK Co. (1864), 5 New Hep. 26; 34 L. J. Ch. 
165; 11 L. T. 463; 20 J. P. 68; 10 Jur. N.S. 
1245; 18 W. R. 217, LC. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Morgan v. Davies (1878), 39 L. T. 

60; Barlow v. Teal (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 501. 

431. Repairs — Lasting improvements.}|—NEE- 
SOM v. CLARKSON, No. 423, ante. 

432. ——— By mortgagor in possession — Lien 
claimed on fire insurance policy money.|]—-A lessee 
who had covenanted to insure against fire in the 
joint names of himself & his lessor, with a proviso 
that the policy moneys should be expended in 
reinstating the premises, assigned them by way 
of mtge., with a power of sale under which the 
mtgee. sold. The mtge. deed did not notice the 

olicy. The premises were subsequently damaged 
by fire & were reinstated by the mtgee. Ona 
claim filed by the mtgee. & his vendee, the mtgor. 
was decreed to deliver up the policy & join with 
the lessor in signing the receipt to the insurance 
office to enable the mtgee. to receive the money 
payable under the policy. A lessee in possession 
is not entitled as against his mtgee. to a lien on 
the policy moneys for repairs done by him after 
a fire —GaARDEN v. INGRAM (1852), 23 L. J. Ch. 
478; 20 L, T. O. 8,17, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Lees v. Whiteley (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 

143; Rayner v. Preston (1881), 18 Ch. D. 1. 

433. By owner of rentcharge — Charged 
on premises repaired.|—Pltis. were entitled to a 
rentcharge, created by a deed of 1778, which 
contained a power on non-payment to enter upon 
the premises charged, & receive the rents, etc., 
until satisfaction of all arrears of the rentcharge, 
“together with all such costs, etc., as should be 











Held: they had a Hen on the land for 
lasting improvements made.— YOUNG 
v®. DENIKE (1901), 22 C.L. T. 27; 2 
O L R. 723.— CAN. 


an immoral 


C. P. 417.— CAN. 
Cc 


| —— ——.}-DEvELIN v. Rap- 
hae ey 17 0. W. R. 665; 22 
O. L. R. 399.—CAN. 12 0. 
&. ———,-—ALLAN v. Rioprye (Alta.) d. Payment of 
(1913), 26 Wy. L. R. 248; & W. W. R. STEVEN (1871), 18 
on fatth of wun- 
ery croeabie ent.}—Deft. claimed f. 
& lien on land for improvements made 
on the faith of an agreement based on 





b. —— 





consideration :—Held ; 
there could be no lien for improvements 
go made.—MOON v. CLARKE (1879), 30 


i ay lessee—T.essor promis- 
ing to a aay v. Woops (1886), 
tazes.)}—EWART vv, 
Gr. 35.—CAN. h. 


e. ——..}—CHARLTON 
(1884), 4 QO. R. 489.—-CAN, 
By mortgagee.)—A mtgee. 


had paid taxes on the mor d 
properties for a number of youn etd 
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laid out, etc., by or by reason of the non-payment 
thereof.”? In 1844, the rentcharge being in arrear, 
& the property so dilapidated as to be unpro- 
ductive, pltfs. entered into possession & expended 
money in repairs, etc. :—Held: they had no lien 
on the land for the moneys so expended, whether 
defts., the owners of a subsequent rentcharge, had 
notice of such repairs & had acquiesced in the 
making thereof or not, & the remedy of plitfs., if 
any, was at law, & depended on the construction 
of the deed of 1778.—HoopErR v. Cooke (1856), 
25 L. J. Ch. 467; 27L. T.0.S8.178; 2 Jur. N.S. 
527, L. O. 

434, Ordinary repairs to house insufficient.] 
—Pltf. left his own house at the request of deft. 
& went to reside rent free in one belonging to deft. 
Plitf. expended £300 in repairs of the house into 
which he so moved. It did not appear from the 
evidence that the repairs were other than ordinary 
repairs. Deft. afterwards brought an action 
of ejectment against pltf., when he claimed to 
have a lien on the property for his expenses. 
Upon a bill filed for inter alia, an injunction to 
restrain the action of ejectment:—Held: the 
nature of the repairs done by pltf. was not sufficient 
to support his claim to the lien.—MILLARD v. 
HARVEY (1864), as reported in 11 L. T. 360; 
10 Jur. N. 8. 1167; 13 W. R. 125. 

—— By tenant for life.|—See LAND IMPROVE- 
MENT, Vol. XXX., p. 276, Nos. 6, 11; SETTLE- 
MENTS. 

435. Improvements—By co-owner.|—-SWAN v. 
Swan, No. 439, poet. 

436. Lease repudiated on lessee’s bank- 
ruptcy.|—Bkpt. agreed in writing to take a lease 
of a manufactory for a term of years, & the land- 
lord agreed to erect at his own expense certain 
buildings, upon bkpt. paying, as an additional 
rent, £7 108. per cent. upon the amount so 
expended. The buildings, however, were sub- 
sequently erected by bkpt., on the verbal assurance 
of the landlord, that bkpt. might deduct the 
amount expended from the rent. The assignees 
elected not to adopt the agreement for the lease, 
but refused to deliver up possession to the landlord, 
unless he allowed them the sum which bkpt. had 
expended on the buildings :—Held: as both the 
written & verbal agreement between the landlord 
& bkpt. contemplated a continuance of the 
tenancy, which the assignees had themselves 
repudiated, they had no lien on the premises for 
the money expended by bkpt.—Re RYLanD, Lz p. 
Lapp, Ex p. MOLE (1834), 3 Deac. & Ch. 647, 
Ct. of R. 

By tenant for life.|—See LAND IMPROVE" 
MENT, Vol. XXX., pp. 276, 277, 293, 204, Nos. 
7-10, 12-14, 196-204 ; SETTLEMENTs. 

437. Building on land of another—While owner 
stands by.|—If a stranger build on land knowing 
it to be the property of another equity will not 
prevent the real owner from afterwards claiming 
the land, with the benefit of all the expenditure 
on it.—RAMSDEN v. Dyson (1866), L. R. 1 H. L. 











redeemed them from a sale for taxes :— 
Held: he had no right to a lien on the 
lands for the amount.—GRAaHAM v. 
BRITISH CANADIAN LOAN & INVEST- 
CAN. Co. (1898), 12 Man. L. R. 244.— 


g. ——-.] — SMITII v. ANDERSON 
(1913), 18 B. C. RR. 453.— CAN. 

Knouledge of owner.}— 
Whore the owner of land knows, or 
should be held to know, that another is 
pa his taxes, the person paying is 
entitled to a lien on the land for the 
amount paid, if by his payments the 


8 2 





v. Watson 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of cases; Sub-sect. 8, B. 
& C. (a), (6) & (c).] 

129; 12 Jur. N. S. 506; 14 W. R. 926, H. L.; 
revag. 8. C. sub nom. THORNTON v. RAMSDEN (1864), 


4 Giff. 519. 


Annotations :—Refd. Bankart v. Tennant (1870), L. ar 
Eq. 141; Plimmer v. Wellington Corpn. a 4), 9 App. 
Cas. 699; Re Clarke, Ez p. Newton & Fe rae 


60 L. T. 335: 
Ahmad Yar Khan v 
Council eat 17 T. t. 


Marriott v. Reid (1900), 82 aed 
Secretary of State for India” re 
R. 500; A.-G. to Prince of Wales 
Coljom, [1916] 2 K. B. 193; Michaud »v. Montreal 
(City) (192 ), 92 L. A P. C. 161. Mentd. Bastin v. 
Bigen (1881), 44 L. 742; Weller v. Stone epee 
54 1. Ch. 497; MoManas v. Cooke (1887), 35 Ch. 
681; Botoee Bennis (1887), 36 Ch. D. 740; Winbidon 
& Putney Commons Conservators v. Nicol (1894), 10 
I. L. R. 247; Re Williams & Parry's Contract (1895), 
72 L. T. 869; Civil Service Musical Instrument Assocn. 
v. Whiteman (1899), 68 L. J. Ch. 484; Lala Beni Ram v. 
Kundan ae (1899), 15 T. L. R. 258; Cloutte v. Storey 
(1910), 80 L. Ch. 193; Wheeler v. Stratton (agit), 
105 L. T. 786; Pe uibaen b I. R. Comrs., {1913] 3 
580, ne} Morpeth Corpn. v. Northumberland he eeoee: 
‘Auction Mart Co. & Donkin (1921), 90 L. J. Ch. 420; 
Jones (Holloway) v. Woodhouse, (1923] 2 K. 3. 117. 
-.]—See, generaily, EstTorprEL, Vol. 
XXI., pp. 368-370, Nos. 1445-1451. 
Insurance oe —=See Nos. 452, 453, post; 
& INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., pp. 583 et seg. 
Fine on renewal of lease—Paid by tenant for life.] 
—See SETTLEMENTS. 
Calis on shares—Paid by tenant for life.]|—See 


SETTLEMENTS. 


C. Who Entitled. 
(a) Co-Owners. 

438. Expenditure by way of salvage.] — Horr 
v. WINTER (1710), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 690; 22 E. R. 
580, L. C. 

439. Enforceable in partition action.}] — Where 
it is stated by the answer to a bill filed for a 
partition that deft. has laid out money in building 
& improving the premises, the ct. will not decree 
a partition without a reference to the master to 
take an account. - Money laid out in improving 
the premises does not, however, i in strictness create 
a lien on the premises, but it is a sufficient ground 
for a ct. of equity to refuse to interfere.—SWaNn 
v. SWAN (1820), 8 Price, 516; 146 E. R. 1281. 
Annotations :—D td. & Distd. Re Leslie, Leslie v. French 

te 23 Ch. D. 552. Refd. Watson v. Gags (1881), 45 

582; Hill ». Hickin, (1897) 2 Ch. 579. Mentd. 

Sinelaie v, James, [1894] 3 Ch. 

440. Money of one laid aur by per a & B. 
were joint owners of a house, & A. had laid out on 
it moneys he had obtained from B.:—Held: B. 
had no lien on the house for the amount.— 
ae v. JOHNSTON (1856), 21 Beav. 536; 52 E. R. 
967 
Annoeen vane. Re Ke don Teale a French (1883), 23 

e 5 

(803), 62 Le Jen oon ones, Farrington v. Forrester 

441. Joint tenants—Outlay by one — Distin- 
guished from tenants in common.|—LAKE v. GIB- 
SON (1729), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 290; 21 E. R. 1052; 
sibs eile LAKE v. CRADDOCK (1732), 3 P. Wms. 


‘Annotations :—Refd. Av eling v. Srna (1815 
Buckley v. Barber (1851), HY Exch. 164, 
v. Jackson (1804), 9 Ves. 
5 Hare, 369; Re Rowe, Taecte @. 
596; Steeda v. Steeds (1889), 22 0. 8B 


land is saved to the owner.— RIDDELL 


19 Ves. 441; 

entd. Jackson 
Dale v. Hamilton (1846), 
ae 880), 60 L. T. 


LIEN. 


——— Payment of premiums—aAt request of co- 
owner.]—See INSURANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 385, 


in common— Whether entitled.]— 
Part owners of a ship are tenants in common, not 
joint tenants. No lien therefore, on the share of 
one, a bkpt. having been also managing owner, 
for outfit, freight, etc., due to the others.—Ez p. 
YOUNG (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 242; 2 Rose, 78, n. ; 
35 E.R. 811, L. C. 


Annotations : -—Consd. Holderness v. Shackels ph Dan. 
eon ee Apld. Re Dray Basen: ae eslie (1833), 
cy. 4; Green v. Briggs ( 8), 8 ae ae 


Gonéa Jie Leslie, Leslie v. yreneh 1388) 
Refd. The Vindobala (1887), 13 P. D. 4 
son v. Bank of England (1 da), 2 Pang 


443. .|—The owners of a ship are 
not interested in it as joint tenants, but as tenants 
in common; upon a bkpcy., therefore, bkpt.’s 
share passes to the creditors under the bkptcy., 
without being liable specifically to the claims of 
the other part owners, in respect of their dis- 
bursements & liabilities for the ship.— Re NICHOL- 
SON, Ez p. HARRISON (1814), 2 Rose, 76, L. C. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Drury & Hudson, Ex p. Leslie 
1833), 3 L. J. Boy. 4; Green v. Briggs (1848), 6 Hare, 
95; Re Leslie, Leslie a4 ea eee: 23 Ch. D. 552; 
Tho Vindobala (1887), 13 P. D. 


444, pare v. Brices (1848), 6 
Hare, 395; 17 L. J. Ch. 8323; 111. T. O.S. 412; 
12 Jur. 326; 67 BH. R. 1219. 


Annotations : —-Retd. Alexander v. Simms (1854), 5 De G. M 
& G. 57; Lindsay v. Gibbs (1856), 22 Beav. 522. Mentd- 
The Edmond 1860), 2 L. T. 192; Vanner v. Frost (1870)» 
25 L. J. Ch. 626; Japp v. Campbell (1887), 57 L. J. Q. B> 


445. Of West Indian estate.|—MARRYATT 
v. HOOKE (circa 1804), cited in 14 Ves. p. 442; 
33 EH. R. 590, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Scott v. Nesbitt (1808), 14 Ves. 438. 

446. —— Effert of agreement between one co- 
owner & mortgagee.|—-A mtgee. of a ship agreed 
with one of the part owners, that he would pay 
all disbursements of a voyage, & in consideration 
was to have the proceeds of the freight handed 
over to him in priority of all other charges. He 
failed to, advance any money, & the part owner 
was obliged to do so instead. 

Both having become bkpt., & the ship, etc., 
having been sold :—Held: the assignees of the 
mtgee. were entitled to their full share of the 
proceeds, as, though he had not fulfilled his 
contract, yet the ownership of a vessel is in com- 
mon, not joint; & this agreement & dealing had 
not made it joint : & that the part owner had no 
claim on the share of the mtgee. for his advances.— 
Re Drury & Hupson, Ex p. LESLIE (1833), 3 
L. J. Bey. 4. 

447. atom owners—Expense of re-building 
party wall.|—-An administrator, who as such 
receives the improved rents of a house in the 
metropolis, from the tenant in possession, is 
liable, under Building Act, 1774 (c. 78), 8. 41, to 
be sued for the moiety, or other proportional part, 
of the expense of building of a party wall, erected 
at the owner of the adjoining house in pursuance 

the Act. Semble: these expenses are in the 
nature of a lien upon the improved rent; & 


* Menta. Richard- 

















therefore to the extent of such moiety, or other 


(1887 )»  Youna & MINISTER ae A a WorRKS 


MOZAFFER HOSAIN SHAH 
eaves Altes )s baa Pha W.R 1.4L. R. 14 Cale. 809.—IND. or Now: A108). 2 Cc. L, R._ 387; 
: 442 i. Tenant in common—Whether ye abr: 57.—AUS. 743; 21 N. B. W. 
PART V. SECT. 3, 8 entiled.}—-The equitable right of a : 2. 
 & UB-SECT. 8,— tenant fp common of real estate, who 442 i. ———_ -—.)— PATTERSON ¥. 
(a). sr ad ego pay improvements MACKEN7IE (1924 3 D.L. R. etre x 
438 |. ok nditure by wa of salvage, upon it wh in sole occupation, to be a HR. 657; 18 Sask. L. R. 878 
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pecportionsl part, the rent is not assets in the 
ands of the administrator.—THACKER v. WILSON 
(1835), 3 Ad. & Bl. 142; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 658 ; 
age & W. 1381; 4L. J. K. B. 149; 111 BE. R. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Mason v. Fulham Corpn. (1910), 


Fed generally, BOUNDARIES, Vol. VII., pp. 296 
el seq. 


Co-owners of ship.]|—See, generally, SHIPPING. 
_Right of contribution.]—— See Conrract, Vol. 
AIT., pp. 536 et seq. 


(6) Limited Owners. 


448. Tenant for life—Of West Indian estate— 
Supplying estate with necessaries.|—In the West 
Indies, a tenant for life having supplied the estate 
with necessaries, a lien subsists unquestionably, 
after his death, upon the inheritance (LORD 
ELDON, C.).—Scotr v. NesBitr (1808), 14 Ves. 
438; 33 E.R. 589, L. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Sayers v. Whitfield (1829), 1 Knapp, 
133; Farquharson v. Balfour (1836), 8 Sim. 210; Shaw 
v. Simpson (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 732; Morrison v. 
Morrison (1855), 2 Sm. & G. 564; Fraser v. Burgess 
(1860), 13 Moo. P. C. C. 314; Bertrand v. Davies (1862), 
31 Beav. 429; Twynam v. Hudson (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 
577; Re Harriott, Hz p. Pengelley (1863), 8 L. T. 854; 
Re Leith’s Estate, Chambers v. Davidson (1866), L. R. 
1b. C. 296. Moentd. Ite Courtney, ix p. Pollard (1840), 
4 Deac. 27; Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 450; 
Securitics & Properties Corpn. v. Brighton Alhambra 
(1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 566; Duder v. Amsterdamsch Trustees 
Kantoor, {1902} 2 Ch. 132. 


For repairs & improvements.|—See LAND 
IMPROVEM!I NT, Vol. XX X., pp. 276, 277, 293, 294 ; 
SETTLEMENTS, 

Paying calls on shares.|—Scee 
MENTS. 





SETTLE- 


-.]—See, also, No. 463, post. 

Paying fines on renewal of lease.|——Scc No. 
463, post ; SETTLEMENTS. 

Trustees.|—See TRusts & TRUSTEES. 

—— Of literary or scientific institution.]—Sce 
LITERARY & SCIENTIFIC INSTITUTIONS. 

Personal representative—-Of mortgagee of in- 
surance policy.|—See No. 449, post. 





(c) AMortgagors and Mortgagees. 

See, generally, MORTGAGE. 

449. Mortgagor—General rule.]——A_ policy of 
assurance was assigned by L. to S. as a security for 
@ judgment debt due from L. to S. on which S. had 
created a charge in favour of V. The premiums 
were paid by S. during his life, & after his death 
by his administrator, at first of his own authority, & 
afterwards by the direction of the ct. in an adminis- 
tration suit :—Held: as against V., the adminis- 
trator of S. had a lien upon the money payable 
under the policy for the amount of the premiums 
paid by him, but not for the premiums paid by S. 

What [V.] obtains by the letter from S. which 
T have read is an assignment of the bond & judg- 
ment to secure payment of what was due to him. 
The assignment of the policy is to secure payment 
of that bond & judgment, & he is therefore entitled 
to a lien upon it (Lorp Romitiy, M.R.).— 
NorRis v. CALEDONIAN INSURANCE Co. (1869), 
L. R. 8 Eq. 127; 88 L. J. Ch. 721; 20 L. T. 939 ; 
17 W. R. 954. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Leslic, Leslie v. 


French (1883), 23 
Ch. D. 552. 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 8.— 
C. (b). 


1. Tenant for life — Salvage.) — 
FERGUSON ee Penacpon (1885), 17 


gt EstaTrF, [1900] 1 I. R. 298. 
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450. ——— Repairing mortgaged premises after 
fire.|—GARDEN v. INGRAM, No. 432, ante. 

451. ——— Purchasing reversion of renewable 


lease—Lease no longer renewable.|—In Nov. 1863, 
N. purchased the equity of redemption in certain 
property held under a renewable lease from the 
Dean & Chapter of C. which expired at Michaelmas 

1881. The mtge. upon these leaseholds was held 

by defts. I. & D. In Oct. 1880, N. borrowed 

£300 from pltf., & gave her a memorandum that 

pltf. has advanced to me the sum of £300, to 
be secured by mtge. from me to her on a messuage 
etc. (describing the property comprised in the 
lease), together with interest thereon at 5 per 
cent. as soon as I have completed the enfranchise- 
ment of the said property from the Ecclesiastical 

Comrs. of England.’”’ In Nov. 1881, N., after 

the expiration of the lease, purchased the reversion 

in the property from the Ecclesiastical Comrs., in 
whom it had become vested, & who by their Acts 
had power to sell the reversion, but not to renew, 
for £350 :—Held: the reversion, having been 
purchased in respect of N.’s interest under the 
lease, was subject to the old mtge. held by I. & 

D., & neither under the General Rules of the 

Ct., nor under Ecclesiastical Comrs. Acts, had 

N. or pltf., as claiming under him, any lien upon 

the property as against the mtgees. for the money 

expended in the purchase of the reversion.— 

LEIGH v. BURNETT (1885), 29 Ch. D. 231; 54 

L. J. Ch. 757; 52 L. T. 458; 33 W. R. 578. 

— Keeping up insurance policy.|—See INSUR- 
ANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 384, Nos. 3074-3076. 

452. Mortgagee—Keeping up insurance policy— 
On life of mortgagor.|—In 1816, D. assigned a 
policy of insurance on his life to a trustec to 
secure a sum of money owing to W.; & soon 
afterwards, the solr. of W. caused a memorandum 
to be entered in the office of the insurance co., 
directing that all letters were to be sent to such 
solr., & the premiums were thenceforth he by 
W., through the hands of such solr.; but the 
insurance co. were not informed on whose behalf 
the solr. acted. In 1826, D. became bkpt., & 
his assignees declined to interfere respecting the 
policy. The premiums continued to be paid by 
W., through his solr., during his life, & by the 
exors. of W., through their bankers, after his 
death. D. died in 1839:—Held: the exors. of 
W. had a lien on the policy for the amount of the 
premiums which had been paid by W., & his 
estate, & the interest thereon; & they were 
entitled to payment of the amount thereof out of 
the moneys payable under the policy.— WEST v. 
RED (1848), 2 Hare, 249; 12 L. J. Ch. 24535 7 
Jur. 147; 67 BE. R. 104. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Plummer, Ex p. Plummer (1853), 
1 Bankr. & Ins. R. 83; Drysdale v. Piggott (1856), 22 
Beav. 238; Saunders v. Dunman (1878), 7 Ch. D. 825; 
Re Leslie, Leslie v. French (1883), 23 Ch. D. 552; Liloyd’s 
Banking Co. v. Jones (1885), 29 Ch. D. 221; Falcke v. 
Scottish Imperial Insce. (1886), 34 Ch. D. 234. 

453. Policy settled—- Refusal of 
trustees to pay.]|—A policy of insurance on the 
life of G., granted to a trustee for her, was assigned 
to trustees, upon trust to invest the proceeds at 
the death of G. for the benefit of C. for life, for 
her separate use, without power of anticipation, 
& after her death upon trusts as she should appoint, 
& in default of appointment for the persons who 








0. ——.]—CooKk v. Mason (1876), 
24 Gr. 114.—CAN. 


p. ——~.])—Hotmes & BELL v. 


L. R. Ir. 652.—IR NaTIONAL FIRE & MARINE INSURANCE 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sect. 8, C. 
(c), (d), (e), (f) & (g)3 sub-sect. 9.) 


would be entitled to her personal estate. The 

trustees had power to pay the premiums. Notice 

was given to the assurance co. of the assignment. 

C. subsequently, by a deed to which G. was a 
arty, appointed the policy & the moneys to 

bacon due thereon to pitfs. to secure the repay- 

ment of moneys (with interest at 5 per cent.) 
advanced to G. for the benefit of herself & C. & 
children. Notice was given to the surviving 
trustee of the settlement & to the insurance 
co. Pltfs. had, in consequence of the trustee & 
others interested in the policy refusing to pay 
them, paid the premiums & kept the policy on 
foot. On the death of G. the assurance co. paid 
the policy moneys to the trustees, who refused to 
pay pltfs. the sums due to them. The policy 
moneys were afterwards paid into ct. On bill 
filed by pltfs.:—Held: they were entitled to be 
repaid at once the moneys which they had 
advanced for the payment of the premiums with 
interest at 4 per cent., & 1 per cent. more on the 

death of C.—GILL v. DOWNING (1874), L. R 17 

Eq. 316; 30 L. T. 157; 22 W. R. 360. 

Annotations :-—-Expld. Falcke v. Scottish Imperial Insce. 
(1886), 34 Ch. D. 234. Refd. Re Leslie, Leslie v. French 
(1883), 23 Ch. D. 552. 
454. .|—When a person, not the sole 

beneficial owner, pays the premiums to keep up a 

policy of life insurance, he is entitled to a lien on 

the policy or its proceeds in the following cases: 

(a) by contract with the beneficial owner; 

(6) by reason of the right of trustees to an in- 

demnity out of their trust property for money 

expended by them in its preservation; (c) by 
subrogation to their right oe some person who, at 
the request of trustees, has advanced money for 
the preservation of the property; (d) by reason 
of the right of a mtgee. to add to his charge any 
money paid by him to preserve the property. 

In no other cases can a lien on a policy for 

premiums paid be acquired either by a stranger 

or by a part owner of the policy.—Re LESLIE, 

LESLIE v. FRENCH (1883), 23 Ch. D. 552; 52 

L. J. Ch. 762; 48 L, T. 564; 31 W. R. 561. 

Annotations :—Expld. He Winchilsea’s Policy Trusts (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 168. Refd. Faicke v. Scottish Imperial Insce. 
(1886), 34 Ch. D. 234; Strutt v. Tippett (1890), 62 L. T. 
475; The Ripon City, [1898] P. 78; Re MoKerrell, 
McKerrell v. Gowans (1912), 82 L. J. Ch. 22; Re Phillips, 
[1914] 2 K. B. 689; Re Jones’ Settlmt., Stunt v. Jones, 
[1915] 1 Ch. 373. Mentd, Leigh v. Dickeson (1883), 12 
Q. B. D.194; Kenrick v. Mountsteven (1899), 48 W. R. 

141; Re Fitzgerald, Surman ». Fitzgerald (1904), 90 L. T. 

266; He Pearce, [1909] 2 Ch. 499 ; Re Stokes, Ex p. 
Melltish, {1919} 2 K. B. 256. 

455, Effect of covenant by mortgagee 
to pay.|--An employee was indebted to his firm, 
& by way of security for the debt he assigned a 
life policy to a member of the firm, in which 
assignment the mtgee. covenanted to pay the 
premiums on the policy with a proviso that the 
premiums so paid were to be debited to the mtgor. 
in the books of the business :—Held : the covenant 
by the mtgee. to pay the premiums did not deprive 
him of the right to add the premiums to the debt. 
—SuHaw v. Scottish Wipows’ FunD ASSURANCE 
Society (1917), 87 L. J. Ch. 76; 117 L. T. 697. 














(a2) Sureties. 


456. Directors guaranteeing debt of company— 
Debt secured by charge on proceeds of calis.}— 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 8.— Kaprao, {1918] 2 
ee Ae): Alta, L.'. 498—can 7 7*75 1B 


a. Trustee.) — LiveRpooL & Lon- 


DON, & GLosg INsuRANCE Co. v. 2 Jo. & Let 78 


NGELL 0, 
3 IR. 


Between the presentation of a petition to wind 
ap en insurance co. & the win -up order, the 
directors, being in negotiation for the transfer 
of the co.’s business & liabilities to another co., 
& being pressed by the co.’s bankers for payment 
of their overdrawn account, passed a resolution 
giving the bankers a charge on the proceeds of 
calls made before the presentation of the petition, 
& gave their own promissory note for the amount 
of the debt as sureties for the co. :—Held: the 
charge on the calls having, under the circumstances, 
been given with the bond fide intention of pre- 
venting the ruin of the co., ought to be confirmed 
by the ct. in the exercise of the discretion given 
to it by Cos. Act, 1862 (c. 89), s. 153; & the 
directors, having paid the debt of the bankers, 
were entitled to a lien on the proceeds of the calls. 
—Re INTERNATIONAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIRTY, 
GipBs & WEsT’s CasH (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 312 ; 
39 L. J. Ch. 667; 23 L. T. 350; 18 W. R. 970. 
Annotations --—Mentd. Re Liverpool Civil Service Supply 
Assocn., Ex p. Greenwood (1874), 22 W. KR. 636; Re 
International Life Assce. Soc. (1876), 34 L. T. 782; 
Re Whitehouse (1878), 9 Ch. D. 595; Re Hamilton’s 
Windsor Ironworks, Ez p. Pitman & Edwards (1879), 
12 Ch. D. 707; Re West of England & South Wales 
District Bank, Ex p. Branwhite (1879), 48 L. J. Ch. 463; 
English Channel 8.8. Co. v. Rolt oot 17 Ch. D. 715; 
Wheatley v. Silkstone & Haigh Moor Coal Co. (1885), 
29 Ch. D. 715; Gencral Auction Estate & Monetary Co. 
v. Smith, {1891} 3 Ch. 432. 
See, generally, GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 134» 
5. 
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(e) Trustees, Committees, etc. 
Trustee.|—-See, generally, TRUsts & TRUSTERS. 
57. —— Of literary institutfon—For necessary 

repairs.|—-If the trustees of an institute of the 
kind provided for by Literary & Scientific Institu- 
tions Act, 1854 (c. 112), ips ee money of their 
own on necessary repairs of the building, they are, 
apart from the statute, entitled to a lien on the 
property of the institute for the money so spent.— 
Re BapGER, MANSELL v. COBHAM (VISCOUNT), 
[1905] 1 Ch. 568; 741. J. Ch. 327; 92 L. T. 230; 
21 T. L. R. 280. 

See, generally, LITERARY & SCIENTIFIC INSTITU- 
TIONS. 

458. In belief that owner.]——-CooPER v. 
PurBss, No. 424, ante. 

Committee of Naina eee LUNATICS. 





Next friend of infant.|—See No. 408, ante. 


(f) West Indian Consignees, Managers, etc. 
See RECEIVERS. 


(9) Other Persons. 

459. Solicitor acting for personal representative 
—Discharging claim on testator’s estate.|—-The 
solr. of the extrix. & devisee, paying a sum of 
money in exoneration of an adverse claim on part 
of testator’s estate, does not, as against creditors 
of the testator, necessarily & by force of the 
transaction alone, acquire a lien upon the estate, 
ee the title deeds, for the sum which he so 
paid. 

The solr. of the extrix. having paid a sum which 
was due to a third party, who had a lien on title 
deeds belonging to testator’s estate for the amount, 
gave a receipt for the deeds in the name of the 
extrix., &, as her solr., carried into the master’s 
office her examination, in which the sum he had 
so paid was stated to have been paid by the 


. Executor. SINCLAIR, CLARK 
SINCLAIR (1 


Re 
v. 01), 21 0. LT. 6015 8 
BRYAN (1845), 0. L. R. 349.—CAN, 
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extrix., & was allowed accordingly :—Held: the 
solr, must, in such circumstances, ie presumed to 
have made the payment on the behalf & on the 
personal security of his client; & he could not 
claim a lien upon the deeds for the amount.— 
CHRISTIAN v. FIELD (1842), 2 Hare, 177; 6 Jur. 
1130; 67 HE. R. 74; sub nom. CHRISTIAN v. 
CHAMBERS, CHRISTIAN v. FIELD, 11 L. J. Ch. 97. 


aeons efd. Re Hawkes, Ackerman v. Lockhart, 


:—R 
2 Ch. 1. Men A 7 
{1909} 1 Ch. 96. td. Re Rapid Road Transit Co 


480. Churchwarden—Money expended for use 
of parish.|—A churchwarden has no lien on the 
pee books for moneys expended by him for 
he use of the parish.— Moss v, THORNILEY (1856), 
27 L. T. O.S. 101; 203. P. 660; 4 W. R. 514. 

461. Trustee for benefit of creditors.|—-The 
trustee under a creditors’ deed was empowered 
by the deed to carry on a business for the benefit 
of the creditors. In so doing he incurred debts, 
for which he was personally liable. Judgment 
having been obtained against him for one of these 
debts, goods which were assets of the business 
were taken in execution under that judgment. 
The trustee having become bkpt., these goods 
were claimed by his trustee in bkpcy. & an inter- 
raat issue was directed to try the title to them. 

pon the trial of the issue no evidence was given 
as to the state of the account as between bkpt. 
& the trust estate under the creditors’ deed, & 
whether or not bkpt. was in default to the estate : 
Held: bkpt. being entitled to an indemnity out 
of the trust estate under the creditors’ deed against 
liabilities incurred by him in carrying out the 
trusts of the deed, he had prima facie a right to 
a lien on the goods, which passed to his trustee 
in bkpcy., & therefore claimant was entitled to 
succeed on the issue as against the execution 
creditor, who had no right to have goods held 
by the execution debtor upon trust taken in 
execution.—JENNINGS v. MATHER, [1902] 1 K. B. 
1; 70L. J. K. B. 10382; 85 L. T. 396; 50 W. R. 
er 18 T. L. R. 6; 40 Sol. Jo. 27; 8 Mans. 329, 





Annotation :—Expld. Re Jones, Ex p. Official Recciver 
(1910), 55 Sol. Jo. 30. 
462. .—A trustee under a deed of 


arrangement has no lien on the debtor’s estate in 
respect of matters where he would not have had 
a lien before Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1914 
(c. 47). —Re GEEN, He p. PARKER, [1917] 1 K. B. 
183; 86 L. J. K. B. 175; 115 L. T. 837; [1917] 
H. B. R. 20. 

Company director.|—See CompaniEs, Vol. IX., 
pp. 472, 473, Nos. 3096-3104. 

463. Cestul que trust — Income applied by 
trustees in payment of calls.]|—Where the calls on 
new shares, allotted to trustees of a marriage 
settlement, in respect of original railway shares, 
held by them upon the trusts of the settlement, 
had been paid out of the wife’s separate income :— 
Held: stock, purchased with the proceeds of the 
sale of such new shares, was subject to the trusts 
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4841, Judgment creditor.}—The re- 
co of a certificate of judgment 

ves the jodemens creditor such a 
fen upon the land of the debtor as to 
enable him, without having fasued an 
execution to proceed in Chancery to set 


464 iv. .] 


ments 


—GREAT EASTERN RY. 
coe LAMBE (1892), 21 8. C. R. 481.— 
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of the settlement as corpus, & the wife had a lien 
for the amount so paid for calls, by analogy to 
the case of tenant for life advancing money for 
fines payable on renewal of leaseholds.— ROWLEY 
v. UNWIN (1855), 2 K. & J. 188; 69 B. R. 726. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Edward v. Cheyne (No. 2) (1888), 
1B yes Cas. 385; Re Malam, Malam v. Hitchens, [1894] 
3 Ch. 578; Hood Barrs v. Heriot, [1896] A. O. 174. 


Party advancing money.|—See Sub-sect. 12, post. 


SuB-sEcr. 9.—JUDGMENT OR EXECUTION 
CREDITORS. 

Ee now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
8. 195. 

464. Judgment creditor.|—A judgment creditor 
registered his judgments under Judgments Act, 
1835 (c. 110), & also in a register county: but 
neglected to re-register them within the five 
years prescribed by Judgments Act, 1839 (c. 11), 
s. 4. He subsequently re-registered them, & 
then, within a few days afterwards, filed a claim, 
& in a month’s time got a decree for an account 
in this ct. The property sought to be affected by 
the judgments was leasehold property :—Held: 
the word ‘ creditor” in Judgments Act, 1839 
(c. 11), s. 4, means ‘“‘ creditor who has acquired an 
interest in lands, tenements & other heredita- 
ments,” but pltf. had not, as such creditor, any 
specific charge or lien on the leasehold property.— 
Stimpson v. Moruey (1855), 2 K. & J. 71; 26 
L. T. O. 8S. 135; 69 E. R. 698; sub nom. Simson 
v. Morey, 1 Jur. N.S. 1158. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Langhorne v. Harland (1856), 28 

L. T. O. S. 227. 


465. Trust fund created by parent for 
payment of son’s debts—Trust discretionary.|— 
A father conveyed real estates to trustees, upon 
trust to sell, & repurchase annuities granted by 
his son, & pay the son’s debts at their discretion, 
&, subject thereto, upon trust for the father for 
life, with remainder to his son in fee. An annui- 
tant mentioned in a schedule to the deed, & 
stated to have entered up & docketed a judgment 
upon a warrant of attorney which accompanied 
his security, has no lien, by virtue of his judgment, 
upon the produce of the trust estates, when sold.— 
FOSTER v. BLACKSTONE (1833), 1 My. & K. 297; 
2L. J. Ch. 84; 39 H. R. 6943; on appeal, sub nom. 
Foster v. COCKERELL (1835), 9 Bhi. N.S. 332, H. L. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Peacock v. Burt (1834), 4 L. J. Ch. 
33; Timson v. Ramsbottom tae Keen, 35; Jones 
». Jones (1838), 8 Sim. 633; Sheehy v. Muskerry (1839), 
7 Cl. & Fin. 1; Meux v. Bell (1841), 1 Hare, 73 ; 
v. Kettlewell (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 293; 
ee 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 377; Ett 





y v. Bridges (1843), 
. & O. Ch. Cas. 486; Wiltshire v. Rabbits (1844), 14 
Sim. 76; Wilmot v. Pike (1845), 5 Hare, 14; Re Plummer, 
Ex p. Plummer (1853), 1 Bankr. & Ins. R. 83: Rice v. 
Rice (1854), 2 Eq. Rep. 341; Warburton v. Hill, Stent 
v. Wickens eos Kay, 470; Rooper v. Harrison (1855), 
2K. & J. 86; Lee v. Howlett (1856), 2 K. & J. 5313 
Consolidated Investment & Insce. v. Riley (1859), 1 Giff. 
371; Re Hughes’ Trusts (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 89; Macleod 
v. Buchanan (1864), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 265; Ford v. Tynte 


464 vii, ——.}+—ALI AHMAD KHAN v. 
pee (1909), I. L. R. 31 AU. 367. 


464v. ——.]—The registration of a , 464 vill. ——-.} -RaMIAH AIYAR v. 
certificate of judgment under Judg- GOPALIER (1918), I. L. R. 41 Mad. 
Act, 8. 5, constitutes a lien 1053.—IND. 


aside & prior fraudulent conveyance of Charge on the lands of the judgment 464 ix. ——.}—KENNEDY ¥. DALY 
( be, end CaLDYREL ER Soa debtor, oven although he actually (1804), 1 Sch. & Let. 355.—IR. 
1 2 N.S. R. (James) $98.--CAN. "Dickson (1895), 10 Man. L. R. $19. — 464x. ——.}—BARRETT », BLAKE 
Mout er et tage, «OAR: (1818), 3 Ball & B. 354.~IR. 


v. MORRIOR (1887), 4 Man. L. R. 442.— 
CAN, 464 vi. 





484 1ii. —-—,]— RALSTON v. GOODWIN 
(1888), 21 N, 8. R. 177.—CAN. 


J—N 
SINGH_v. ROGHOOBUR SINGH (1884), 
kl L. R. 10 Calo. 609.—IND. 


URSING NARAIN a. Execution credttor.J}—MAacDONELL 
v. Best (1903), 33 O. L. T. 242: 6 


O. L. R.18; 20. W. R. 459,—OAN, 
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part of their purchase-money & were admitted 


into possession. At this time there were numerous 
petistared judgments against them. Defts., ans 
completing their purchases, became insolvent, Gi 
pltfs. filed their bill against them for specilic 
performance, for payment of the balance of the 
urchase-money, &, in default of such payment, 
that pltfs. might be declared to have a lien upon 
the premises & that the premises might be again 
sold. To this bill none of the judgment creditors 
of defts. were made parties. A decree was made 
according to the prayer of the bill, & upon default 
of payment by defts. the property was sold, when 
T, was declared purchaser of one of the lots He 
objected to the title on the ground that as the 
judgment creditors were not parties to the suit, 
they ought to release their interests or enter up 
satisfaction upon their judgments, & he refused 
to accept the title until his requisition was com- 
plied with. Upon the summons being adjourned 
from the V.-C.’s chambers into the open ct., & 
being heard together with a motion by pltfs. 
that T. should pay his purchase-money into ct., 
the V.-C. decided that the objection was not ten- 
able, & ordered the purchase-money to be paid 
in:—Held: the requisition was sustainable ; 
the purchaser had a right to insist upon an 
undoubted title & conveyance & here, to say the 
least, there was a reasonable doubt. The original 
purchasers, by entering on possession, had accepted 
the title, & the property in equity belonged to 
them ; their judgment creditors had therefore a 
lien upon it. It was ultimately ordered with the 
consent of the purchaser that he should be dis- 
charged from his contract in the usual way.— 
GREY-CoaT IlospiraAL (GOVERNORS) v. WEST- 
MINSTER IMPROVEMENT Comes. (1857), 1 De G. 
& J. 531; 26 L. J. Ch. 843; 29 L. T. O. S. 339; 
a N.S. 1188; 5 W. R. 855; 44 BE. R. 829, 

467. Debtor a municipal corporation. ]— 
Qu. : whether a judgment is a lien on the property 
of a municipal corpn.—BRECON CoRPN. v. SEYMOUR 
(1859), 26 Beav. 548; 28 L. J. Ch. 606; 5 Jur. 
N.S. 1069; 7 W.R. 880; 53 E. R. 1010. 

See, generally, JUDGMENTS, Vol. XXX., pp. 158 
et seq., 161 et seq., Nos. 288 et seq., 313 et seq. 

468. Execution creditor — Debtor’s interest 
equitable.]——A creditor having sued out execution 
on a judgment at law, & finding the interest of his 
debtor in a term of years to be an equitable interest, 
has a lien upon it in equity, without the aid of 
J udgments Act, 1838 (c. 110), & where, after such 
execution, the leasehold estate of the debtor had 
been sold :—Held: the execution creditor had a 





lien on the proceeds of the sale.—Gonrz v. BOWSER 
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Annotations :—Mentd. O'Brien v. Brodio (1866), L. R. 1 
Exch. 302; Birmingham Gas Co. v. Adams (1870), 19 
W. R. 123; Re Norton, Hr p. Todhunter (1870), L. R. 
10 Eq. 425; Re Haydon, Hz p. Halling (1877), 7 Ch. D. 
157; Re Chiandetti, Ex p. Trusteo (1921), 91. J. K. B. 70. 


See, generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 808 
ct seqg.; EXEcUTION, Vol. XXI., pp. 442 et seq, 

470. ——— Increase in value between seizure & 
sale—Value increased at cost of debtor.|—-An cxe- 
cution creditor seized a co.’s property before 
presentation of the winding-up petition. An 
order was made under the winding-up to delay 
the sale. The property was improved at the co.’s 
cost, & was sold at a higher price :—Held: the 
execution creditors had no lien on the incrcased 
value.—Re H1Lu Potrrery Co. (1866), 15 W. I. 97, 


Annotation :—Mentd. Exc p. Milwood Colliery Co. (1876), 
24 W. R. 898. 


Proceedings at sult of Crown—-Bankruptcy 
of debtor.]—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 828 
et seq. 
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SUB-SECT. 10.—LIEN ON COLLATERAL 
SECURITY. 

471. Security for debt assigned by creditor— 
Collateral security not assigned.|—H. gave a war- 
rant of attorney to confess a judgment for £2,000 
to L., to secure the payment of four bills of 
exchange drawn the same day by him upon & 
accepted by H., & judgment was entered up & 
registered the next day. The bills were renewed, 
& the renewals were deposited by L. with a 
creditor of his own to secure a debt of £1,200, 
with a memorandum stating that the bills were 
secured by a judgment, but not making any 
mention of interest or the rate of interest. It 
was proved that interest was paid to the creditor 
by L. for ten years at the rate of £12 108. per cent. 
per annum. lL. subsequently became bkpt., &, 
the creditor having died, his exors. presented their 
petition, praying to be declared entitled to an 
equitable lien on certain moneys then in the hands 
of the official assignee of L., such moneys being 

art of the produce of the sale of real estate 
belonging to H., on which L. was declared to 
have a lien by virtue of the judgment given to 
him by H. :—AHeld: as no interest was mentioned 
in the memorandum, it was to be taken to refer 
to the principal money alone, & the memorandum 
created a new contract. The exors. of the creditor 
were, therefore, declared to be entitled to a lien 
for the principal of the debt, but not for the 
interest.—He LANE, Ex p. HopGe (1857), 26 
L. J. Bey. 77; 29 L. T. O. 8, 350, L. JJ. 

472. —— -]}—NorRIS v. CALEDONIAN IN- 
SURANCE Co., No. 449, ante. 
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iy V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 10. 
4711 Security for debt assigned 

creditor — Collateral securit at ae 
signed. ]—Pltfs. had obtained & mtge. 
from one of defts. aa collateral acourity 
for a debt, which they had assigned to 
a bank. The ct. directed that judg- 
ment for & declaration of lien for aoe 


. 676.—CAN. 
db. M 


& costa, & sale to realise it, was to 
pe entered for pltfs.—SarRNnia AGRI- 
CULTURAL IMPLEMENT MA ACTURING 
te v. HUTOHINBON (1889), 17 


ortgage maturing i ai lien- 
note—Lien-note not postponed. }—Taking 


from one of two conditional purchasers, 
as collateral security for a claim 
covered by Hen-notes, a mtge. maturing 
at a date later than the date of maturity 
of the notes, does not postpone or 
suspend the right of action on the notes. 
-—-CAMPBELL v. HEINKA Hal 28 
W. L. R. 297; 17 D, L. R. 686,.—CAN. 


NUF. 


Part V.—Equirasie Lien. 


Sup-snor. 11.—Loan ON INVALID SEcuniIrty. 


473. Mortgage by trustees ultra vires.)—A suit 
being for foreclosure of a mtge. created by trustees 
under a trust to sell, a demurrer was put in on 
the ground that the trust did not authorise a 
mtge., & it was allowed; but pltf. was neverthe- 
less allowed to amend his bill for the purpose of 
establishing a lien on the interest in the property 
of a cestui que trust, who was a party to the deed.— 
PaGE v. COOPER (1853), 16 Beav. 396; 20 L. T. 
O. 8S. 287; 1 W. R. 186; 51 E. R. 831, 

474. Deposit note invalidly issued.J—L., a 
director, received from the co. a cheque, paid in 
one of his own for a like amount, & received in 
exchange a deposit note for the same amount. 
This transaction was never confirmed by a general 
meeting :—Held: L.’s mtgee. was entitled to an 
aie? lien on the sum secured by the deposit 
note. 

From the time when the co. had notice that 
the right was transferred to pltf. they had nothing 
to do with the subsequent right; & if the co. 
had a set-off I can hardly imagine a more dis- 
graceful or indeed dishonest defence than that 
set up by them, because, while having in thcir 
possession the moneys, they try to make out that 
it was an illegal transaction, under 7 & 8 Vict. 
c. 110, & when that fails they try to set off a claim 
as against the original depositor which was never 
mentioned to pltf. at all. The case is one in 
which pltf. has acted fairly. He has proved a 
debt against the co., & given the co. the benefit 
of the sum which he received from the estate of 
L. (STUART, V.-C.).—WooDHAMS v. ANGLO- 
AUSTRALIAN & UNIVERSAL FAMILY ASSURANCE 
Society (1861), 3 Giff. 238; 5 L. T. 628; 8 
Jur. N. 8. 148; 10 W. R. 280; 66 B. R. 397. 

475. Unregistered debentures.]|—Pltf., advanced 
moneys to a distillery co. on the security 
of manufactured whisky of the co. stored in a 
warehouse provided by the co. on the distillery 
premises in accordance with Spirits Act, 1880 
(c. 24). Neither the co. nor the excise officer 
could obtain access to the warehouse without 
the assistance of the other, & the whisky could 
only be delivered out on presentation to the 
excise officer of a special form of warrant supplied 
by the Crown. On the occasion of each advance 
the co. entered the name of pltf., in pencil in their 
stock book opposite the particulars of the whisky 
intended to be pledged & delivered to pltf. (a) an 
ordinary trade invoice & (b) a document called a 
warrant, which described the particulars of the 
whisky & stated that it was deliverable to pltf. or 
his assigns & contained the words “‘ free storage.” 
No intimation of the transaction was given to the 
excise officer. Pltf. also advanced moneys to the 
co. upon second debentures issued to him by the 
co. in 1903, but forming part of an issue authorised 
by the co. in 1895 & secured by a trust deed of 
that year. Neither the warrants nor the deben- 
tures nor the trust deed were registered under 
8. 14 of Cos. Act, 1900 (c. 45). In an action by 
pltf. against the co. in liquidation & the trustees 
for the second debenture-holders to enforce his 
Securities :—Held: (1) pltf. was not entitled to a 
valid pledge on the whisky comprised in the 
Warrants ; (2) assuming that a pledge was created, 
it was, within s. 14 (1) (c) of Cos. Act, 1900, a 
mtge. or charge created or evidenced by an instru- 
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f. Advance on account of purchase. 
—ROBERTSON ¢. STRICKLAND (1868), 
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ment in writing which if executed by an individual 
would require registration as a bill of sale, & was 
consequently void as reek the liquidator, for 
want of registration; (3) pltf. was entitled to a 
valid lien on the debentures for the amount of his 
advances to the extent of the property comprised 
in the trust deed.—DuBLIN CrTy DISTILLERY, LTD. 
v. DOHERTY, [1914] A. C. 823 ; 88L. J. P. C. 265 ; 
111 L. T. 81; 58 Sol. Jo. 413, H. L. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Wrightson v. McArthur & 


Hutchisons (1919), : : 
11922) 2 Lend Ltd., [1921] 2 K. B. 807; Re Allester, 


See, further, MORTGAGE, 


SUB-SEcT. 12.—MoNEY ADVANCED. 


476. Advance to guardian of infant—To pay 
off incumbrance on infant’s estate.|A guardian 
borrows money of A. to pay off an incumbrance on 
the infant’s estate, & promises to give A. a security 
for his money, but dies before it was done. Though 
A.’8 money was applied to pay off the incumbrance, 
yet the ct. would not decree him a satisfaction of 
his debt out of the infant’s estate.—HOoPER v. 
EYLES (1704), 2 Vern. 480; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 262 ; 
23 BE. R. 908. 

_ 477, Advance by regimental agent.) — An 
infant obtained an advancement out of a fund in 
settlement for the purchase of a commission in 
the Army, which was accordingly actually bought ; 
the infant was gazetted, & reported himself at 
Headquarters, but never entered on his duties. 
Having procured leave of absence, he sold his 
commission, being very much embarrassed & 
threatened with arrest. Previous to the sale 
he had obtained from the Army agent of the 
regiment advances for the alleged purpose of an 
outfit, which he never bought, & also for certain 
regimental dues & stoppages. It was contended, 
but not proved, that the infant had never intended 
to join but had merely taken up his commission 
for the sake of the advancement :—Held: 
(1) Army agents have a lien on the proceeds of 
the sale of the commission still remaining in their 
hands, for such advances as aforesaid; (2) in 
the absence of fraud, the money, having been once 
actually advanced for the benefit of the infant, 
became his money, & could not now be restored 
to the trust fund.— LAWRIE v. BANKES (1858), 
4K. &J. 142; 27L. J. Ch. 265; 32 L. 1. 0.8. 
18; 4 Jur. N.S. 299; 6 W. R. 244; 70 E.R. 59. 


Annatation :—As to (2) Consd. Re Fox, Wodehouse v. Fox, 
[1904] 1 Ch. 480. 


478. Contract to finance undertaking—Partial 
default by lender.|—Where B. in consideration of 
a sum of money to be advanced to him by C., to 
enable him to complete a railway contract, agreed 
to give C. a share in the profits of the contract, & 
C. advanced a portion only of the stipulated sum, 
he & those claiming under him, were by one of 
the Vice-Chancellors declared to have a lien on 
the profits derived by B. under the contract for 
the amount of the money advanced & interest ; 
but upon appeal, this decision was reversed, & 
the bill, which was filed by the assignee of C. was 
dismissed with costs.—TWYNaAM v. HUDSON (1862), 
4DeG.F. & J. 462; 31 L. J. Ch. 577; 6 L. T. 
702; 8 Jur. N. S. 685; 10 W. R. 653; 45 BE. R. 
1263, L. C. 


28 U. C. R. 221.— CAN. 
CUMMINGS g. Advance for yment of rent—~ 
At request of limt owner. }— ANGELL 
} ¥v. BRYAN (1845), 2 Jo. & Lat. 763.—IR. 


h. Redemption money advanced by 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sects. 12, 
18, 14, 15, 16 & 17.) 

479. Advances applied in purchase of goods— 
No obligation on borrower to buy.|]—A verbal 
agreement was entered into between D., a broker 
& commission agent at Sydney, & S., who specu- 
lated in sugars, in consequence of which two sums 
were advanced by D. to 8. at different periods, 
the first for £3,000, & the second for £7,999 15s. 8d. 
S. undertaking to place in the hands of D., for 
sale, certain sugars to be imported from Mauritius 
& Batavia, D. taking the profits of the commission 
arising from the sale, & repaying his advances, 
with interest, out of the proceeds of the sale. Of 
the moneys thus borrowed, the sum of £3,000, 
with other moneys, was remitted by S. to H. 
& co., his agents at Batavia, for the purchase of 
sugars. From the state of the market H. & co. 
could not then purchase any sugar on S.’s account, 
who in the interim became insolvent, & executed a 
deed assigning his property to trustees for the 
benefit of his creditors. After S.’s insolvency 
H. & co. purchased Mauritius sugars with the 
money sent by S. to whom same was consigned 
& sold by the trustees. The exact time when H. 
& co. heard of S.’s insolvency did not appear, 
but they afterwards purchased Batavian sugars, 
& having heard of S.’s insolvency, consigned the 
sugars to S. as agent of the trustees. S. had 
deposited with D. promissory notes & acceptances 
of J. & J. & co. by way of security for 
D.’s advances to him. J. & C. were interested 
in the adventure of S. After S.’s insolvency J. 
& co. also became insolvent, & D. received from 
their estate the sum of £6,083 128. on account of 
their bills, & applied £3,000 to the payment of the 
first advance, & the balance towards the other 
sum of £7,999 15s. 3d. D. claimed a lien on the 
sugars in respect of the sum of £4,916 lls. 1d. the 
remaining part of the sum of £7,999 15s. 3d. :-— 
Held: (1) it was no part of the agreement that 
S. should invest the moneys lent him by D. in 
any particular way, & having assigned his property 
to trustees for the benefit of his creditors before 
the purchase by H. & co., the sugars consigned 
were for the benefit of the trustees & D. had no 
lien on the sugars; (2) S.’s trustees allowing H. 
& co. to purchase Batavian sugars on their 
account did not affect the trustees with any 
equity in favour of D. under his agreement with 
S.—DEAN v. BYRNES (1864), 3 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 
92; 11L.T.97; 13 W. R. 299; 16E. R. 35, P. C. 

480. Advance by executor—To residuary legatee 
Subsequent bankruptcy of legatee.|—-One of 
several residuary legatees, with the concurrence 
of the others, induced the exors. to sell out stock 
forming part of the residuary estate, & to lend 
him the proceeds, on his executing a warrant of 
attorney & depositing certain title deeds as a 
security for the replacement of the stock & pay- 
ment of the dividends, but without any express 
lien upon or reference to his share in the residue :— 
the exors. had, on his bkpcy., a lien on the share.— 
Re MaxIns, Ex p. MAKINS (1842), 2 Mont. D. & De 
G. 508; 6 Jur. 468, Ct. of R. 

See, generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 416 
et seg.; EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIII., pp. 397, 398, 
435 et seg., Nos. 4086-4691, 5056 et seq. 

481. Advance by trustee—To cestul que trust.) 
—A trustee advanced to A., one of his cestuis 


creditor— Disputed debt, J— Redemption 
money advanced with the consent of 
the inheritor by the assignee of a 
eid Pala judgment is a lien upon the 
ands, & a& good equitable incum- 


brance.—FETHERSTONR 0». 
(1847), 9 I. Eq. R. 480.—-IR. 
PART Vv." SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 13. ARRO 
kk. Arreara of interest.) — During Gr. 178.—CAN. 


LIEN. 


que trust, a part of the trust funds, to enable him 
purchase a real estate. A. died without havin 
repaid the money, having devised the estate, 
his personal estate was insufficient to pay his debts 
& legacies:—Held: there was a lien on the 
estate for the trust funds.—Brirps v. ASKEY 
(No. 2) (1858), 24 Beav. 618; 53 EH. R. 497. 
Annolatos : Menta: Lilford v. Powys Keck (1865), L. R. 
q. . 

See, generally, Trusts & TRUSTEES. 

482. Loan to corporation applied ultra vires— 
In paying off mortgages.|}—-A corpn. entitled to 
an old canal commenced improvements in it, & 
borrowed large sums of money for that purpose, 
which they secured by mtges., comprising the 
canal & other property. They afterwards obtained 
an Act, which authorised them to complete the 
works, & empowered them to raise money for 
that purpose by mtge. of the canal & its tolls 
without limit as to amount, & directed them to 
apply such money in completing the works, but 
did not, in the opinion of the ct., authorise them 
to apply any part of it in paying off existing mtges. 
The corpn. raised money under this power, & 
applied part of it in paying off some of the old 
mtges.:—Held: (1) as between the statutory 
mtgees. & the corpn., the other property com- 
prised in the old mtges. was the primary fund for 
payment of those mtges; (2) the money borrowed 
from the statutory mtgees., beyond what was 
wanted for purposes authorised by the Act, ought 
to have been repaid to them, & such moneys were 
to be treated as moneys held by the corpn. in 
trust for the statutory mtgees., & not as borrowed 
moneys; (3) accordingly, the statutory mtgees. 
had a lien upon the other property comprised in 
the paid off mtges. for the moneys borrowed from 
them which had been applied in paying off those 
mtges.—TREVILLIAN v. EXETER CORPN. (1854), 
5 De G. M. & G. 828; 3 Eq. Rep. 896; 24 L. J. Ch. 
157; 241. T. O. S. 149; 18 J. P. 806; 18 Jur. 
1019; 3 W. R. 45; 48 B. R. 1091, L. JJ. 

Solicitor paying claim on behalf of executor.}— 
See No. 459, ante. 

Advance by director to company.|—See Com 
PANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 472, 473, Nos. 3096-3104. 

Equitable mortgages.|—See MORTGAGE. 

Remittances for specific purpose—-To meet 
acceptances by bank.]—See BANKERS, Vol. III., 
pp. 248 et seq. 

——— Subsequent bankruptcy of remittee.|—Sce 
BaNkKRvUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 700 ef seq. 

Appropriation to meet advances—Whether valid 
against trustee in bankruptcy.}|—-See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. V., pp. 706 et seq. 

Bills accepted or discounted by bank— 
aaa shipping documents.|—See BANKERS, Vol. 
III., pp. 250 et seq. 

Advances by creditors to bankrupt—To continue 

trade.]|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 733 et seq. 





SUB-SECT. 13.—MORTGAGES. 


By agreement to execute mortgage.|—See 
MORTGAGE. 

Mortgage of benefice—Mortgage invalid for non- 
compliance with statute.|—See HcooLESIASTIOAL 
Law, Vol. XIX., p. 500, No. 3572. 

Mortgage of property of statutory company.]— 


the lifetime of a mtgor. the mtgee. has 
no Hen on the mortgaged property for 
more than alx years’ arrears of interest. 

LL v. ROBERTSON (1868), 15 


Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


See COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1185, 1187, Nos. 
8404-8406, 8420. 

Equitable mortgage—By deposit of documents of 
title.|— See MortTGAGE. 
Share certificates.|—-See COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., pp. 411 et seg. ; Vol. X., pp. 1145, 1146. 








SUB-SECT. 14.—OrDERS TO PAY OUT OF 
PARTICULAR FUND. 

Apart from Judicature Acts.]—See, generally, 
CHOSES IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 445 et seq. 
Goods to be sold by creditor.]|—See 
CHOSES IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., p. 425, No. 39. 

Under Judicature Acts.]—See, generally, CHOSES 
IN ACTION, Vol. VIII., pp. 442 et seq. 





SUB-SEcT. 15.—PARTNERSIIP. 
See PARTNERSHIP. 


SUB-SECT. 16.—PROMISE TO PAY OUT OF 
PARTICULAR FUND. 

488. Proceeds of sale of property—When sold.] 
—A. agreed with B. for the sale of a copyhold 
estate, which had previously, by mistake, been 
surrendered to C. <A. was afterwards arrested, & 
discharged under Insolvent Debtors’ Act. Subse- 

uently to A.’s discharge, the mistake being 

iscovered, ©. surrendered back the estate to A., 
who immediately surrendered to B., the pur- 
chaser; the consideration money being paid to 
deft., the attorney of A., to whom he had given a 
bond for £40 for money borrowed, which, to- 
gether with the amount of the bill of costs due to 
him from A., it was agreed he should retain out 
of the produce of the estate. The assignee of A. 
sued deft. for the amount received by him, as 
money had & received to his use :—Held: 
although the legal estate in the copyhold was not 
in the insolvent at the time of his discharge, by 
reason of the erroneous surrender to C., he had 
still such an equitable interest in it as would pass 
by the assignment, but deft. had an equitable 
lien on the purchase-money in his hands, for the 
amount of the bond given to him by the insolvent, 
& also for his bill of costs.—TwIss v. WHITE (1826), 
3 Bing. 486; 11 Moore, C. P. 413; 4 L. J. 0.8. 
C. P. 165; 180 E. R. 661. 

484. Debts when recovered — Debts recovered 
but no payment made.]—A. being entitled to three 
debts, covenanted with B., that in case he received 
them in full, he would pay him £1,000, but in case 
he should receive part only, he would pay one- 
sixth of the sum recovered. A. received one of 
the debts, which he wholly retained. Afterwards, 
& within three months before A.’s imprisonment 
& taking the benefit of the Insolvent Act, he, 
without pressure, assigned one of the debts to B., 
to secure one-sixth of the debt, recovered & those 
still unpaid. It was set aside as fraudulent under 
the Act :—Held: also, B. had not, as against the 
insolvent’s assignees, any lien on the remaining 
debts, for the one-third of the first debt improperly 
retained by A.—Harries v. Liuoyp (1843), 6 
Beav. 426; 49 KE. R. 890. 


Sus-sgcr. 17.—PROPERTY OR FuNpDs Mis- 
APPROPRIATED. 
485. Settled land sold by tenant for life.]—A., 
tenant for life, with remainder to B. in tail, by 


267 


fraud gets B.’s authority to levy a fine, he sells 
the land & invests the purchase-money in the 
funds, where it is clearly identified; B. has no 
lien on this money against the other creditors of 
A.—NEWCOMB v. BuRDON (1793), 2 Anst. 343 ; 
145 EB. R. 897. 

486. Property purchased with embezzled funds 
—Assigned to party robbéd—After act of bank- 
ruptcy by embezzler.)|—If the servant of A. em- 
bezzle his property, & therewith purchase a lease, 
etc., & afterwards commit an act of bkpcy., & 
then assign the lease to A.; A. has not such an 
equitable lien as to be an answer to an action of 
trover against assignees.—BLOXHAM v. GRAHAM 
(1795), Peake, Add. Cas. 3, N. P. 

487. Deeds earmarked by solicitor as security 
for debt—Subsequently mixed with other deeds.|— 
A solr. deposited some of his own deeds as a 
security for a sum of money due to two clients in 
a box belonging to them. He retained the box, 
but after his death it was found that he had ab- 
stracted the deeds from it, & they could not be 
distinguished from the solr.’s other deeds :—Held : 
the chents had a lien on all the solr.’s deeds for 
their debt.—Mason v. Morey (No. 2) (1865), 34 
Beav. 475; 34 L. J. Ch. 422; 12 L. T. 4143; 11 
Jur. N.S. 459; 13 W. R. 669; 55 E. R. 719. 

488. Advance obtained by deposit of client’s 
deeds—Invested in purchase of estate.]|—A solr. 
having in his possession the title deeds of an estate 
mortgaged to his client, deposited the deeds with 


his banker as security for an advance, which he 
applied in the purchase of an estate on his own 
behalf. When the mtge was paid off, he applied 


that money in repaying the loan from his banker, 
& informed his client that he had re-invested the 
mtge. money upon other good security. His 
client thereupon executed a re-assignment of the 
mtge.; but in fact the solr. never re-invested the 
money, although he continued to pay interest 
upon it until his death:—Held: the client was 
entitled to a lien upon the estate so purchased by 
the solr.— HOPPER v. CONYERS (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 
549; 12 Jur. N.S. 328; 14 W. R. 628. 

489. Settled funds of wife misapplied by hus- 
band.]|—Upon a marriage it was agreed that a 
reversionary interest of the intended wife should 
be paid to the husband when it fell into possession, 
& other property of the wife was settled to her 
separate use; the scttled funds, by reason of 
breaches of trust, came to the hands of the husband 
who afterwards became insolvent. When the 
reversionary interest fell into possession, it was 
paid into ct., & in a suit to make the trustee 
liable, or to have payment out of the fund in ct. 
of the amount of the settled property which had 
been lost :—Held: the wife had a lien on the 
fund to that amount, & the trustee was liable to 
make good the rest.—THorRP v. THoRP (1855), as 
reported in 24 L. T. O. S. 336. 

490. ———.] — Previously to his marriage the 
intended husband signed a memorandum in 
writing by which he agreed to the transfer of 
certain foreign bonds, belonging to the intended 
wife, into the names of her & her son by a former 
matriage, in trust for herself, ‘‘ neither party ' 
having power to dispose of the said stocks ’”’ (so 
as the bonds were called in the memorandum) 
‘* without consent of both parties to such disposal.”’ 
No settlement was ever made in pursuance of this 
agreement, & after the marriage the husband 
obtained possession of some of the bonds without 
the consent of his wife’s son, & disposed of them :— 
Held: the husband was personally liable to make 
Jat the amount of the bonds disposed of by him, 

the wife was entitled to a lien for the amount 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sects. 17 
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on such of her property as was not subject to the 
agreement.—HAsTIe v. HastTIE (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
B04 ; 34 L. T. 747; 24 W. R. 564, C. A. 

Following trust funds generally.|—See Trusts 
& TRUSTEES. 

491. Purchase by partner— Paid for with 
partnership funds.|—A ship was puree by a 
partner for himself, but was paid for out of the 
partnership assets. The firm became bkpt. :— 
Held: the firm had no interest in the ship, or any 
lien on it for the amount of the purchase-money.— 
WALTON v. BUTLER (1861), 29 Beav. 428; 54 
E. R. 693. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hancock v. Heaton (1874), 30 L. T. 592. 


SUB-SECT. 18.—PURCIIASER’sS LIEN. 
A. In General. 


492. General rule.}] —- Where conveyance is 
made prematurely before money paid, the money 
is considered as a lien on the estate in the hands 
of the vendce. So, where money was paid 

srematurely, the money would be considered as a 
ien on the estate in the hands of the vendor 

(CLARKE, M.R.).—BURGESS v. WHEATE, A.-G. v. 

WHEATE (1759), 1 Eden, 177; 1 Wm. BI. 123; 

28 E. R. 652. 

Annotations :—Consd. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 
329; Wythes v. Lee (1855), 3 Drew. 396. Mentd. Middleton 
v. Spicer (1780), 1 Bro. C.C, 201; Barclay v. Russell (1797), 

Ves. 424; Craufurd v. Hunter (1798), 8 Term Rep. 13; 

Williams v. Lonsdale (1798), 3 Ves. 752; Dolder v. Bank 

of England (1805), 10 Vos. 352; Cholmondeley v. Clinton 

(1820), 2 Jac. & W. 1; Gordon v. Gordon eel). 3 

Swan. 400; Langley v. Sneyd titel 11. J. O. 8. Ch. 

14; A.-G. v. Leeds (1833), 2 My. & K. 343; Doe d. 

Shelley v. Edlin (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 582; Downe v. Morris 

(1844), 3 Hare, 394; Taylor v. Haygarth (1844), 14 Sim. 

8; Davall v. New River Co. (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 394; 

Onslow _v. Wallis (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 506; Beale »v. 

Symonds (1853), 16 Beav. 406; Cox v. Parker (1856), 

25 L. J. Ch. 873; Barrow v. Wadkin (1857), 24 Beav. 1 : 

Havwood v. Cope (1858), 25 Boav. 140; Masulipatam, 

Collector v. Cavaly Vencata Narrainapah (1861), 8 Moo. 

Ind. App. 529; Sweeting v. Sweeting (1863), 3 New Rep. 

240; Delacherois v. Delacherois (1864), 4 New Rep. 501; 

Brookman v. Vigor (1871), L. KR. 6 Exch. 291 3; Re Gosman 

(1880), 15 Ch. D. 67; Re Van Hagan, Sperling v. Rochfort 

(1880), 16 Ch. D. 18; Bradlaugh v. Clark (1883), 8 App. 

Cas. 354; Gallard v. Hawkins (1884), 27 Ch. D. 208; 

fe Bond, Panes v. A.-G. (1900), 82 L. T. 612; Talbot v. 

Jevers, [1917] 2 Ch. 363. 

493. Application of rule—Purchase going off 
through default of vendor.]|—Under a contract 
for the purchase of an estate where the money is 
to be paid in portions, every payment is a part 
performance of the contract by the vendee, & 
in equity transfers to him a corresponding portion 
of the estate. 

A mtge. made subsequent to a contract for the 
sale of an estate conveys to the mtgees. only that 
which the vendor is entitled to under that con- 
tract. If the mtgee. gives no notice of an inten- 
tion to interfere with the contract, its stipulations 
remain as before, & affect the mtgee. as they 
would have affected the mtgor. 

Ihe owner of an estate, part of which was then 
subject to a contract for sale, executed a mtge. 
upon it. The mtgee. gave to the vendee notice 
of the fact of the mtge., but in all other respects 
left, matters as they were before the mtge. The 
vendee was bound by his contract to pay certain 
sums at stated intervals, together with interest 
on all that remained unpaid. He made several 
of these payments, but at length declined to com- 


PARE Ral ete 8, SUB-SECT. 18.—A. his lien. 
. of laches.}—Lapse of time Man 

which edi disentitle a purchases to 
specific performance may not affect 


KE 


-—CLAR v. ScoTT (1888), 
. L. R. 281.—CAN. aiererese 


m. Contract falling through.}—Can- 


LIEN. 


plete the purchase, on the grounds that the repre- 
sentations on which he had been induced to enter 
into the contract for purchase were unfulfilled. 
These representations having been adjudged to 
be sufficient to absolve him from liability to specific 
performance :—Held: he was entitled (1) so far 
as the payments extended to claim a lien on the 
estate for their amount; & (2) to enforce that 
claim against the assignees of the vendor; (3) he 
had acquired a lien on the land in respect of the 
interest which he had paid on the unpaid balance 
of the purchase money.—RosE v. WATSON (1864), 
10 H. L. Cas. 672; 3 New Rep. 673; 33 L. J. Ch. 
885; 10 L. T. 106; 10 Jur. N.S. 297; 12 W. R. 
585; 11 E. R. 1187, H. L. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Whitbread v. Watt, (1902) 
1 Ch. 835; Re Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich, [1906] 1 Ch. 
67. Refd. Aberaman Ironworks v. Wickens Cnn: 4 
Ch. App. 101; Shaw v. Foster (1872), L. R. 5 H. L. 321; 
Torrance v. Bolton (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 643; Lysaght v. 
Edwards (1876), 2 Ch. D. 499 ; Mycock v. Beatson (1879), 
13, Ch. D. 384; Beddington v. Atlee (1887), 35 Ch. D. 


e 
Levy v. etcedon; {1898] 1 Ch. 478; Cormwall v. 
Henson, [1899] 2 Ch. 710; Ridout v. Fowler, [1904] 1 Ch. 


658. As to (2) Refd. Shaw v. Foster (1872), L. R. 5 H. L. 
321; Fleming v. Loe (1901), 70 L. J. Ch. 805. As to 
(3) Refd. Cornwall v. Henson, [1899) 2 Ch. 710; Re 


Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich, [1906} 1 Ch. 67. Generally, 
Mentd. McCreight v. Foster (1870), 5 Ch. App. 604; 
Dodson v. Downey, [1901] 2 Ch. 620. 


494. -|—It is settled law that, where 
a purchase goes off by reason of some default on 
the part of the vendor, the purchaser has a lien 
upon the property for any part of his purchase- 
money which has been paid (Cozens-Harpy, J.). 
—~CORNWALL v. HENSON, [1899] 2 Ch. 710; 68 
L. J. Ch. 749; 81 L. T. 113; 48 W. R. 423 15 
T. L. R. 5443; revsd. on other grounds, [1900] 2 
Ch. 298, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Von Freeden v. Hull (1906), 75 

L. J. K. B. 359. 








495. —— Rescission for misrepresentation.j|— 

By tho judgment in this action it was ordered that 
the contract entered into by pltf. co. with deft. 
co. for the purchase of certain buildings known 
as the Hop Exchange, & the business carried on 
there, should be set aside for misrepresentation, 
& the conveyance, which had been executed, 
should be cancelled, & that accounts should be 
taken of the moneys expended by pltf. co. in 
respect of the purchased property, & that an 
account should be taken of all moneys received 
by pltf. co., who were in possession, from the 
property, & that the two accounts should be 
set off against each other; & it was declared that 
pltf. co. were entitled to a lien for the purchase- 
money & interest & the balance of the accounts, 
& that deft. co. would be entitled to a recon- 
veyance of the property on paying off the lien. 
Deft. co. was in liquidation & had no assets except 
the property. Pltf. co. took out a summons to 
stay the taking of the accounts, on the ground 
that it was a useless expense, because the amounts 
due to them must in any case exceed the value 
of the property :—Held: the accounts must be 
stayed till further order, deft. co. having liberty 
to proceed with the accounts at any time on giving 
security to abide by the judge’s order as to costs 
& the order being without prejudice to any future 
application of deft. co. to proceed with the 
accounts.—-EXCHANGE & Hop WaREHOUSES, LTD. 
v. ASSOCN. OF LAND FINANCIERS (1886), 34 Ch. D. 
195; 56 L. J. Ch. 4; 35 W. R. 1203 sub nom. 
Hop ExcuancE Assocn., Lip. v. ASSOCN. OF 
LAND FINANCIERS, Lrp., 55 L. T. 611. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Stevens v. Theatres, ]1903) 1 Ch. 857. 
-~-—.. GAS POWER & LAUNCHES 1. 
ORR BROTHERS (1912), 22 0. W. R. 
351; 30. W.N. 1862; 4D. 1. R. 641. 
—CAN, 
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496. ——— Rescission under provisions of con- 
tract—No default by either party.]|—-WHITBREAD 
& Co., LTD. v. Wart, No. 519, post. 

497. ——— Rescission on compromise of suit— 
Default of purchaser.]|—Ripout v. FowLer, No. 
sep ae 





Conveyance by undischarged bank- 
rupt—Before intervention of trustee.|—(1) An 
undischarged bkpt. cannot, even before his trustee 
intervenes, convey real estate acquired after the 
bkpcy, so as to give a bond fide purchaser for value 
without knowledge of the bkpcy. a good title 
against the trustee. 

(2) sERe purchaper is entitled to a lien [for the 
deposit, with interest at four per cent.], & also for 
his costs (CHitry, J.)—Re New LAND DEVELOP- 
MENT ASSOCN. & GRAy, [1892] 2 Ch. 138; sub 
nom. Re NEw LAND DEVELOPMENT ASSOCN.,, 
Lip. & FAGENCE’s Contract, 61 L. J. Ch. 323 ; 
66 L. T. 404; 40 W. R. 295; 86 Sol. Jo. 254 3 on 
appeal, [1892] 2 Ch. 146, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Poppleton & : 
Contract (1896), 74 L. T. 582; Re caleote & wes 
Contract (1898), 67 L. J..Ch. 327; Official Receiver v. 
Cooko, [1906] 2 Ch. 661. Reld. Fe Ailesbury 8. KE. (1893), 
9 T. L. R. 616; Bird v. Philpott, [1900] 1 Ch. 822; 

London & County Contracts v. Tallack (1903), 19 T. L. R. 

156; Re Kent unty Gas Light & Coke Co., {1909} 2 

Ch. 195. Generally, Mentd. ite Clayton & Barclay’s 

Contract, [1895] 2 Ch. 212; Hunt v. Kripp, [1898] 1 Ch. 

ae ' ane Behrend’s Trust, Surman v. Biddell, {1911} 1 


Expenditure by intending purchaser.J|—Sce No. 
427, ante. 

499. Purchase of annuity— Annuity void for 
non-compliance with formalities..—On bill of 
interpleader by the owner of an estate against the 
grantee of a rentcharge out of it, assigned to 
secure an annuity, & the annuitant, the annuity 
being void [for non-compliance with the statutory 
formalities], the arrears of the rentcharge in ct. 
were paid to the original grantee: & the annuitant 
was held not entitled to have the considcration 
repaid out of that fund, there being only a general 
debt at law & no lien—BoLTon (DUKE) v. WIL- 
LIAMS (1793), 2 Ves. 138; 4 Bro. C. GC. 297; 30 
E. R. 561, L. C. 


Annotations :— Consd 


nsd. Aguilar v. Aguilar, L da, : 
(1820), 5 Madd. 414, gu ousada, etc 


Refd. Jones v. Harris (1804), 9 Ves. 


486; Angell», Hadden (1809), 16 Ves. 202; Exp. Wright 
(1812), 19 Ves. 255; ell ». Hadden (1817), 2 Mer. 
164; Johnson v. Gallagher (1861), 3 Do G. F. & J. 494 


Mentd. Clayton v. Adams (1796), 6 Term Rep. 604; 
Dalmer v. Barnard (1797), 7 Term Rep. 248; Glasse v. 
Mount (1797), 7 Term Rep. 390; Angell v. Hadden (1808), 
15 Vos. 244; Browne v. Rose (1815), 6 Taunt. 124; 
Gorton v. Champneys, Coventry v. Champneys (1823), 


1 Bing. 287; Storton v. Tomlins (1825), 10 Moore, C. P. 
172; Murray v. Barlee (1831), 4 Sim. 82; Swift », Nash 
(1837), 1 Jur. 557; Moody v. Hebbard (1848), 7 Hare, 


182; Tidd v. Lister (1854), 3 De G. M. & 

v. Bartor (1864), 2 Hem. & M. 334. 

See, generally, RENTCHARGES & ANNUITIES. 

500. Purchase induced by fraud—Share of 
business.] —Pltf. was induced by the fraud of 
deft. to purchase a share of his business, & to enter 
into partnership with him. Judgment being 
given for the rescission of the agreement, & the 
dissolution of the partnership :—Held: pltf. was 
entitled, in respect of the purchase-money which he 
had paid, to a lien on the surplus of the partner- 
ha? assets after satisfying the partnership debts 
& liabilities; & in respect of any sums which 
he had paid or might pay in satisfaction of partner- 
ship debts, he was entitled to stand in the place of 
the partnership creditors to whom he made the pay- 


n. Failure to make good title.|— 
Hen ROBERTSON (1859), 7 Gr. 142. 


G. 874; Nelson 


24 Gr. 451.—CAN. 





p. 
not 


0. ——,]—BURNS ¥. GRIFFIN (1877), 


-_/-Where tho vendor could 
make title :—Held: 
chaser was cntitled to a lien for 
urchase-money paid on account, with 
terest, less an occupation rent.— 
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ments.—MYCOCK v. BEATSON (1879), 18 Ch. D. 384; 
49 L. J. Ch. 127; 42 L. T. 141; 28 W. R. 319. 

501. Against whom available— Assignee of 
vendor.]—Rosz v. WATSON, No. 493, ante. 

502. ether capable of registration — Under 
Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884 (c. 26).]—(1) A 
memorandum of agreement for the sale of land 
stated that, in consideration of £200 then paid 
by the purchaser, the vendor agreed to complete 
certain buildings on the land, & the purchaser 
agreed to purchase the same when completed at 
the price of £750, the above sum of £200 to be 
considered as in so much reduction of the purchase- 
money :—Held: such memorandum was not an 
Prepac ”” capable of registration within above 

ct. 

(2) The lien suggested is not for vendor’s unpaid 
purchase-money but in respect of money paid by 
the purchaser (Lopss, L.J.). 

(3) If there be a lien for the purchase-money 
paid, when does that lien come into existence ? 
Certainly not at the date of the contract. It 
cannot then be assumed that the contract will go 
off by default of the vendor. The purchaser's 
right then is to have the land itself (Kay, L.J.).— 
RopGER v. Harrison, [1893] 1 Q. B. 161; 62 
L. J. Q. B. 213; 68 L. T. 66; 41 W. R. 291; 9 
T. L. R. 120; 87 Sol. Jo. 99; 4 R.171,C. A. 
Arauation :—Asto(3) Dbtd. Whitbread v. Watt, [1901] 1 Ch. 


See, generally, SALE OF LAND. 


B. What may be Claimed. 
(a) Purchase-Money. 

503. On subsequent eviction—By incumbrancer 
—Purchase without notice of incumbrance.|]— 
A. purchases an estate of B. without notice of rent 
charges, etc., the vendor covenanting that there 
are no incumbrances; the purchase-money 18 
laid out in the funds, & B., afterwards sells the 
dividends for his life, secured by letter of attorney, 
to C. who has no notice. A. is evicted by the 
grantee of the rent charges: he has no lien what- 
ever on the funds purchased.—Cator v. PEM- 
BROKE (EARL) (1787), 2 Bro. C. C. 282; 29 E. R. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Small v. Attwood (1831), You. 
Crompton v. Melbourne (1832), 5 Sim. 353. 


504. Defective title.|—-NrEsomM v. CLARK- 
son, No. 423, ante. 

505. Void annuity—-Less payments received.}— 
BOSALQUET v. BATTIE (1818), cited in 2 Wils. Ch. 
at p. 151; 37 E. R. 258. 

Antone :—Refd. Davis v. Marlborough (1819), 2 Wils. Ch. 





506. Escheat of trust estate—Trustee’s lien to 
extent of purchase-money in hands of lord.Jj— 
Money due on mtge. & in the funds, the property 
of a lady, was esttled on her marriage for such 
purposes as she should, with her husband’s 
consent, & during their joint lives, by deed 
attested by two witnesses, appoint, & after her 
death as she should by will appoint, & subject 
thereto to her for life, for her separate use, without 
power of anticipation, with certain trusts over. 
Very soon after the marriage, the husband, by 
his will, gave all his real & personal estate to his 
wife, & appointed her sole extrix. The trustees 
never acted, & the funds were never transferred 
to them, but remained in the lady’s name. She 


YOUNG v. DENIKE (1901), 22 C. L. Ty 
§.—CAN. 


27; 20.L. R.72 
q. ——.J]— SNIDER v. WEBSTER 
(1911), 20 Man L. R. 562.— CAN, 
r. Rescission by purchaser — Con- 
dition for rescission in contract.}—A 


the pur- 
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Sect. 8.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sect. 18, 
B. (a) & (b).] 
executed powers of attorney attested, in the 
common form, by two witnesses, under which 
part of the funds were sold out, & the produce 
aid to the husband’s bankers to his account. 
he mtge. money was paid in the same manner. 
There was thus about £8,000 placed in the name 
of the husband. All cheques for the expenses 
of the establishment were drawn at the written 
request of the wife, by the husband on her London 
bankers, out of moneys standing to her separate 
account. The husband permitted a legacy of 
£20,000, given to his wife to be paid to her 
separate account at his bankers. Eleven years 
after the marriage, the husband, at his wife’s 
request, bought an estate of the tenure of ancient 
demesne, & same was conveyed to him to the 
ordinary uses to bar dower. The husband died 
without leaving an heir-at-law, & the lord of the 
fee claimed the estate by escheat. The surviving 
trustee of the settlement filed a bill against the 
parties claiming, under the lord, to establish a lien 
on the estate for the amount of the purchase- 
money :—Held: the estate was subject to the 
lien of the trustee, to the extent of the purchase 
money in the hands of the lord of the fee claiming 
by escheat.—HUGHES v. WELLS (1852), 9 Hare, 
749; 20 L. T. O. S. 186; 16 Jur. 927; 68 E. R. 
T17. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Vaughan »v. Vanderstegen (1853), 2 
Drew. 165; Campbell v. Ingilby (1857), 29 L. T. O. S. 
3 De G. F. & J. 494; 
L. T. 452; London 


287; Johnson v. Gallagher aay 

Shattock v. Shattock (1866), 14 L. T. 

Chartered Bank of Australia v. Lempriére (1873), L. R. 4 

P.C.572; Re Harvey’s Estate, Godfrey v. Harben (1879), 

13 Ch. D. 216; Re Armstrong, Ex p. Gilchrist (1886), 

17 Q. B. D. 521; Re Whitaker, Ainley v. Ainley (1897), 

41 Sol. Jo. 209. 

507. Fixtures purchased by prospective tenant— 
Lease not granted.|—-A. agreed to grant a lease 
of a mill to B., for a term of twenty-one years, 
with a proviso, that in case A. should not, within 
a certain period, grant, or procure to be granted, 
the lease, he should repay to B. a sum paid upon 
signing the agreement, in respect of fixtures, etc., 
& all moneys laid out by B. pursuant to the agree- 
ment, for rebuilding & repairs; if A. failed to 
grant the lease, the agreement to cease, except as 
regarded the right of B. to recover from A. the 
moneys thereby agreed to be paid. A. was 
unable to cure the defect in his title & grant the 
lease within the specified period. Upon bill by 
B. for specific performance by having the lease 
granted, or, alternatively, to have the moneys 
expended by him, pursuant to the agreement, 
repaid, claiming a lien on A.’s interest in the 
propery for the amount :—Held: although B. 
could not obtain his lease, he was entitled, under 
the contract, which the ct. was able so far to 

erform, to a lien upon A.’s interest for the amount. 

aid out by him, pursuant to the agreement, with 
consequential relief—MIDDLETON v. MAGNAY 
(1864), 2 Hem. & M. 233; 10 L. T. 408; 12 W. R. 
yee see hoa M 

nnotations :—. . Turner v. Marriott (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 

744, . Wilson v. Church ‘ 

Hindle praoy t86L) L. eR oo et eee 

508. Purchase going off through default of 
vendor.|—RosE v. WATSON, No. 493, ante. 





purchaser of land has an implied lien 
on the vondor’s interest in the land for 
the purchase-money which he has paid, 
with interest thereon, where the con- 
tract of sale has been rescinded under 
a condition enabling the purchaser to 
rescind.—Re INTERNATIONAL REALTY 
Co., LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION), WILSON’S 
CASE, [1921] 2 Ww. W. R. 17 ——CAN, 


money 
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LIEN. 


———.]—CORNWALL v. HENSON, No. 494, 


510. Pending action for rescission for misre- 
presentation.]|—In ascertaining whether pltfs. in 
an action to rescind an executed contract for the 
purchase of £70,000 debentures on the ground of 
misrepresentation are barred by laches, considera- 
tion is to be paid to the magnitude & difficulty 
of the interests & questions involved, & to the 
time that must necessarily elapse after an inquiry 
is commenced before the truth of the facts can be 
sufficiently established to justify them in bringing 
forward serious charges. Pen such an action 
pltfs. have a lien on the debentures for the pur- 
chase-money, & are entitled to intervene in an 
action instituted by other debenture-holders for 
the protection of all the debentures, in order to do 
all that is reasonable to protect & prevent the 
purchased debentures from being injured, so long 
as they do not thereby injure them, & they are 
entitled to oppose the vendors in such proceedings, 
provided they do so in good faith, & in the interests 
of those entitled to the purchased debentures.— 
IMPERIAL OTTOMAN BANK v. TRUSTEES, EXECU- 
TORS & SECURITIES INSURANCE CORPN. (1895), 
13 R. 287. 

Deposit.]|—See Sub-sect. 18, B. (6), post. 


(b) Deposit. 

511. General rule.]|—The lien of a vendor upon 
the land, & upon the title deeds, until the purchase 
money be paid to him, does not apply to a con- 
veyance to the purchaser, executed by some but 
not all the parties, where the contract has gone off 
by the vendor’s default; & if there be any lien 
on such conveyance, it is vested in the purchaser 
as a security for his deposit.—OxXENHAM v. 
ESpDAILE (1829), 3 Y. & J. 262; 148 E. R. 1177; 
previous proceedings (1828), 2 Y. & J. 493. 
Annotation :—Refd. Wythes v. Leo (1855), 25 L. J. Ch. 177. 


512. .|— Where a person contracts to 
purchase an estate & pays the required deposit, & 
afterwards, from any defect of title or other cause, 
not the fault of the purchaser, the contract cannot 
be completed, the purchaser will be entitled to 
file a bill to establish a lien upon the estate for 
the amount of his deposit—WyTHES v. LEE 
(1855), 3 Drew. 396; 25 L. J. Ch. 177; 261. T. 
O.S. 192; 2 Jur.N.8.7; 4W. R. 184; 61 E.R. 
954 ; on appeal (1856), 25 L. J. Ch. 389, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Apld. Whitbread v. Watt, [1902] 1 Ch. 835. 

Refd. He Symons, Ex % Sewell (1860), 2 L. T. 576; 

Aberaman Ironworks v. Wickens (1868), 4 Ch. App. 101. 

513. ——.]—- B. & B., shipbuilders, having 
entered into a contract with IF’. to build bim a 
ship, by deed assigned the contract to A. as a 
security for £500 advanced to them by A. for the 
purpose of building the ship, & by the same deed 
gave A. a lien on the ship for the payment of the 
£500; the contract with F. was afterwards 
cancelled, & B. & B. entered into a new contract 
with A. to complete & sell him the ship for £1,150, 
of which the £500 was to be taken as part payment. 
B. & B. became bkpt. before the completion of 
the ship :—Held: the cancellation of the contract 
with F. deprived A. of his lien, if any, under the 
deed, but under the subsequent contract he was 





of the purchase-money the vendor had 
executed a mtge. to him of the estato 
o that extent.— BANNERMAN v, GREEN 


t 
511i. General rule.}—When a pur- 1908), 1 Sask. L. R. 894; 8 W.L. R 
chaser pays s woe of ie purchans: (41 CAN 
r trus 
to the extent of the a Seca 
words he acquires a 
same way as if upon payment of part 


t. Resciaston—Mitsrepresentation by 
vendor.}--CUMMINS ©. TRUATKKS OF 
THE CONGREGATIONAL OnURCH (1888), 
4 Man. L, R. 374.-—CAN, 


ayment, in other 
en exactly in the 


‘Pant V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


entitled against the assignees in bkpcy. to a lien 

on the ship for the £500. 

Qu.: whether, but for the cancellation, A. 
would not have had a lien under the deed, although 
the ship was not in existence at its date, & the 
deed was not nog tered as a bill of sale under 
17 & 18 Vict. c. 86.—SwarnsTon v. CLAY (1863), 
8 De G. J. & Sm. 558; 2 New Rep. 345; 32 
L. J. Ch. 503; 8 L. T. 563; 11 W. R. 811; 1 
Mar. L. C. 343; 46 E. R. 752, L. JJ. 

514. ——.]—- Deft. agreed to sell to pltf. 
certain lands in New South Wales free from in- 
cumbrances, & the greater part of the purchasc- 
money was paid. n investigation of the title 
it eppeaiet that these lands were held, with other 
lands, under a Crown grant, containing various 
reservations & conditions, with a proviso for 
re-entry on breach of condition. Pltf. filed his 
bill for specific performance, with compensation 
on account of these reservations, offering to com- 
plete without compensation, if the ct. was of 
opinion that he was not entitled to it. An order 
was made on appeal, declaring him entitled to 
compensation, & directing a reference as to the 
amount. In answer to this inquiry it was found 
that the amount of compensation could not be 
ascertained. Pitf. then filed a supplemental bill, 
asking that if the compensation could not be 
ascertained deft. might be decreed to repay with 
interest the part of the purchase-money which he 
had paid, & that pltf. might be declared entitled 
to a lien on the land for it :—Held: as pltf. was 
not bound to take the property without com- 
pensation, & as the compensation could not be 
ascertained, he was entitled to the return of his 
purchase-money, with interest at £4 per cent. ; 
& to a lien on the estate for the amount.—WEST- 
MACOTT v. ROBINS (1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 390; 
45 B. R. 1234, L. JJ. 

515. ——-.]—TuRNER v. MARRIOTT, No. 531, post. 

516. -]— Pltf. purchased at a sale by 
auction for £2,500 certain property which was 
described in the particulars of sale as an “ im- 
mediate reversion in fee simple.’’ Shortly after 
signing the contract he discovered that by con- 
ditions of sale, which were produced for the first 
time & read aloud by the vendor’s agent at the 
commencement of the sale, but which pltf. was 
prevented of by deafness from hearing distinctly, 
the purchaser was to take the property subject 
to the obligation of paying off mtgees. for £2,500 
in addition to his purchase-money the real value 
of the reversion being considerably under £5,000 : 
—Held: the purchaser was entitled to have the 
contract rescinded on the ground of common 
mistake & of misdescription in the particulars ; 
& he was also entitled to have the deposit he had 
paid returned with interest at 4 per cent. & until 
payment to a lien for the amount on the vendor’s 
interest in the property.—TORRANCE v. BOLTON 
(1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 124; 41 L. J. Ch. 643; 27 
L. T. 19; 20 W. R. 718; affd. (1872), 8 Ch. App. 
118, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Blaiberg v. Keeves, [1906] 2 Ch. 
175; Oarlish v. Salt, (1906) 1 Ch. 335; Nocton v. Ash- 
burton, [1914] A, C. 932. 

517, ——-.]—- Re New Lanp DEVELOPMENT 
Assoon. & GRAY, No. 498, ante. 

518, -]—In 1886 & vendor contracted in 
writing to sell free from incumbrances a con- 
tingent reversionary interest in personalty to a 
purchaser who paid a deposit on the purchase- 
money. The reversion proved to be incumbered, 
& the purchaser insisted on a conveyance free 
from incumbrances, but was told that the incum- 
brances would be paid off, which was never done. 
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The vendor afterwards created further charges 
on the reversionary interest to persons who had 
notice of the contract, & was adjudicated a bkpt. 
in 1888. In the same year the bkpcy. was 
annulled, upon the acceptance of a composition 
by his creditors, & under the scheme of arrange- 
ment the whole of his property was sold by his 
trustee. In 1891 the purchaser became bkpt. 
having previously assigned his interest under the 
contract to P. who subsequently assigned same to 
B. No attempt having been made to enforce the 
contract, the reversion fell into possession in 1895, 
& 3B. shortly afterwards claimed specific per- 
formance, or in the alternative a lien for the 
deposit paid by the purchaser :—Held: the delay 
was a bar to any claim for specific performance, 
the purchaser was a secured creditor of the vendor 
in respect of the deposit, & the purchaser must 
under the circumstances be treated as having 
elected to rely on his security; & as no Stat. 
Limitations applied B. was entitled to enforce his 
lien.— Levy v. Stoapon, [1898] 1 Ch. 478; 67 
L. J. Ch. 318; 78 L. T. 185; affd., [1899] 1 Ch. 
5,C. A. ‘ 
Annotations :-—Refd. Cornwall v. Henson, [1899] 2 Ch. 710; 

Davies v. Thomas, [1900] 2 Ch. 462. 

519. .]—The purchaser of real estate has 
a lien on the property for his deposit when the 
contract for purchase is determined without any 
default on his part, not only when it is determined 
by reason of the default of the vendor. 

A contract for the purchase of land empowered 
the purchaser to rescind the contract on the 
happening of a specified event. In exercise of 
this power the purchaser rescinded the contract :— 
Held: the purchaser had a lien on the land for 
the deposit which he had paid.—WuHITBREAD & 
Co., Lrp. v. Watt, [1902] 1 Ch. 835; 71 L. J. Ch. 
424; 86L. T. 395; 50 W. R. 442; 18 T. L. R. 
465 ; 46 Sol. Jo. 378, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd, Ridout v. Fowler, [1904] 1 Ch. 658. 
gqeee ——.]|—-KITTON v. HEWETT, [1904] W. N. 





521. Sub-purchaser’s lien—On deposit repaid to 
purchaser.|—The owner of an estate agreed to sell 
it for £250,000, representing it to contain one 
thousand five hundred & thirty acres. The 
purchaser agreed to sell it to a co. for £350,000, 
of which £150,000 was paid to him, £75,000 in 
cash, & bonds for £75,000, & he paid the vendor 
of the estate £50,000 as a deposit. It appeared 
that the estate contained less than one thousand 
one hundred acres, & the co., having at the time 
only £1,536 in hand, complained to the purchaser 
of the deficiency, & he then wrote to the vendor 
declining to complete. The co. afterwards re- 
scinded the contract, & the purchaser brought an 
action against the vendor for the deposit, which 
was compromised by the vendor repaying the 
deposit & rescinding the contract. The co. filed 
a bill against the purchaser & some other defts. 
who had agreed to share with him, for a return 
of the £75,000 & of the bonds :—Held: the co. 
were entitled to repayment of what they had paid, 
& to a return of the bonds, & they had a lien on a 

ortion of the £60,000 repaid the purchaser, which 
fad been paid into ct.—ABERAMAN IRONWORKS 
v. WICKENS (1868), 4 Ch. App. 101; 20 L. T. 89; 
17 W. R. 211, L. C. 
Annotations :— pid. Mycock v. Beatson (1879), 13 Ch. D. 


384. Mentd. Fenwick v. Bulman (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 
165; Goodford v. Stonehouse & Nailsworth Ry. (1869), 
38 L. J. Ch a k. 14 Eq. 


. 307; Torrance ov. Bolton (1872), L 
124; Fleming v. Loe, [1901] 2 Ch. 594. 


522. Resoission under provision of contract— 
No default by either party.|—Wurirsreap & Co., 
Lrp. v. WaTT, No. 519, anie. 
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Sect. 8.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sect. 18, 
B. (b), (c), (d) & (e), & C.s sub-sects. 19 & 20.] 


528. Default of purchaser.]|—The relation of 
trustee & cestui que trust does not arise between a 
vendor & purchaser of land so long as the contract 
for sale is 27 fieri, but arises only when the contract 
is completed. Accordingly, a purchaser who has 
merely paid a deposit, & done nothing more to- 
wards completing the contract does not acquire 
any estate in the land upon which a receivership 
order obtained by his judgment creditor can 
operate by way of equitable execution. The 
appointment of a receiver at the instance of a 
judgment creditor, where the appointment is 
conditional upon the receiver’s giving security, 
does not operate by way of equitable execution 
upon the debtor’s personal estate until the security 
has been given. hen the security is given, the 
order does not, as in the case of real estate, relate 
back to the date when it was made. The pur- 
chaser of a freehold house & premises belonging to 
deft. paid his deposit & entered into possession. 
He never completed, but refused to deliver up 
possession, & subsequently commenced an action 
against the vendor for return of the deposit, & 
the vendor counterclaimed for specific perform- 
ance. While this action was pending, pltf. 
recovered judgment for £55, & costs against the 
purchaser, & a receiver was appointed ‘upon 
first giving security ’’ to receive the rents, profit, 
& moneys receivable in respect of the purchaser’s 
interest in the house & premises. Notice of this 
order was given to the vendor. Afterwards, the 
purchaser’s action against the vendor was com- 
promised, the purchaser delivering up possession 
of the premises on receiving £110 from the vendor. 
Pitf. then commenced this action for a declaration 
that he was entitled to a lien or charge on the 
remises for £155 7s., & for personal payment 
by the vendor. The receiver subsequently gave 
security :—Held: as regards real estate, the 
purchaser never acquired any estate upon which 
the receivership order could operate by way of 
equitable execution, &, as regards personal estate, 
the appointment of the receiver was not effective 
until he had given security, & his delay in so doing 
constituted a fatal objection to pltf.’s claim; as 
the receivership order did not operate to charge 
the purchaser’s lien, if any, notice of it to deft. 
could not make it a charge; the purchaser being 
in fact in default had no lien for his deposit ; the 
£110 was paid as an inducement to him to go out, 
& not as a return of deposit; & deft. was not in 
any way liable to pltf.—RipovuT v. Fowl Ler, 
[1904] 2 Ch. 93; 73 L. J. Ch. 579; 91 L. T. 509; 
53 W. R. 42; 48 Sol. Jo. 571, C. A. 


(c) Interest. 

524. On purchase-money—Rescission for mis- 
representation. ]|— EXCHANGE & HOP WAREHOUSES, 
oh v. ASSOCN. OF LAND FINANCIERS, No. 495, 
ante. 

525. On deposit..—WeEstTmacoTr v. RoBINs, 
No. 514, ante. 


PART V. eet 3, SUB-SECT. 18.-— 


a. On purchase-moncy.] — BANNER- 
MAN v. GREEN (1908), 1 Sask. L. R. 
394 ? 8 WwW. I. R. 441.—- CAN, 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 18.— 
B. (d). by him in 


b. Suit to recover deposit.j—The 
costs of a suit at law to recover back a 
deposit paid on account of purchase- 
money, do not form any llen upon the 


d. Costs of 
mentioned in 


land, although the deposit itself does 
(6). constitute such a 1 
GRIFFIN (1877), 24 Gr. 451.—~CAN., 

0. Action for breach of contract.}— 
Held: pitt. was entitled to a lien upon 
the proceeds of the 
deft. for one-half of 


LIEN. 


526, ——.J—TuRNER v. Marriott, No. 531, 
post, 

527, ———.]|—TorRRANCE v. Botton, No. 516, 
ante. 

528. ——.])—Re New LAND DEVELOPMENT 


Assocn. & GRAY, No. 498, ante. 
529. J—Kuirron v. Hewett, [1904] W. N. 
1 


580. Interest paid under the contract.]|—Rosz 
v. WATSON, No. 4938, ante. 


(a) Costs. 

581. Action for specific performance—Action 
by vendor.]|—Where, in a suit by a vendor for 
specific performance, it was certified that a good 
title was not deduced, the ct. ordered a return to 
deft. of his deposit money, with interest at 4 per 
cent., & declared deft. entitled to a lien on the 
estate for the same, & also for his costs, with 
liberty to apply; &, subject thereto, dismissed 
the bill.—TuRNER v. MARRIOTT (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 
144; 15 L. T. 607; 15 W. R. 420. 

Annotations -—Folld. Re New Land Devolopment Assocn. 
& Fagence’s Contract (1892), 61 L. J. Ch. 323; Kitton v. 
Hewett, (1904) W. N. 21; Re Furneaux & Aird’s Contract, 
[1906] W. N. 215. 

532. ——- ——.]—Kitron v. HEwErtT, [1904] 
W.N. 21. 

533. Suit for declaration as to title—Purchaser’s 
suit.].—Re FURNEAUX & AIRD’S CONTRACT, [1906] 
W.N. 215. 

534. Of investigating title.]—On making an 
order, upon a summons by a purchaser under 
Vendor & Purchaser Act, 1874 (c. 78), declaring 
that the vendor has not shown a good title to the 
property, the ct. has jurisdiction to order the 
vendor to pay the purchaser’s costs of investi- 
gating the title & to charge them upon the vendor’s 
interest in the property.—Re YEILDING & WEST- 
BROOK (1886), 31 Ch. D. 344; 55 L. J. Ch. 496; 
54 L. T. 6381; 34 W. RK. 397. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Hargreaves & Thompson’s Contract 
(1886), 32 Ch. D. 454; Re Higgins & Percival (1888), 

59 L. T. 213; Re Bryant & ord to Barningham 


erty 62 L. T. 53; Re Furneaux & Aird’s Contract, 


1906] W. N. 215. Mentd. ite Jackson & Woodburn’s 


Contract (1887), 37 Ch. D. 
: 535. .|—KITTON v. HEWETT, [1904] W. N. 
1 


536. ——.]—Re Furneaux & Alrp’s Con- 
TRACT, [1906] W. N. 215. 

537. Of getting possession.|—THomas v. Bux- 
TON, No. 543, post 

538. Action by trustee in bankruptcy of vendor 
—For recovery of property sold.|—He NEw LAanp 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCN. & GRAY, No. 498, ante. 











(e) Other Cases. 

539. Arrears of tithes—Paid by purchaser.]— 
THOMAS v. BUXTON, No. 5483, post. 

540. Compensation — For incumbrance — Pur- 
chase with notice.|—(1) A purchaser who, under 
the decree of the ct., having notice of an incum- 
brance, paid his money into ct. & accepted the 
conveyance to him, is afterwards in no better 
situation in reference to the fund he has paid into 





from retaining reasonable & proper 
costs in respect of a seizure & the sale 
other than those mentioned in the 
statute ——ToTH v. HILKEVios, [1915] 
1 W. W. R. 905; 11 Sask. L. R. 95.— 
qucement against | CAN. 


e costs incurred 


en.-BURNS iv. 


the action.— CRAWFORD ». 
EAT EREON (1907), 7 W. L. R. 183.— 


fe 


not prevent a vendor under a lien-note 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 18.— 
B. (e). 


sale.}—The costs 


e. Taxes id with purchase-money 
8. 1909, o, 51, do 


—Invalid tax sale.}—Re CAMERON 
(1868), 14 Gr. 612,.— AN, 


Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


ct. than a purchaser without the intervention of 
the ct., & he has no lien on such fund in ct., but 
only a right of action against the vendor upon his 
covenants, whatever they may be. 

(2) Defts. to a suit dismissed at the hearing with 
costs, who have registered the decree as a judgment 
under Judgments Act, 1838 ve 110), cannot after- 
wards, pltfs. not having paid their costs, come to 
the ct. & obtain a stay of the distribution of the 
funds, but must rely solely on their personal right 
against pltfs.—MILLER v. PRIDDEN (1856), 26 
L. J. Ch. 183; 28 L. T. O. 8S. 244; 3 Jur. N.S. 
78; 5W.R.171. 

541. ——— For deterloration—Purchaser kept 
sda possession.|—-THoMas v. Buxton, No. 543, 
post. 

542. ——— For non-performance—Failure to 
convey part of interest—Funds in hands of trustees.] 
—A husband agreed to sell property which was 
settled as he & his wife should jointly appoint, & 
in default of appointment to the use of trustees 
during the life of the wife for her separate use, 
with remainder to the husband in fee. The 

urchase-money was invested in consols, & paid 
the trustees of the settlement. On the death 
of the husband before completion, the wife refused 
to convey her life interest :—Held: the purchaser 
was entitled, by way of specific performance, to a 
conveyance of the property subject to the widow’s 
life interest, with compensation in respect of such 
interest out of the husband’s personal estate; & 
he was entitled to a lien on the consols in the hands 
of the trustees for such compensation.—BARKER 
v. Cox (1876), 4 Ch. D. 464; 46 L. J. Ch. 62; 35 
L. T. 662 ; 25 W. R. 138. 
Ae :—Mentd. Naylor v. Goodall (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 


548. Occupation rent—Purchaser kept out of 
possession.|—A purchaser of real estate upon a 
sale by the ct. was kept out of possession for a 
year through the opposition of pltf. in the cause, 
who was himself in occupation of the estate; & 
was ultimately let into” possession by virtue of a 
writ of assistance issued by the ct. :—Held: the 
purchaser was entitled to have paid to him out of 
the purchase-money in ct. sums in respect of the 
following items: (1) the costs of obtaining the 
orders under which he succeeded in getting 
possession; (2) an occupation rent for the time 
during which he was kept out of possession; 
(3) compensation for deterioration of the property 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 18.—C. n 


{. Land dedicated for school pur- 
posesa—Knowledge of pa }—Pur- 
chase of land by deft. with notice of 
dedication for schoo] purposes :-—~Held : 
not entitled to a 





{1923] 1 D. 


—_—_ 


Corpn. & WYOMING PUBLIO SCHOOL 007 


BoaRD v. BELL (1877), 24 Gr. 5664.— 
CAN. 


-} 
PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 20. 

g. Lienholder— Definition. }—BAInrs 
v. OURLEY (1917), 38 O. L. R. 301.— 
CAN, 

h. Who entitled to woodman’s lien— 
Timber driver.J—-SINCLAIR v. HOLLAND 
(1885), 24 N. B. R. §629.—CAN. 





; Unenfranchised Indian. ]|— 
DOUGLAS v. MILL CRREK LUMBER Co., 
L. R. 805; 
13; (1923] 1 W. W. R. 529.—CAN. 

oO. Assignee.] — DEMPSEY  v. 
lien. —W YOMING teeny C.), [1923] 3 W. W. R. 


p. ——  Contractor.}—STFPHENS vv. 
Burns, (1921} 2 W. W. R. 513.— CAN. 


q. Ross 
& PETERSON, [1921] 1 W. W. 
—CAN. 

r——— ——.J)—MacFARLANE 0. 
HIGGINS (Sask.), [1922] 1 W. W. R. 
968,.—CAN. 


~};-McDONALP v. BRU- 
Co., LTD. 
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during the same period; (4) arrears of tithes 
which he had been compelled to pay.—-THOMAS v. 
Buxton (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 120; 38 L. J. Ch. 709. 

544. Incumbrance discharged by purchaser 
before completion — Title defective.] — LUDLOW 
uv. GRAYALL, No. 427, ante. 

Money expended—Under agreement to lease.]— 
See No. 507, ante. 


C. Over What Property Claimable. 

545. Purchase-money invested— Persons ac- 
quiring legal interest without notice.}|—CaToR v. 
PEMBROKE (Earu), No. 503, anie. 

546. Funds in hands of trustee.]|—BARKER 
v. Cox, No. 542, ante. 

547. Purchase-money in court.]|——THOMAS uv. 
Buxton, No. 548, ante. 

548. Claim in respect of known incum- 
brance.]—MILLER v. PRIDDEN, No. 540, ante. 

549, Debentures.|—ImpeRIAL OTTOMAN BANK 
v. TRUSTEES, ExEecuTORS & SECURITIES INSUR- 
ANCE CorRPNn., No. 510, ante. 

550. Deposit repaid to original purchaser— 
Sub-purchaser’s lien.|—-ABERAMAN IRONWORKS uv. 
WICKENS, No. 521, ante. 

551. Ship—Under construction.] — SwWAINSTON 
v. CLAY, No. 518, ante. 








Sus-secr. 19.—SoLictror’s EQUITABLE LIEN. 


See, generally, SOLICITORS. 

Lien on costs awarded — Extinguishment — 
Whether by issuing execution against client.]— 
See CONTEMPT OF CouRT, Vol. XVI., p. 78, No. 951. 

Priority—As against judgment debtor—Obtaining 
charging order.|—See IxecuTion, Vol. XXI., 
p. 657, Nos. 2357, 2358. 

As against garnishee.]—See EXECUTION, 
Vol. XXI., pp. 648, 645, Nos. 2228-2236. 

Right to charging order on property preserved.|— 
See Executors, Vol. XXITI., p. 274, No. 3382 ; 
HUSBAND & WIF8, Vol. XXVII., p. 546, No. 5971, 
& generally, SOLICITORS. 





Sus-SEcT. 20.—STATUTORY LIEN. 


By deposit of land or charge certificate.|—Sce 
Land Registration Act, 1925 (c. 21), s. 66. 


GreGor, [1923] 3 D. 
B.C. R.122; (1923]2 
Cc. RR. CAN. 

®. Property to which woodman’s lien 
attaches—Logs to be converted into 
cordwood.}—HAHN t. SEIBRL (1920), 2 
W. W. R. 595.—CAN., 

aa. Amount for which woodman’s lien 
available.)}—ROTHERY v. NORTHERN 
CONSTRUCTION Co. (1922), 70 D. L. R. 
771; 30 B.C. R. 324; affy..30 B.C. R. 
152.—CAN. 

bb. Who entitled to mechanic’s lien— 
Architectt—Supervision of construction. ] 
—A substantial performance of a con- 
tract to supervise tho building of a 
house is sufficient to entitle an architect 


L. R. 1025; 32 
W.W. R. 415.— 
32 2B. 


v. McLRAN 
ht. 1108. 


(B. C.), 








NETTE SAW MILL ee 
k, Sawmill man.|—Davirson ra l = hela he eee 7 BG Re LOANS es 9TTD, 
canes nue eee (1915), 30 W. L. R. 486; 7 W. W. RB. oc. Preparation of plans.) 
1 —— Person working with team 221.—CAN. an Pelion tc a aa ie 
hired by himself.}—ROTHERY v. NoRTH- Couumn Co Ubi) 3 Peg tae ah a FRIPP v. CLARK (1913), 18°B. C. R. 
FAN CONSTBUCTION Geo ETD. (1021) lo WoW. R.4bk-—GAN. SS 318--CAN 


m. —— Person employed at rail- 


co. Who liable for woodman'’s lien— dd. 





Assistant architect.}— Reap 





; eae ‘* Owmer.”"}—Younav. WEST KooTenay :, WHITNEY (1919), 45 O. L. R. 377 ; 
Toe ee oe oe SHINGLE Co. (1905), 11 B.C. R. 171; 16 O. W. N. 127; 48 D. L. R. 305. 
Co., Lrp., [1922] 1 W. W. R.1116— 1 W. L. R. 184.—CAN. 

CAN, d. ——- ——.] — Ure v. Mac- ee. Miners.|—Wester v. Jaco, 


J ow—VOL. XXXII. 


T 
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Sect. 8.— Particular classes of 
cases: Sub-sects. 20 & 21, A.] 


1917] a W. W. RB. ee ; 83 D. L. R. 

173; 11 Alta. L. R. CAN. 

m. —— ‘ Labourer te emremen: "e] 
—HENDERSON & GREEN ¥v. ATHOL 
CoaL Co. (N. S.), [1924] 3 D. L. R. 
873.—CAN, 


——— 


——~7] — WALKER v. 





MINUDIE COAL Goo - v. 
MINVDIE CoaL NS a T1924] 
2D. L. R. 6 oat oN. 

0. Teamsters of sub-con- 
tractor — “ sparen a material. ]— 


Teamsters employed b by : sub-contractor 

in conveying material to the building 

have alien for their wages.—-MYLNZYUK 

v. NORTH-WESTERN Brass Co., LTD. 

(1913), 27 W. L. R. 608; 5 W. Ww, R. 
re 14D. L. RR. 486; 6 Alta. L. R. 
413.—CAN. 





Labourer e ployed by con- 
ination to clear land.}— employed 
a contractor, under a written contract, 
to cloar a quantity of land for the 
purpose of cultivation :—Held:; pltt., 
a labourer who worked for the con- 
tractor upon the land, was not entitled 
to a lien for his work under British 
Columbia, Mechanics’ Lien Act, 8. 4.— 
BLACK ¥. OGHES (1902), 22 C. L. T. 

q. -—— Carter of material.}—A per- 
son delivering upon the land Tintacial 
to be used in pre aring such property 
is not a person who has done work or 
service upon the land within Mechanics’ 
Lien Act so as to be entitled to a claim 
for lien.—BAKER v. UPLANDS, LITD., 
VANNAITA v. UPLANDS, LTD. *(1913), 
18 B.0O. R. oe .—CAN. 


Yr. Assignee of mechanic.|— 
KELLY vw. MCKENZIE (1884), 1 Man. 
L. R. 169.—-CAN. 

t. —— Retail merchant supplying 
material. DT OMiNioe Ege ae Co. 
v. PAYNE, ee W. W. R. 974; 35 
a R. 410; 11 Alta. L. R. 532.— 


a. —— Person Meike pig material 
to mechanic. }—Mechanics’ en Act, 
1875, does not give a lien to persons 
who furnish materials to the mechanic 
for the purpose of executing the con- 
tract entered to by him with 
the owner of the land.—CRONE v. 
STRUTHERS (1875), 22 Gr. 247.—CAN. 


b. Aasignee of materialman.] 
—GRANT v. DUNN (1883), 3 O. R. 376. 








CG, Contractor — cea aes 
that all wages paid.J—BRo v. 
eae LUMBER Co. (1915), 43 

. B. R. 527,.—CAN. 

nae —— Sub-contructor§ suppiying 
muterial to other  sub-contractor.j— 
Woon & McBErTH ?, BANK OF MONTREAL 
(1901), 40 N. 8. R, 317.—CAN, 


e. Fishery servant-——-On products 
of voyage. }—-HANRAHAN vt. BARRON & 
NFLD. (1849), 3 Nfld. L. R. 102.— 


Work for which mechanic's lien 
aiden Cena on of building—Ex- 
cavation of basement.}—F4aRkR v. GROAT 
(1913), 24 W.L. RR. 8360; 4 W. W. R, 


1097; 12 D.L. R. 675; 6 Alta. L. R. 
25 te -—CAN. 








Digging well. my v. 
Wansoe: (Alta.), (1923) 2 . WL. RR, 
506.—CAN, 


»+-JONES v. JARVIS 
(Sask. ), 11923} 1 W. W.RH. 1164.—CAN, 


k. —— Breaki farm land.j— 
Under Mechanica’ Lien Act, 1920, a 
person who breaks a quantity of land 
upon the farm of another, under a 
contract therefor with the owner, has 
@ mechanics’ lien upon the farm for the 

rice of the work.—STUCKEY v, GEORGE 

1924) 2 D. L. 844; 1 W.W, R. 
1193; 18 Sask. L. R. 225 5.—CAN, 


lL -—— Boring for otl.}—Hensnaw 


Lren, 


vw. FEDERAL CORPN., ee 
W.L. R. 208 ; 10 W. W W. 

aa. Tunnelling ea mineral 
aoe ——-LEROY v. SMITH (1901), 8 
B. oO e 293 .—CAN. 

bb. —— Work on submarine sewers) 
—A workman is entitled to a lien upon 
the part of a sewer extonding be 
low-water mark into the ocean, upon 
which he worked.—-BakER v. UPLANDS, 
LTD., VANNATTA aan LTD. 
(1913), 18 B. C. R. 197.—CAN 

cc. Who liable for sucthciwic? 8 lien— 
** Owner ’’—Who is.}—REGGIN v. MANRS 
(1892), 22 O. R. 443.—-CAN. 


ss (1893), 23 O. R. 415.—CAN. 

——.}] — GARING 
v. HUNT é & CLARIS (1896), 27 O. R. 
149.—CAN. 


BU deal FY 





ANDERSON v. 
. 404.— CAN, 

gg. ~}-—-GE KARING v. 
ROBINSON (18900), 20 C. L. T. 302; 27 
A. R. 3864.—OAN. 


COLUMBIA TIMBER & TRADING an v. 
pea (1902), 22 CG. L. T. 273.— 


—— eee, 


GODsAL (1900),7B.O 


ee 


kk. oe v. 
ANDERSON (1911), "18. iL. R. 145; 
2 Alta. L. R. 109.—CAN. 

h—-— —— ——. 


‘omar v. 
ea nAS (1913), 18 B,C. R. 41.— 


mm, — —— PRENTICE Uv. 
BROWN (1914), La we R. 226; 86 
Ww. W,. ; ; 17 D. Li: R. 36; 
Alta. Li R. 154.—OAN, 





——.}] — NATIONAL 
MORTGAGE Co. v. ROLSTON (4815), 
8 W. W. R. 630.—CAN 

oo. —- ——.,] — MARSHALL 
BRIcK Co. «. YORK FARMERS’ COLONIZA- 
TION Co. jere). 64 8. C. R. 569; 36 
D.L. R. 420.—CAN. 


—_—— i," 


nn1u.-— 








MACDONALD 
ARTLEY (B. O.), [1918] 3 W. W. R. 
910.—CAN. 








aq. -—— .]-—~ BEAVER 
LUMBER Co., LTD. v. SASKATCHEWAN 
GENERAL TRUSTS CORPN., 
SOLOMON EstTaTe (Sask.), 
WwW. W. R. tee ; 70 D. L. R, 690; 
eevee Ni ner - R. 120; 67 
D.L. 699.—-CAN, 

rr. —— Lessee tiilding on 
oumer’s instructions. }—ORR 0. ROBERT- 
SON (1915), 8 O. w. N.471; 340.L.R. 
147; 23 D. L. R. 17.—CAN. 

tt. —— Work done with 
knowledge of Ne aaa 0. MERRITT 








ee eae Yt - (1920), 1 W. W. R. 
879.—CAN. 

Work done at owner's 
request.}-—SLATTERY v. LILLIS (1905), 
cane 60. W. R. 543.— 


Owner gion iagliobed 
responsibilty —Liabitty, for work pre- 
vious to disclaimer. Shee tage ae Re 
Davison, {1923} 1 W. W. 

19 Alta. L. R. 280; revag., Feo} 
aw. W.R. 410; 70D. "L. R. §1.—CAN. 


cco. —_—— Building erected by 
leasee—With landowner's permtasion. }— 
LIMOGES v. aa Gano) 448.0. R. 
86: 310. L. T. 256.—CAN. 








t t He B ae CTE 
o_mere_ trespasser. ECK, 
3 W. W. RR. 150.--0AN 


eee. —— _——— Owners notified but 
not joined in proceeding DYMENT v. 
SMITH, {1923} 4 D. tg . 211; affg. 

sub nom. SMITH v. Port Hoop COL- 
LIERIES, [1923] 1 D. L. R. 1094; 56 
N. 8. R. 147.—OAN, 


alice Ee eee men a 
0 of proper y é &C. 
PROTESTANT 
RoRoek 


ener OF "BRADLEY No. 

Hep 0k, DiaTRICr R. 49.—CAN, 
eg. -———-  ——.) — CONNELY v. 
HAVELOCK Scnoot Diserricr No. 8 


49 20¢€ ; * 92 B. OC. R. 
264.—OAN,. 


kkk. ——— Crown grant. )}--DORRELL v, 
CAMPBELL (No. ns oir) 4 1 W. W. R. 
600; 23 B.C. R. N, 

1. — Spdict M Sahin WIN 
company.}—STIFFHL wv. COR 
CANADIAN eet Ry. Oo. (1911), 1 
W. W. R. 339.—CAN. 
mmm. —— Gini on, & 
CAREY Co. ». CANADIAN NORTHERN 
Ry. Co, (1919), 44 O. an. R. 583.—CAN. 

nnn. ~—— Works constructed under 
Dominion — authority.) — WHRSTERN 
CANADA HARDWARE Co., LTD. »v. 
FARRELLY BROTHERS, LTD. (Alta.), 
{1922] 8 W. W. R. 1017; 70 D. L. R. 
480: revsg., [1922] 3 W. W. R. 289. 
Beka 


ed & enjoyed”’ 
with land on hee ilding erected. }— 
REVELSTOKE SAWMILL Co., LTD. v. 
CaBRI CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL gto 





No. 1326, [1924] 1 D. L 
W. W. R. 282; ik ee eh ee 
CAN 

Ppp. FOERAL ot fs Dominion rail- 
wa RAWE' Ten Or 8 
O. Re 548 nie 0: 5, affd., 
9 O. W. R. 781; var es ed 578.— 
gebes 


qa. —— Railway turntable & ne- 
hontee kine v. ALFORD (1885),9 QO. R. 
643.—CAN., 
rrr, Land on which public 
‘das erected. }—RREVELSTOKE Saw 
Co. ». Perec BOTTLE Co. 
sis, a ee . 312: 7 W. W. R. 


< —_—~— woe Bg ela! ji 
(hoops. oO a L.' 1. Lane 375 32 0. R. 
80.—CAN, 


Material supplied under 
contract. }~-RATHBONE ® MICHAEL 
(1910), 15 O. W. R. 639; 200. L. RK. 
503.—CAN. 

bbbb, — Material placed on land 
affectcd by lien. }—MCARTHUR v, DEWAR 
(1885), 3 Man. L. R. 72.—CAN. 

ecce, -]}—MILTON PRESSED 
Brick Co. v, WHALLEY (1918), 42 
QO. L. R. 368; 14 O. W. N. 27; 42 
D. L. R. 395.—CAN, 

dddd. ~—— Material su: pee to one 
oe eee on land of another-— 

lien on land.}—BKAVER a ueeae 

Co., LTD. v. JUEN, posit 
170; 16 Sask. L. R. 136; M1903) R 
W. W.R. 774. -——CAN. 

e006. Separate buildings — 
Whether lien claims consolidated.) — 
CURRIER v. FRIEDRICK (1875), 22 Gr. 
243.—CAN. 

fff. ——, 
v. SMITH (1901), 13 Man. 




















FAaIRCLOUGH 
LR. 809. Hci 
seus. ———-  ——— .--BoorH vv. 
BootH (1902), 22 C. L. T. 131: 8 
O. L. R. 204; 10. W. R. $9.—CAN, 


hbhh. -+—-DUNN 
McCaLLuM (1907), 9 O. W. Tt 33, 
315, 756; 140 L. R. 249. ae 


kk —_ ——} ——.] — 
Lime ASSOON. e, Guarwoon ( st 2 
O. W.N. 61; 23 0. L. 

n.— — piel — SECURITY 
LUMBER Co. v. PLRSTED (1916) 34 
Bee R. 852; 10 W. W. R. 280.— 





een 





mmmm,. ——— —— -———.}~-O’BRIEN 
v. FRASER GALLAGHER (N. B.) (1918), 
41D. L. R. 324.—-CAN. 

nnpn. Clearance of designated 
portions my's land—Lien on 
whole o i re panicee ve. WHITE 
ROcK RESORT DEVELOPMENT Co. & 
PHILLIPS (1915), 82 W. L. HR. 73.—OCAN. 

Piste ai bof meohecnic 8 ten-— 

cceseity for. VELL v. MURRAY 
Amey L. im 209.—CAN. 


-~}Curtis v. Ricu: 





A. In General. 
552. General 
A.-G. v. WHEATH, No. 492, ante. 


rule.|—BuURGESS vv. 


Part V.—EQuiTaBLe LiEn. 


Sup-sxor. 21.—VEnpor’s Lren. 


558. 
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J—I consider it clearly settled, that 
the vendor has a lien for the 
while the estate is in the hands a the vendee; I 
except the case, w 


purchase money, 


where upon the contract evidently 


that lien by implication was not intended to be 





ARDSON (1909), 18 Man. L. R. 519; 
W. L. R. 810.—-CAN. eile 








h, ——- ———.}—Re WALuIs 
(1889), 18 O. R. 8.—CAN, NORE 
k. Materialman’s lien — 
Within Fh era a Pe age ht time 
when on land.j— 
Sana oe ne Co. v. 
ALLIS ; % 2 
O. L. R. 419.—CAN. 1S 28 
1 — —— —— ——.,]— Hurst »v. 
MORRIE (1915), 7 o: W.N. : 
O. L. R. 346.—CAN ee 
ie cavemen v. HURLEY i915). 8 : 


O. W.N. 584; 340. L. R. 268.—CAN 


——————H ee eS 


~+~-PO 
v. TAOMBON rated 34 W. L. R. Odes 
10 W. W. R. 865.—CAN. 


oO. ~——— On completion 
of contractor's work.)—Re MOoREHOUSE 
& Leak (1887), 13 O. R. 290.—CAN. 


Materials supplied 
from time to time—Separate agreements. } 
—CHADWICK v. HUNTER (1884), 1 
Man. L. R. 39.—CAN. 














ae eee 


_J—MorRIs v, THARLE 
(1853), 24 O. R. 159.—CAN. 


Contractor’s lien —- During 

ess of work.}—-HYNES v. SMITH 

(1879), 27 Gr. 150; 8 P. R. 73.—CAN. 
t. Within thirty 


days of 
completion ]—NEILL ¥. CLABOLE tis80), 
oe r. 30.-—CAN. 











———~.]}—SUMMERS ¥. BEARD 

(1894), 24 O.R R. 641. —CAN, 
b. ———.] — MERRICK v. 
CAMPBELL (1914), a W. LL. R. 836; 
6 W. W. RR. 723’: D. L. RR, 415; 


94 Man. L. R. tad CA AN, 





a. -———.] —~ ANDERSON 4, 
FORT WILLIAM COMMERCIAL CHAMBERS, 
ie De ste LO), 9 O. W. N. 181; 34 


—CAN. 

a Contractors named as 
owners by mistake—~Validity of lien.|— 
NOBBS v. CANADIAN PaciFIo Ry. Co. 
ae 27 W. a RK. 664.—CAN, 

—— Failure to register within 
aluiory period —Eff —DALE v. 


ect of. 
INTERNATIONAL MINING YNDICATE, 
INTERNATIONAL MINING 





Kosew -t. 
SYNDICATE (B. C.), [1917] 2 W. W. R. 
1031.—CAN. 
f. Omission of name & re- 
sidence of person for whom work done— 


He ect of.}--WALLI8 wv. SKAIN (1892), 
O. R. 632 -—CAN. 


SS, re Vacation of registration.) 
MECHANICS’ Hane AOT, FOSTER 
v. SPENCER 





(ELLIS ANDERS RSON, 
bape Ha a 
as ‘ 
1235.—-OAN. ee 
as. Time for filing mechanic’s len 
Carnaby atulory pertod— When 
eriod b WHITLOCK v. LONEY 
Sask), A917 3 Ww. W. R. 971; 38 
. L. BR. 53.—OAN, 
wat? (Sask.) agisy dD. DL th oar 
3 W. W. R. 1319.—CAN, aie 


oo. —— ~-—— Otherwise priorit 
lost.)}—-IMPERIAL LUMBER woe jpely 
v. SAXTON, (1931) 3 W. W. RB. 524.— 


dd. ———- -———- Last day Sunday. 
—REVELSTOKE SAW Mun c Co. vs 


ALBERTA BOTTLE Co. (1915), $0 
San” . R. 312; 7 W. W. R. 1002.— 
ee. Filing mechanic's lien —Reguteites 
NTOSH 


Swir 
(gg TB OR ORNS 
f, ———  ——-.] —- BARRINGTON v. 


el ne), ae W. R. 324; 16 


nek pe wists? 8 lien attaches. }— 
MITH Co. v. semeo Pute & PAPER 
Co. gabe S. C. R. 93.—CAN. 


— MCCAULEY v. POWELL 
cat (008), 7 W. L. R. 443.—CAN. 


On completion of work— 
Sub contract {55 a ee sum. Bee v. 
Pee A ae 30 W R. pie i 


W. 21 1p. R. 
CAN. 





I. ——,] — CHAMPION wv. 
Wortp (1 (1916), 34 W. L. R. 817; 10 
W. W. RR. 470.—CAN, 


mm. HLzpiry of time for mechanic's lien 
claim—Action brought in the meantime 
—~Definition of ‘in the meantime.’’] 
—HADIE- oe a ae v. Hrron & Co, 
(1913), ee .-~L. R. 257; 40. W.N. 
147; 9D. L. R. 239.—CAN. 


nn. —— Contract oviding for 
payment at later date.}—RrrcHIE ve. 
GxtuxDy (1891), 7 Man. L. R. 532.— 


00. Notice of mechanic’s lien claim— 
Necessity for—Matertalman. OUGH- 
LAN ©. CARVER (1914), 29 W. L. R. 
791; 7 W. W. R. 457; 20 DL. R. 


533.—CAN. 
pp. PE ee peecaae a RADIATOR 
O., ta.), 


C TD. City (Al 
[1gisii W. "we Ro 1373 40D. L. R. 65. 


7 —- What is sufficient notic 
—CRAIG roars ~ (1900), 2 
C.l. T. 13; 27 A. R. 


rr. ]— fe OWN LUMBER 
Co. v. BickKLE & O’CONNOR, [1925] 1 
D. L. R. 626; 1 W. W. i. 8793; 21 


9 





— ee 


Alta. L. BR. ‘128: | revs . whe co 1 
D. L. 2.657; 1 W. W. R399.—CAN. 
tt. eae as supplying 





material. J—-IRVIN v. VICTORIA 
CONSTRUCTION & INVESTMENT OO. 
(1913), 25 W. L. R. 79; 4 W. W. R. 
1251; 12 D. L. R. 637; 18 B.C. R. 
318. —CAN. 


OME 


asa. —— ——.] — FITZGE ste v. 
WILLIAMSON (L013), 2 25 W. L. 
4 W. R. 1308; 12 Dz. a 
691; "18 B. CO. R. 322.—CAN. 

bbb. Reserve of percentage of contract 
price—M echanic’s lien.}—It is the duty 
of the owner to retain out of the pay- 
ments to be made to the contractor, 
as the work progresses, a percentage 
of the value of the work done & 
materials provided, to form a fund for 
the payment of the lien-holders.— 
A sine v. Frencu (1898), 28 QO. R. 





-} 
DER (1902), 22C.L.T. 938; 1 O. W. R. 
62.—CAN. 





Son, Lip. v . GEORGE HATHBONE, LTpb. 
Ae 3310. L. R. 680; 4 6. W. N 


——_—_———, J FULLER v. TURNER 
& “RRAGH we 21 W. L. R. 391; 
varied, 23 W R. 170; 4 W. W. R. 
161; 18 B. CG. X 69.—CAN,. 


tif. —— ——.]}-—-BuURTON v. Hook- 
WITH dats 45 O. L. R. 348; 16 
|W. ON. 102; 48D, L. R. 3$9.— 
cx. —— Effect of failure to a) 
—JENNINGS v. WILLI8 (1892), 
O. R. 439.—CAN. 
.}—Re SEAR & Woops 





bhh. 
(1893), 23 23 0. R. 474.—CAN. 


kkk. ———,] — TORRANCE tv. 
CRATOHLEY (1900), 20 G L. T. 743 
31 O. R. 646.—OAN. 


n.—— ——.)]—An owner is 
required to retain a percentage of the 
contract price whether be has notice 

of a sub-contract or not, & he pays it 

at his own Pe gg he if there is a 

contractor existence who is Ore: 
udiced by "the payment. — DOMINION 

ee Co. v. CANN (1904), 37 

8. R. 237.—CAN, 


qeaies aera eae Men CaRROLL v. 


nnn. —— -}}—PHELAN v. FRANK* 
LIN pipes 15 Man. L. ee eee cage 





eg (oe oe 
AC AeTINEON (1908), 16 Mav. aT hat "387. 
—CAN. 


eee, M x 
cathy 25 0. W. O87; 5 0. WN 





a : ———~, }—CUBBON 0. MYRTLE 
ScHooL DISTRICT, gah 3 W. W. R. 
ga 31 Man. L. R. 34 pees 
— jJ—S v. 
McKay (Sask.), 11919) 3 wy, Wy. R, 
Bo Aaabach 








.}—Doie Le STaEy 





ged) 2 D D. L. R. 627; 1W ae; 
1169; 18 Sask. L. R. 217. a PAY 

aaaa. Parties entitled to be patd 
out oaf.—McDonaLtp_ v. DOMINION 
IRON & STEEL Co. & Hicas (1903), 40 
N.&. R. nae 5.—CAN, 


-_----oo,?/. 


bbb oor 
poe 6-00 sn, Peanacw (1008), 
APS: Ww. R. lll; ’ 17 OQ. L. R. 46.— 


dddd. 4 mount for pskivat ponents lien 
avatlable—Amount payable by owner to 
contractor. }--TRUAX DIXON 1889), 
17 O. R. 366. ed = 

ecce. Payment o. anic’s lien claim 
improperly wllnheld nterest , payable. } 
—LUMBER MANUFACTURERS’ ARDS, 
nites m WEIsGERBER, eee] 3D,L.R 
L ip. ian we fas 1026; 19 Sask 


PART V, SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 21.—A. 


552i. General rule.) — Mason v. 
AGRICULTURAL MUTUAL ASSURANOGE 
pee oe CANADA (1868), 18 C. P 
1 eee ° 


552 li. ———.}--Where an agreement 
. for the sale of an interest in land, 
rima facie the vendor is entitled to 
‘ lien for unpaid purchase-money.— 
SUMMERS v. CooK (1880), 28 Gr. 179. 


(1907), 5 W. L. R. 520.—CAN. 

562 iv. ——.}—HicH Eee MEAT 
MARKET UW. OUTLEDOE 1908), 8 
oA L. R. 259; ; ] Alta. . £05.— 

552 v.«——.]—— The doctrine of 


vendor’s lien for unpaid purchase- 
money ig applicable to every sale of 
personal property over which a ct. of 
equity assumes jurisdiction.—LalIp- 

v. VAUGHAN-RHYS (1911), 44 
S. 0. R. 458.—OAN. 

552 vi. ——-.}——YELLAPPA BIN Ba- 
BAPPA Dv. MANTAPPA BIN BASAPPA (18686), 
3 Bom. A. C. 102.—IND, 

562 vii. ———. }-SUBRAHMANIA AY- 
PoovaN (1902), I. L. R. 27 


YAR 0. 
Mad. 28.—IND. 

ffff. No cash consideration.) — In 
the absence of Sereomone or - 
stances operating to the cont a 


vendor's lien arises whenever is 
conveyed in consideration of acts to 
be done by the grantee; the right is 


T 2 


276 


Sect. 8.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sect. 21, | 
A 


reserved (LORD ELDON, O.).—AUSTEN Uv. HALSEY 
(1801), 6 Ves. 475; 31 BE. R. 1152, L. C. 


— . Selby v. Selby (1828), 4 
Ana, od er se ie (1808), 15 Ves. 329 oe ae 
v. Prior (1836). 8 Sim. 189. Mentd. Wythe v. enniker 
(1833), 2 My. & K. 635; King v. King (1857), 8 Jur. N. 8. 
609. 


554. J—A. by his will, devised real 
estates to B. & C. in trust to sell & divide the 
proceeds among his six brothers & sisters, with 
directions that his heir-at-law, B., should be at 
liberty to purchase at a definite price. All parties 
interested joined in conveying to a trustee for B., 
in consideration of a stipulated sum to each. 
Three received their money, & the other accepted 
promissory notes payable after the death of 
certain persons. B. became bkpt., before the 
notes were paid :—Held: the parties had a lien 
upon the estate for the money due upon the 
promissory notes & the estate passed to the 
assignees clothed with the trust.—Re Davis, Ex p. 
LATEY (1836), 1 Deac. 557; 2 Mont. & A. 609; 
5L. J. Bey. 27; 6L. J. Bey. 13, Ct. of R. 

555. |—The delivery of a cheque, on 
which the place where it is drawn is not stated, & 
which is not stamped, does not amount to a pay- 
ment. B. sold an estate to A. B., who lived 
three miles from L., met A. at L. on Apr. 20, & 
A. gave B. a cheque drawn on a bank at L., in 
respect of the purchase money, at 5 p.m., after 
the L. bank had closed for the day. 3B. sent the 
cheque to B., which is distant from L. about six 
miles, & it was paid into a bank at R. employed 
by him on the morning of Apr. 21. The bank at 
R. sent the cheque by the post that day to the 
bank at L., & it was delivered at the bank at L. 
early in the morning of Apr. 22. At 1.30 p.m. on 
Apr. 22 the L. bank stopped payment; the 
ordinary banking hours extending to 4 p.m. :— 
Held: 3B. was authorised to employ a bank to 
cash the cheque; the distance of the bank em- 
ployed by him from L. was not unreasonable ; 
the bank at R. acted with due diligence; & the 
delivery of the cheque not amounting to a payment, 
B. had a lien on the estate in respect of the unpaid 
purchase-money.—BonD v. WARDEN (1845), 1 
Coll. 583; 14 L. J. Ch. 154; 4 L. T. O. 8. 351; 
9 Jur. 198; 63 E. R. 553. 

556. ———.]—A firm of solrs. were employed in 
May, 1853, by trustees to sell some copyhold 
estates. The purchaser also employed them to 
complete the purchase. They had money of his 
in their hands, more than sufficient to pay the 
purchase-money, & the purchaser directed the 
solrs. to apply it & pay the purchase-money. 
The purchaser was let into possession in Oct. 
1853. In Dec. the vendors executed a deed of 
covenant to surrender the estates purchased, & 
they signed the receipt for the purchase-money 
indorsed thereon; the title-deeds were retained 
by the solrs., who deposited them in a box con- 
taining other title-deeds & documents of the 
purchaser. The steward of the manor was one 
of the firm of solrs., & in June, 1854, he admitted 
the purchaser to the land purchased. The pur- 
chase-money was not actually paid by the solrs. 
as directed by the purchaser, but they settled 
accounts with the vendors, the trustees, & gave 








not limited to cases of conveyance for q. 
& mone consideration. Warp vv. [192 


p. —-——.}+-JOHN ABELL Co. 5 2 
Honnpy (1905), 15 Man. L. R450; charge oe 
4 W. L. R. 3.—CAN. MUTUAL 


Faris Wii Fe v. Hor (Sask.), 
3] 3 D. L. R. 878 
a R. 801.—CAN. 


lien — Whether a 
ATILLON ¥. CANADIAN 
INSURANCE Co. (1877), 


LIEN. 


them credit for the purchase-money as received 
by them, & after allowing costs & charges, there 
was a balance due to the trustees. Four-fifths of 
this balance were paid to four of the five cestuis 
que trust entitled to the proceeds of the sale. The 
solrs. retained the other one-fifth in their hands, 
& upon the remaining cestui que trust requiring 
payment of his share, the solr. stated that the 
purchaser had not paid the purchase-money, & 
that they had retained the deeds, which the 
trustees required them to hold as security. The 
solrs. did not pay the purchase-money, & in Feb. 
1856, became bkpt. Upon a bill by the vendors :— 
Held: they were entitled to a lien upon the estate 
for the balance of the purchase-money remaining 
unpaid.—WRovT v. DAWES (1858), 25 Beav. 369 ; 
27 L. J. Ch. 685; 31 L. T. O. S. 261; 4 Jur. N.S. 


tind ida Be ea Cockerell (1860), 29 L. J. Ch 
A tations :—-Mentd. v ckere ; wd. 5 
B16: Bradford v. Price (1923), 92 L. J. K. B. 871, 


557. .J—A. signed a subscription contract 
binding himself to take one hundred shares of 
£10 each in a railway co. He also executed a 
written contract with the co. for the sale to them 
of certain lands for a sum of £1,800. Subse- 
quently he made a verbal arrangement with the 
contractor & solr. of the co., by which he agreed 
to accept a rentcharge of £72 a year instead of a 
gross sum of £1,800, on condition of being relieved 
of all liability in respect of cighty out of the 
hundred shares; & shortly afterwards he con- 
veyed the lands agreed upon to the co. for a yearly 
rentcharge of £72. The co. repudiated the agency 
of their contractor & solr., & continued to hold A. 
liable for calls on one hundred shares. On bill 
filed by A. (inter alia) for specific performance of 
the original agreement :—Held: as the co. had 
repudiated the arrangements entcred into by their 
agents, A. was entitled to a specific performance 
of the original agreement, to be relieved from the 
conveyance he had executed, to have the amount 
due in respect of calls set off as against his purchase- 
money, & to have a lien upon the lands sold for 
the surplus.—PRICE v. DENBIGH, RUTHIN & 
CoRWEN Ry. Co. (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 461; 17 
W. R. 572. 

558. .|—The moment you have a valid 
contract for sale the vendor becomes in equity a 
trustee for the purchaser of the estate sold, & the 
beneficial ownership passes to the purchascr, the 
vendor having a right to the purchase-money, a 
charge or lien on the estate for the security of 
that purchase-money, & a right to retain posses- 
sion of the estate until the purchase-money is 
paid, in the absence of express contract as to the 
time of delivering possession. In other words, 
the position of the vendor is something between 
what has been called a naked or bare trustee, or a 
mere trustee, 2.6. a person without beneficial 
interest, & a mtgee. who is not, in equity, any 
more than a vendor, the owner of the estate, but 
is, in certain events, entitled to what the unpaid 
vendor is, viz., possession of the estate & a charge 
upon the estate for his purchase-money. Their 
positions are analogous in another way. The 
unpaid mtgee. has a right to foreclose, that is to 
say, he has a right to say to the mtyor., ‘‘ Lither 
pay me within a limited time, or you lose your 
estate,’ & in default of payment he becomes 
absolute owner of it. So, although there has 


27 C. P. 450,—CAN, 








s (1828) 2 NG v, FARR 


t. . }—ARMBTRO 
(1885), 11 A. R. 186.—-CAN. 
am -——.+-A vendor’s lien 
is not an interest in land, it is only a 
remedy for a debt, & is neither a right 
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been a valid contract for sale, the vendor has a 
similar right in a Ct. of Equity; he has a right to 
say to the purchaser, ‘‘ Either pay me the purchase- 
money, or lose the estate.’”’ Such a decree has 
sometimes been called a decree for cancellation 
of the contract ; time is given by a decree of the 
Ct. of Equity, or now by a judgment of the High 
Ct. of Justice; & if the time expires without the 
money being paid, the contract is cancelled by 
the decree or Judgment of the ct., & the vendor 
becomes again the owner of the estate (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—LYSAGHT v. EpDwaRrpDs (1876), 2 Ch. D. 
499; 45 L. J. Ch. 554; 34 L. T. 787; 24 W. RB. 
778; 3 Char. Pr. Cas. 243. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Thomas, Thomas v. Howell (1886), 
34 Ch. }). 166; Allen v. I. R. Comrs. (1914), 83 L. J. K. B. 
649. Refd. Re Colling (1886), 32 Ch. D. 333; Le pington 
v, Freeman (1891), 65 L. T. 145; Rodger v. arrison, 
[1893] 1 Q. B. 161; Plews v. Samuol, [1904] 1 Ch. 464: 
Dale v. Hatfield Chase Corpn., [1922] 2K. B.282. Mentd. 
St. Thomas’ Hospital v. Richardson (1909), 101 L. T. 771; 
Re Marlay, Rutland v. Bury, {1915} 2 Ch. 264. 








559. J—BaRKER v. STICKNEY, No. 704, 
post, 
560. Effect of running account.|—N. & 


co., commission agents, employed defts. who were 
sworn brokers to buy eighteen chests of indigo 
for them at one of the East India co.’s sales. N. 
& co. dealt on behalf of another party, the pltf., 
but this was not mentioned. Defts. paid for the 
chests & kept the India warrants, & the goods 
remained in the co.’s warehouses. ‘The principal, 
being informed of the purchase paid N. & co. the 
amount. They afterwards directcd defts. to 
sell the indigo & apply the proceeds in reduction 
of a balance due to them from N. & co., which 
was done; defts. not knowing that any other 
party had a claim to the goods & never having 
been paid, specifically, for the advance which 
they had made in respect of them. ‘There had 
been a running account between N. & co. & defts. 
for some time during which the latter held a 
number of warrants for indigoes purchased by 
them for N. & co. & for which defts. had made 
advances. N. & co. occasionally withdrew the 
warrants & at or near the same time paid in 
money to their account with defts. to about the 
value. There was no express agrcement as to 
this, but an understanding that the warrants were 
not to be taken away upon credit. The payments 
were made & entered generally. Between the 
time of purchasing the eighteen chests & that of 
the direction to re-sell them N. & co. had paid 
in this manner more than the value of the eighteen 
chests, but had also during all that time been 
indebted to defts. in a larger amount. On trover 
brought by the principal against defts. :—Held : 
the above payments on account could not be 
considered as appropriated to the discharge of 
defts.’ claim on the eighteen chests, & they conse- 
quently had a lien upon these at the time of the 
sale, which, under the circumstances, was an 
answer to the present action.—TAYLOR v. KYMEK 
(1832), 3 B. & Ad. 8320; 1L. J. K. B. 114; 110 
K. R. 120. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bonzi v. Stewart (1842), 4 Man, & G. 


295. Mentd. Cole v. North Western Bank (1875), L. R. 
10 C. P. 354; Shenstone v. Hilton, [1894] 2 Q. B. 452. 


561. Independent of possession.]—GoOoDE v. 
Burton, No. 395, ante. 

562. -]—THaAMES IRON WorKS Co. v. PATENT 
DERRICK Co., No. 90, ante. 








of property, an estate in lands, nor a , 161.—CAN, 
charge on the land.—BaNK oF Mon- 
TREAL v. CONDON (1896), 11 Man. L. R. 
366.—CAN. 


re eee 


b. ——- -——.}—-Re HARDAKER 
(1903), 7 Terr. L. %. 161 ? 1 W. L. Rk. 


G. --- 
Sade 18 0. L. R. 181 
35.—~—CAN. 


qd. —— ——.}—Re Harris (1919), 
43 O. L. R. 476.—CAN. 
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563, ——.]—-BARKER v. STICKNEY, No. 704, 
post. 

564. ——— Unauthorised allowance by trustee on 
sale—Claim by cestui que trust.]/—A purchaser 
of property insured against fire does not by the 
mere fact of purchase acquire a right to the insur- 
ance moneys. 

A contract was entered into with a trustee for 
sale for the purchase of a house which was insured 
against fire in the trustee’s name, after which, & 
before completion of the purchase, the house was 
burnt down. The insurance co. paid the insurance 
money to the trustee, who, without the concurrence 
of his cestuis que trust, allowed the purchaser to 
deduct the amount from the purchase-money 
upon completion of the sale. The trustee having 
become bkpt., & a bill having been filed by the 
cestuis que trust against the purchaser :—Held: 
in the absence of any provision in the contract 
the purchaser was not entitled to the benefit of 
the money received from the insurance co., & the 
cestuis que trust were entitled to a lien upon 
the property for the amount deducted, as being 
unpaid purchase-money.— POOLE v. ADAMS (1864), 
4 New Rep. 9; 33 L. J. Ch. 639; 10 L. T. 287; 
28 J. P. 295; 12 W. R. 683. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Rayner v. Preston (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
1; Sinnott v. Bowden, [1912] 2 Ch. 414. 


565. Effect of default by vendor.]|—-OxENHAM 
v. ESDAILE, No. 511, ante. 

566. Claim by purchaser against sub-purchaser 
—For voluntary payment—Balance paid to original 
vendor by sub-purchaser.]—(1) A. entered into an 
agreement with B.’s agent C., for the purchase of 
an estate belonging to B., by the terms of which 
agreement A. was to pay down a deposit of £220, 
& pay the remainder of the purchase-money on a- 
future fixed day; but before that day arrived, 
A., at the request of C., who acted in this respect 
without any authority from B., paid C. a further 
sum of £500 in respect of the purchase-money :— 
Held: such payment by anticipation on the part 
of A. was in his own wrong, & that he, neverthe- 
less, continued liable to B. 

(2) Subsequently A., by a memorandum in 
writing, signed by him, transferred all his interest 
under the agreement to D., who had notice of the 
payment to C., & that B. refused to recognise it. 
LD. paid over to A. the £220, but declined paying 
him any part of the £500, & the memorandum 
between them did not provide for the payment of 
the purchase-money by D. to A. D. paid the 
remaining part of the purchase-money, including 
the £500, to B., upon receiving a bond of indemnity 
from him, & he thereupon obtained a conveyance 
of the estate from B. Upon a bill filed by A. 
against D. to establish a lien for the £500 on the 
estate :—Held: A. was not entitled to it.—CoTMAN 
v. ORTON (1840), as reported in 10 L. J. Ch. 18; 
5 Jur. 142, L. C. 

567. Claim by sub-contractor—For goods sup- 
plied—-On fund paid into court by purchaser.|— 
Deft. co. contracted with C. to provide an electrical 
installation, including (inter alia) a storage 
battery, at her house for £1,363. Deft. co. then 
sub-contracted with pltfs. for the supply of the 
battery to be erected by them on C.’s premises 
at the price of £286, including erection. In 
accordance with the terms of the sub-contract 
pltis. sent the materials for the battery by rail 





: e. eo Baa outers ae 
or unpaid purchase-money is in the 
ie ie Aye nature of a charge or trust imposed 

: upon the legal estate which has 
DENNY v. NOZICK, 


to the porches: 
{1919} Ww. Ww. R. 792.—CAN. 
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to a specified station, whence they were to be 
carted by deft. co. to C.’s premises & there erected 
by pltfs. Deft. co. carted the goods, but pltfs. 
ala not proceed with the erection of the battery, 
which was ultimately completed by deft. co. who 
went into liquidation. In an action against C., 
to which the co. was added as a deft., C., in pur- 
suance of an order, made by the master upon 4 
summons for directions, paid into ct. the sum of 
£269, part of the balance owing by her to deft. 
co., & upon that proceedings were stayed as against 
her :—Held: (1) upon construction of the sub- 
contract, it was not a contract for the sale of a 
completed article, but of the component parts of 
the battery, with a supplemental contract that 
after delivery they should be erected on C.’s 
premises; the delivery of the parts was an un- 
conditional a propuaaee to the contract of goods 
in a deliverable state within Sale of Goods Act, 
1893 (c. 71), s. 18, r. 5, & the property therein 
passed to deft. co.; & (2), assuming that the 
roperty in the goods did not pass, pltfs. had no 
fen upon the money in ct., which represented a 
portion of the consideration payable by C. to deft. 
co. under the principal contract.—PRITCHETT & 
GoLp & ELECTRICAL POWER STORAGE Co. v. 
CuRRIE, [1916] 2 Ch. 516; 85 L. J. Ch. 753; 115 
L. T. 325, 0. A. 


Annotation Pap haiegbeed Montd. Pole-Carew v. 
Counties & General Manure Co., [1920] 2 Ch. 97. 


568. Fictitious sale—To raise money for vendor.] 
—By a deed, purporting to be executed in con- 
sideration of £400 a son conveyed certain lands to 
his father; in fact, the conveyance was intended 
only to facilitate the raising of money for the 
son’s use; but there was no declaration of trust 
in writing. The father died, & the lands thus 
conveyed passed by general words to his devisees : 
—Held: (1) parol evidence would not be received 
to show that the father was a trustee for the son ; 
(2) the son was not entitled to a reconveyance 
from the devisees; (3) he had a lien on the estate 
for the purchase-money mentioned in the deed.— 
LEMAN v. WHITLEY (1828), 4 Russ. 423; 

L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 152; 38 E. R. 864. 

Annotations :—4s8 to (1) Consd. Re Marlborough, Davis v. 
Whitehead, [1894] 2 Ch. 133. Refd. Hughes v. Seanor 
1869), 18 W. R. 108. As to (2) Refd. Re Marlborough, 

avis v. Whitehead, [1894] 2 Ch. 133. 4s to (3) Consd. 

Re Marlborough, Davis v. Whitehead, [1894] 2 Ch. 133. 

569. No cash consideration—Sale of insurance 
business—Agreement by purchaser to take on 
liabilities.|—The W. Assurance Society transferred 
all its property & business to the A. co., in con- 
sideration of the A. co. taking on iteelf all the 
liabilities of the W. society. Among the property 
transferred by the W. society were several policies 
of reassurance, effected by them in other cos. 
Both the A. & the W. cos. were ordered to be 
wound up. The official liquidator of the W. co. 
claimed to be entitled to the reassurance policies, 
on the ground that, by the failure of the A. co., 
the W. society were still liable to the risks, to 
meet which the reassurance had been effected :— 
Heid: the consideration for the transfer of the 
property of the W. society to the A. co. being the 
agreement of the latter co. to indemnify the 
former, & not the performance of that agreement, 
pelt laae eo ‘ no ri upon the reassurance 

eB, erefore e application must be 

refused with costs. a 
It is impossible to infer from the nature of the 

transaction that it was the intention of the parties 

that any lien on the asseta transferred should 
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exist; & further by the very terms of the con- 
tract not only is such inference excluded, but the 
true construction of the contract is that the con- 
sideration for which the transfer was made was 
not the payment of any price... but simply & 
solely the agreement that the co. should take 
upon itself the debts & engagements of the W. 
Society (Bacon, V.C.).—Re ALBERT LIFE ASSUR- 
ANCE Co., Ea p. WESTERN LifrE ASSURANCE 
Soctery (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 164; 40 L. J. Ch. 
166; 23 L T. 726; 19 W. R. 821. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Davies v. Thomas, [1900] 2 Ch. 462. 


570. Vendor of cargo also eupowne ue 
price to include freight.]—Pltf., being the owner of 
a ship called the K., loaded her with wheat at P. ; 
as the cargo was taken on the ship’s account, 
freight at the nominal rate of ls. per ton was 
inserted in the bill of lading, which contained the 
usual exceptions of perils of the seas. He sold 
the cargo whilst afloat to H. upon the terms that 
‘* freight ’? should be paid at the rate of 60s. per 
ton. H. sold his interest in the cargo, & it 
ultimately vested in the deft., who bought the 
cargo on the same terms on which it had been 
sold to H. The K. on her arrival was ordered to 
Y., where she commenced to discharge her cargo : 
deft. received it & paid large sums on account. 
The quantity delivered was less than that men- 
tioned in the bill of lading by about 70 quarters. 
Pitf. claimed ‘freight’ at the rate of 60s. per 
ton upon all the cargo delivered; deft. claimed 
to deduct £193 on account of short delivery. At 
the trial the jury were of opinion that the short 
delivery arose from the excepted perils, & found 
for pltf. for the total sum claimed by him :—Held : 
although pltf. might not have a lien as shipowner, 
the cargo being taken on ship’s account, neverthe- 
less he had a lien as unpaid vendor ; from deft.’s 
conduct a contract by him might be implied to 
pay freight at the rate of 60s. per ton upon all 
cargo delivered, & the finding of the jury for pltf. 
was right.— Swan v. BARBER (1879), 5 Ex. D. 1350 ; 
49 L. J. Q. B. 253; 42 L. T. 490; 28 W. KR. 563 ; 
4 Asp. M. L. C. 264, C. A. 

Shipowner’s lien for freight.]—See, generally, 
SHIPPING. 


571. Nature of lien—Whether a ‘‘ charge ’’— 
Within local Act.]—The special Act incorporatin 
a co. for the purpose (inter alia) of draining 
reclaiming land, empowered the ‘‘ owner of a 
limited interest in land ’’ to contract with the co. 
for the execution of drainage & reclamation works, 
& for that purpose to charge on the land, in the 
manner provided by the Act, the cost of executing 
the works. The Act defined the term ‘‘ owner of 
a limited interest in land,’ as including ‘ any 
person entitled to any land subject to any mtge. 
or charge thereon, provided such person shall be 
in eager of the land mtged. or charged ”’ :— 
Held: this definition included a purchaser in 
porn of land upon which the vendor had a 
ien for unpaid purchase-money. 

The Act provided that, ‘‘ from & after the due 
execution of the works mentioned in any con- 
tract,’’ between the co. & an owner of land, “ or 
of any part of any such works, such execution, 
together with the amount due in respect of the 
same, being duly certified by three directors of the 
co. under the seal of the co., the co. shall be 
entitled to, & shall have a lien & charge upon the 
lands so drained, etc., for the moneys or money 
mentioned in such certificate as aforesaid .. . 
& such lien or charge shall have priority over 
every other charge or incumbrance affecting the 
same land,’’ except ground rents & tithe commu- 
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tation rentcharge :—Held: the certificate of the 
directors was not conclusive, but only primd facie 
evidence of the due execution of the works men- 
tioned in it, & if, notwithstanding the certificate, 
it was shown that the works had not been duly 
executed according to the contract, the co. would 
not be entitled to the statutory charge on the 
land as against a pact incumbrancer, or even as 
against the equitable owner. 

A second mtgee. who is in possession of the 
mtged. property & expends money in permanently 
improving or preserving it, is not entitled as 
against the first mtgee. to any charge on the 
property for the money so expended.—LAND- 
OWNERS’ WEST oF ENGLAND & SouTH WALES 
Lanp DrainaGe & INcLosURE Co. vy. ASHFORD 
(1880), 16 Ch. D. 411; 50 L. J. Ch. 276; 44 L. T. 
20; herr ei proceedings (1884), 338 W. R. 41. 
Annotations :-— E 

Claim, Trigkott's Chain’, Coo Gant Sor gh agooles 
Patent Ivory Manufacturing Gov C1ae8), 48 Che De 6 

Re Morsey Ry. (1895), 64 L. J.Ch. 625.” eonaoes 

572. Right in  equity..—BARKER v. 
STICKNEY, No. 704, post. 

5738. Distinguished from mortgage.]— 
Testator, who at the date of his will in 1912 was 
the owner of several freehold properties, one of 
which was subject to a mtge., & of leasehold & 
other porns estate, gave & bequeathed all the 
freehold & leasehold properties of which he might 
die possessed eee trusts in favour of certain 
of his grandchildren & great-grandchildren, & 
the residue of his estate upon trust for sale & 
conversion; he then directed that his trustees 
should out of the moneys thereby produced pay 
(inter alia) his debts & legacies, & should out of the 
residue of such moneys pay & discharge ‘‘ any 
sums of money secured on mtge. of any of my said 
freehold & leasehold properties,’’ & should stand 
possessed of the residue of such moneys in trust 
to divide the same as therein mentioned. After 
the date of his will testator paid oft the mtge. 
& took a reconveyance of the mtged. property. 
Shortly before his death, in June & Oct. 1917, 
testator contracted to purchase certain freehold 
properties, in respect of which he paid deposits, 
leaving balances of the purchase moneys owing to 
the respective vendors. On Dec. 23, 1917, testator 
made a final codicil, by which, after revoking the 
appointment of one of his executors & bequeathing 
a legacy, he confirmed his will in all other respects. 
Testator died on Dec. 26, 1917, without having 
completed the purchase or paid the balances of the 
purchase moneys; & shortly after his death his 
exors. completed the purchases & paid the balances 
of the purchase moneys; whereupon the question 
arose whether, as between the persons claiming 
under testator’s will, those balances ought to be 
borne by the freehold properties of testator in 
respect of which same were payable, or ought to 
be satistied out of his residuary estate :—Held : 
(1) inasmuch as a vendor's lien for unpaid purchase 
money differs essentially from a ‘‘ mtge.,’’ even in 
the modern & wider sense of that term, in that the 
former is created by operation of law & is merely 
incident to a contract & a contract which does not 
constitute the relationship of mtgor. & mtgee., 
while the latter‘is the creature of contract, upon 
the true construction of the will in the absence of 
any context enlarging the meaning of the term 

mtge.,”’ the balances of the unpaid purchase 
moneys owing at testator’s death were not ‘‘ sums 
of money secured on mtge.’’; &, therefore, no 
contrary intention was si ed by the direction 
in the will to pay & disc e such sums out of 
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testator’s residuary estate, so as to exclude the 
operation of Real Estate Charges Act, 1854 
(c. 1183), which by virtue of Real Estate Charges 
Act, 1867 (c. 69), 5. 2, extends to a vendor's lien 
for unpaid purchase-money ; with the result that 
the balances in question ought to be borne by & 
satisfied out of the freehold properties in respect 
of which the same were-payable & the devisees 
thereof were not entitled to have those balances 
discharged out of testator’s residuary estate. 

(2) The confirmation of the will by the last 
codicil thereto, although executed after the mtge. 
on testator’s freehold property had been paid off 
& after vendors’ lien had arisen, had not the effect 
of extending the meaning of the words, “ any 
sums of money secured on mtge. of any of my said 
freehold & leasehold properties.’”’ so as to include 
the balances of unpaid purchase moneys in 
question.—Re BEIRNSTEIN, BARNETT v. BEIRN- 
oo [1925] Ch. 12; 94 L. J. Ch. 62; 132 L. T. 


574. Conveyance of share of real estate—As 
condition of receiving legacy-—Legacies not paid.]— 
Testator gave a legacy to each of his daughters 
on condition that she should convey her share of 
certain real estate, to which the daughters were 
entitled, to the sons of testator; & in case of any 
daughter refusing or being unable to comply with 
the condition, the legacy bequeathed to her was 
to be forfeited & to form part of the testator’s 
residuary personal estate. The testator gave his 
residuary personal estate to his sons; & he 
appointed one of them & two other persons 
executors. The daughters conveyed their shares 
of the real estate to their brothers, but did not 
obtain payment of the legacies :—Held: they 
were not entitled to any lien in the nature of a 
vendor’s lien on the real estate conveyed by them 
for their legacies —BARKER v. BARKER (1870), 
L. R. 10 Eq. 488; 39 L. J. Ch. 825. 

575. Sale of copyright.]—-In the case of a 
copyright or patent it seems to me that the 
doctrine of a vendor’s lien presents great embarrass- 
ment in its application. But, in view of the 
authorities, it must be taken that such a lien 
may exist, & I conceive again that no distinction 
can exist between a patent & a copyright 
(McCaAaRDIE, J.).—BARKER v. STICKNEY, [1918] 
2K. B. 356; 119 L. T. 723; 62 Sol. Jo. 5863 on 
appeal, [1919] 1 K. B. 121, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Macdonald v. Eyles, [1921] 1 Ch. 631 ; 

The Lord Strathcona, (1925} P. 143. 

576. Sale of patent.|—-BARKER v. STICKNEY, 
No. 575, ante. 

577. Property sold by partner—Under agree- 
ment to account for proceeds—Bankruptcy of 
vendor before proceeds distributed.|—Applt. 
having claimed to be a partner with P. in gas 
works, which the latter had erected & was about 
to sell to a co. then about to be formed, it was 
agreed between them, for the purpose of ending 
their disputes respecting the ownership of the 
gas works, that P. should be at liberty to sell the 
works at such price as he pleased, upon accounting 
to applt. for the value of the works at a certain 
rate, & that P. should hold shares for applit. in 
the co. to the value of £2,000 for two years. The 
co. having been formed, & having purchased the 
gas works from P., applt. filed a bill against him, 
& obtained a decree for specific performance of 
their agreement. Before that decree was made, 
the co. was dissolved, & the gas works were sold 
to R. co. Applt. then filed a new bill against 
P., the R. co., the directors of the dissolved co., 
& the assignees of P., who had become bkpt., to 
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establish a lien upon the gas works for what should 
be found due to him under the former decree, as 
well as to carry out the former decree against all 
these parties :—Held: the sale of the gas works 
by P. to the London co. was authorised by applt.’s 
agreement ; he had no just claim against the co., 
or lien on the property, & the supplemental bill 
was properly dismissed, with costs, as against all 

defts., except P. & his assignees.—PINKUS v. 

RATCLIFF GAs Lieut & CoKE Co. (1847), 1 H. L. 

Cas. 309; 9 E. R. 775, H. L.; affg. (1844), 13 

L. J. Ch. 244. 

578. Effect of lien—Whether benefit confined to 
original vendor.]—General principle of marshal- 
ling; that a party, having two funds, his choice 
shall not have the effect of disappointing another, 
who has one only; but the latter shall stand in 
the place of the former. Upon that principle the 
benefit of the vendor’s lien on the estate for the 
purchase money extended to third persons.— 
ee v. BAYNE (1803), 9 Ves. 209; 32 E. R. 
vo . 

Annotations :—Apprvd. Selby v. Selby (1828), 4 Russ. 336. 
Refd. Wythe v. Henniker (1833), 2 My. & K. 635; 
Clarendon v. Barham (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 688. 
Mentd. Sproule v. Prior (1836), 8 Sim. 189; Webb v. 
Smith (1885), 30 Ch. D. 192. 

-]—See, further, ExEcuTors, Vol. 

XXIII., pp. 527, 528, Nos. 5939-5943, & generally, 

Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 499 et seq. 

579. On jurisdiction of Board of Trade— 
Under Patents, Designs & Trade Marks (Temporary 
Rules) Act, 1914 (c. 27).]—In 1907 an inter- 
national assocn., called the Verband, was formed in 
Germany for the purchase trom a co. incorporated 
in the United States of America of certain patents 
relating to machines for making glass bottles 
over a territory including the whole of Europe, 
& a contract was entered into by the Verband 
accordingly for the purchase of these patents, the 
purchase price being made payable to the vendors 
by instalments down to Mar. 1, 1917; & the 
vendors assigned the patents to a German co., 
called the Treuhand, on trust that they should 
assign the patents to the Verband upon payment 
in full of the purchase price, or re-assign them to 
the vendors in case of any default by the Verband. 
No default had in fact been made at the date of the 
order of the Board of Trade hereafter mentioned. 
National assocns. were formed in six European 
countries, including Germany & Great Britain, 
which took up the capital of the Verband in shares 
proportionate to the output of glass bottles in 
their several countries. Under an agreement 
entered into between the Verband & the British 
assocn., which resembled the agreements entered 
into by the Verband with the other national 
assocns., the British assocn. had the right to 
obtain machines manufactured under the patents, 





578 i. Effect of lien—Whether benefit 
e PicuN sede ee 
C.) 79.—CAN. sake aaa 

{. Relief not claimed—Power of m 
court. }—KRIENKE v. MOHR (N. W. T. 
(1905), 1 W. L. RB. 354 CAN. 

&. Registration of lien — Whether 


necessary.}—SMITI v. AMERICAN-ABELL 
Enatmm & 1 an 11907), 17 


1. Conditional 





v. Ray, . 
é -/—WATERLOO MANU- 


0. 0 BARNARD (1916), 
R. 447; 9 W. W iH 177 


». L. R. 605; 25 Man. L. R. 


705.—CAN. 


, Ueaeniged ara 


W. W. R. 870. 


sale 
Duty to exercise right of re-possession.) 


—MASSEY HARRIS 
(1909), 12 W. L. R. 593.—CAN. 
. Notice — Necessity 
v. BENEDICT (1886), 14 8. C. R. 735; 
affg. (1884), 5 O. ht. 1.—CAN, 

n. .}—ANDREWS ¥. BROWN 
(1909), 19 Man. L. KR. 4.—CAN. 

oO. J pain PELE 
MCLEAN (1909), 18 Man. L. R. 421.— 
CAN 


p. }—CHECHIK Uv. 
(1913), 25 W. L. R. 897; 14D. L. BR. 


. BLANOHETTR  v. 
Massey-Harris Co. (Alta.), [1919] 3 
—OAN, 


LIEN. 


& to enter into contracts with its members, grant- 
ing them the right to be supplied with & use such 
machines, subject to certain restrictions on output. 
A licence was in fact granted by the British 
assocn. to (inter alios) their co-pltfs., an English 
co., which sued on behalf of themselves & all other 
licencees. In 1915 the Board of Trade made an 
order suspending the British aka in favour of 
one of defts., another English co., to which the 
Board granted a licence to make & use the in- 
ventions described in the patents. This order 
purported to be made under the above Act, which 
empowered the Board to avoid or suspend “ any 
patent or licence the person entitled to the benefit 
of which is the subject of any State at war with 
his Majesty.’ Pitts. brought this action for @ 
declaration that the order of the Board of Trade 
& the licence granted by them were null & void :— 
Held: neither the interests of the British assocn. 
& their licencees, nor the lien of the vendors for 
unpaid purchase-money, operated to deprive the 
Board of Trade of jurisdiction to make the order 
suspending the patents & to grant the licence 
complained of.—BriTisH ASSOCN. OF GLASS 
BottrLE MANUFACTURERS, LTp. v. ForRsTER & 
Sons, Lrp., (1917) 86 L. J. Ch. 489; 116 L. T. 
433; 33 T. L. R. 314; 61 Sol. Jo. 480; 34 
R. P. C. 217, C. A. 
See, generally, PATENTS, TRADE MARKS, 


B. What may be Claimed. 
(a) Unpaid Purchase- Money. 
i. In General. 


What amounts to payment, see, 
Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 454 eft seq. 

580. What is included—Subsequent advances to 
purchasers of building plots.|-A. being the owner 
of a plot of building land, & being in the habit of 
selling portions of it & allowing the purchase- 
money to remain secured thereon, & also being in 
the habit of advancing spree for the purpose of 
enabling the purchasers to build thereon, such 
advances also remaining secured upon the land 
by a written acknowledgment or memorandum, 
devised his property to trustees, & authorised 
them to sell his building land, & to advance sums 
to the purchasers in the manner he had been 
accustomed to do, & as might seem expedient to 
them. The trustees sell a portion of this land, 
allowing the purchase-money to remain secured 
thereon; & afterwards make advances to the 
purchasers to enable them to build, but without 
taking any memorandum whereby the advances 
were secured upon the premises :—Held: upon 
the bkpcy. of the purchasers, the vendors’, the 
trustees’, lien extended to the subsequent advances. 
—Re BAKER & HARLEY, Ez p. LINDEN (1841), 1 
Mont. D. & De G. 428; 10 L. J. Bey. 22; 5 Jur. 
57, Ct. of R. 


generally, 


agreement — r. ——. ]— KALMAKOFF v. BANK 
OF MONTREAL, [1922] 2 W. W. Rh. 468 ; 
15 Sask. L. R. 364.—CAN. 

t. Payment expressed in deed — 
Tien exists until actual payment.)— 
SAUNDERS v. LESLIn (1814), 2 Ball 
& B. 509.—IR. 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 21.— 
B. (a) i. 





Co. v. GRAHAM 


for.J)—ScotTr 


KAISE &. 

a. Hffect of receipt in decd.) — 
The receipt of the consideration money 
in a deed is conclusive at common law, 
but a ct. of equity looks to the real 
character of the dealing, & gives the 
vendor a lien on the estate.-—NELSON 
v. CONNORS (1863), 1 Old. 406.—CAN. 

bd, ~}—DENNY v. NoOzIoK, {1921] 


FINN 





Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


581. ——— Unpaid premium on grant of lease.]— 
A lease is a sale pro tanto, & a premium reserved 
on & lease is in the nature of purchase-money, for 
which, if unpaid, there is a lien on the land; &, 
consequently, unpaid premium is an interest in 
land within Charitable Uses Act, 1736 (c. 36), 
8. 111.—SHEPHEARD v. BEETHAM (1877), 6 Ch. D. 


oa? 46 L. J. Ch. 763; 36 L. T. 909; 25 W. R. 


alee :—Mentd. Re Pullen, Parker v. Pullen, {1910} 1 
582. ——— Freight charged as part of price—By 
aries shipowner.]—Swan v. BarBer, No. 570, 
ante. 
583. ——— Purchase-money of settled estate 
paid to incumbrancer—No receipt by ene 
When a purchaser buys settled land from the 
tenant for life, & by the direction of the tenant 
for life pays the purchase-money to an incum- 
brancer claiming in priority to the settlement, 
Settled Land Act, 1882 (c. 32), ss. 21, 22, require 
that he should get a discharge for the purchase- 
money from the trustees of the settlement. If 
he has no valid discharge either from the trustecs 
or the ct., there may be a licn on the property for 
the purchase-money.—Re Norton & Las Casas’ 
CONTRACT, [1909] 2 Ch. 59; 78 L. J. Ch. 489; 
100 L. T. 881. 
——— Conditional legacy.|—See No. 574, ante. 
Interest.|—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 1, B. (b), 
post. 


— 


Costs.]—See Sect. 3, sub-sect. 18, B. (c), 
ante. 

Unpaid royalties.|—See Sect 3, sub-sect. 
18, B. (d), ante. 

584. Distinguished from loan.]—An argument 
has been founded on the supposed analogy to 
those cases, in which a vendor has been allowed 
to have a lien upon the estate sold for his purchasce- 
money. There is this difference. In purchase, 
payment is an essential part of the contract. In 
oan, the contract is complete, & the relation of 
debtor & creditor attaches as firmly, whether 
there be any security or not. A mtge. or security 
is merely an accidental circumstance in a trans- 
action concluded & complete by the mere advance 
of money (LORD ELpon, C.).—Re HEwretr & 
Hopkins, ka p. Hooper (1815), 1 Mer. 7; 2 
Rose, 328; 19 Fes, 477; 35 KB. R. 580, L. C. 
aie aed :~—Mentd. Re Morrisson (1856), 27 L. T. O. S. 


585. .]—A trustee purchased an estate on 
behalf of the trust. The vendor executed a con- 
veyance to the trustee, which recited the trust, & 
that the trustee had called in trust moneys suffi- 
cient to pay the purchase-money, & it contained 
a receipt for the whole purchase-money. In fact, 
only part was paid, & the trustee gave his bond 
& a memorandum of deposit for the deficiency, the 
latter reciting that the vendor had lent the trustee 
that sum to enable him to complete :—Held: the 
vendor had no lien on the title deeds in his posses- 





2 W. W. R. 157; 56 D. L. R. 694; 
60 8. C. R. 646.—CAN. 
6. ———-,}—-TEHILRAM 0. 
ane I. L. R. 33 Bom. 53.—IND. 

» ———. }—-CROLY v. CALLAGHAN 
(1843), 5 I. Eq. R. 25.—IR. 

e. Payment — deferred.|}—STuUNTZ vv. 
Tousen , a ria prec: BANE & 
N - ° q. 

825; 7 N.S. W. W.N. 153.—Aus,. PAN. 

f. Land sold under execution.] — 
Where the purchase-money of an estate 
was left unpaid, & a creditor of the 


KASHIBAI 


LTacn on all 


—— 


h. 
v. PORTER ( 


purchaser, without notice, sued out Corny & C 
an execution against lands, under ABELL Co, 


w the premises in question were 


sold to deft., who had notice :—Held : 
the vendor’s lien for the unpaid pur- 
chase-money attached in doft.’s hands. 
=e v. LEWIS (1850), 1 Gr. 443. 


g. Exchange of ro 
cumbrance exceeding adj ment price— 
eae J—FostTEeR v. 
STIFFLER (1910), 14 


mortgage. }—SENEY 
2 Gr. 546.— CAN. 


k. Goods supplied to sub-agent.]— 


Unpaid 
1866), 1 


(1912), 21 W/L. 
6D. L. R.103.—_CAN. 
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sion for the unpaid purchase-money.—MUIR v. 
JOLLY (1858), 26 Beav. 143; 53 EK. R. 851. 

586. What amount— Whether for general 
balance of account—On series of transactions.]— 
SMITH v. BEEMAN (1848), 1 L. T. O. S. 233. 

587. Effect of receipt in deed—As against 
volunteers.|—Vendor’s lien for purchase-money 
unpaid against the vendee, volunteers & pur- 
chasers with notice or having equitable interests 
only, claiming under him, unless clearly relin- 
quished; of which another security taken, & 
relied on may be evidence; according to the 
circumstances; the nature of the security, etc., 
the proof being upon the purchaser; & failing in 
part, upon the circumstances, another security 
being relied on, may prevail as to the residue. 

The settled doctrine is, that, where the vendor 
conveys, without more, though the consideration 
is upon the face of the instrument expressed to 
be paid, & by a receipt, indorsed upon the back, 
if it is the simple case of a conveyance, the money, 
or part of it, not being paid, as between the vendor 
& the vendee & persons, claiming as volunteers, 
upon the doctrine of this ct., a lien shall prevail ; 
in the one case for the whole consideration; in 
the other for that part of the money, which was 
not paid. . . . In those general cases in which 
there would be the lien, as between vendor & 
vendee, the vendor will have the lien against a 
third person; who had notice, that the money 
was not paid (LORD ELDON, C.).—MACKRETH v., 
Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 329; 33 E. R. 778, 
L. C 


Annotations :—Expld. Re Lightoller, Ex _p. Peake (1816), 
1 Madd. 346. Distd. Cood v. Cood & Pollard (1822), 10 
Price, 109. Refd. Cowell v. Simpson (1809), 16 Ves. 275; 
Winter v. Anson (1827), 3 Russ. 488; Selby v. Selby 
(1828), 4 Russ. 336; Clarke v. Royle (1830), 3 Sim. 499; 
Wythe v. Henniker (1833), 2 My. & K. 635; Buckland v. 
Pocknell (1843), 13 Sim. 406; Rice v. Rice a 2 


Kq. Rep. 341; Wythes v. Lee eee? 3 Drew. : 
Dixon v. Gayfere (1857), 1 De G. J. 655; Re Stucley, 
Lloyds Bank v. 


hag Bi ekewich, [1906] 1 Ch. 67 ; 
Swiss Bankverein, Union of London & 

Swiss Bankverein (1913), 108 L. T. 143. Mentd. Peacock 

v. Burt (1834), 4 L. J. Ch. 33; Sproule v. Prior (1836), 8 

Sim. 189 ; Matthews v. Bowler (1847), 9 L. T. O. S. 20. 

588. Note or bond in addition.)—A. 
agreed to sell an estate to B. for an annuity, & B. 
was to pay off a mtge. to which the estate was 
subject. Accordingly B. executed a deed, by 
which he granted the annuity to A. & covenanted 
to pay it; &, by a conveyance of even date, but 
exccuted after the annuity deed, after reciting the 
agreement & the annuity-deed, A. & the mtgee., 
in pursuance of the agreement, & in consideration 
of the annuity having been so granted as aforesaid, 
& of the payment of the mtge. money, conveyed 
the estate to B. The annuity, afterwards, became 
in arrear :—Held: A. had no lien on the estate 
for the annuity. 

Where the consideration is to be money paid 
down, & the moncy, in fact, is not paid, but a 
conveyance is made as if it had been paid, & that 
is all; or, if there be, in addition to it, the giving 


Smiths Bank vw. 





l. Balance of sale of threshing 
machine—Lien on purchaser’s land.j— 
GaaR ScotTr Co. v. MITCHELL (1912), 
22 W. LL. R. 239: 22 Man. L. BR. 4743 
8 D. L. R. 129.—CAN. 


m. For coal supplied.) —- WorT- 
aN Dee ee es 33 
W. L. R.178— GAN. : ie aa 


n. Land sold for tares.]-——Where 
land which has been transferred, but 
not ae for, is sold for taxes, the 
unpaid vendor has a lion upon the 
proceeds in excess of the amount re- 

quired for taxes.—-HkETU v. MORIN- 
< VILLE OIL Crry LAND Co., [1918] 1 


rties — In- 


CAN- 
940; 


282 


Sect. 3.—Particular classes of cases: Subd-sect. 21, 
B. (a) i. & ti, (0), (c) & (a), & C.J 
merely of a note or bond, still, in substance, the 
vendor has not that which, in point of justice, 
he ought to have; & therefore a ct. of equity 
considers the holder of the land by means of the 
conveyance, as a trustee of the money for the 
vendor, which is to be made good out of the land 
itself; because the land never would have been 
parted with, but for the sake of the money (SHAD- 
WELL, V.C.).—BUCKLAND v. POCKNELL (1843), 13 


Sim. 406; 60 EH. R. 157. 
Annotation :—Refd. Dixon v. Gayfere (1857), 1 De G. & J. 


655. 

589, —— Recital that deficiency is to be 
loan.|—Muik v. JOLLY, No 585, ante. 

See, generally, DrEps, Vol. XVII., pp. 370 
et seg.; ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., p. 265. 

590. Purchase-money known to be trust money— 
Part wrongfully retained by one trustee.]—lt a 


vendor who knows that the purchase-money is 





trust money suffers one of the trustees to retain. 


part of it without the knowledge of the co-trustees 
or the cestuis que trust, he has no lien on the estate 
for the part so retained.—WHITE v. WAKEFIELD 
Sa 7 Sim. 401; 4 L. J. Ch. 195; 58 H. R. 
Annotations :-—Reid. Rimmer v. Webster, [1902] 2 Ch. 163. 

Mentd. Holmes v. Powell (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 572; 


Hunt v. Luck, [1901] 1 Ch. 45; Powell v. Browne (1907), 
97 L. T. 854. 


ji. Where Particular Mode of Payment Provided, 


_ 591. Annulty.|—TarDIFF v. SCRUGHAN (1769), 
cited in 1 Bro. U. C. p. 423; 28 BK. R. 1216; sub 
eg FORDIFF v. SCRUGHAM, cited in Amb. p. 725, 


Annotations :-—Distd. Fawell v. Heelis (1773), Amb. 724; 


Blackburn v. Gregson (1785), 1 Bro. GC. C. 420. btd._é& 
Distd. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 329. Distd. 
Winter v. Anson (1827), 3 Russ. 448. Dbtd. & Disid. 


Clarke v. Royle (1830), 3 Sim. 499. 
Pocknell (1843), 13 Sim. 406. Apld. Matthew v. Bowler 
(1847), 6 Hare, 110. Expld. Dixon v. Gayfere, Fluker v. 
Gordon (1857), 1 De G. & J. 655. 


692. - Secured by covenant.]|—Pltf., who 
was entitled to an equitable life interest in lease- 
hold property, under the will of testator, assigned 
the same to deft., in consideration of a weekly 
sum to be secured by the covenant of the pur- 
chaser; & by the same deed the purchaser cove- 
nanted for himself, his heirs, exors., & adminis- 
trators, to pay the weekly sum, to insure & repair 
the premises, & to observe the covenants in the 
lease, & to indemnify pltf. in respect thereof :— 
Held: pltf. had a lien upon the premises for the 
annuity ; & the arrears of the annuity & the costs 
of pltf. suing in formd pauperis were directed to be 
paid out of the rents of the premises.—MaTIHEW 
v. BOWLER (1847), 6 Hare, 110; 16L. J. Ch. 239; 
9L.T. 0.8.20; 11 Jur. 297 ; 67 B. KR. 1102. 


Annotations :—Expld. Dixon v. Gayfere, Fluker v. Gordon 
pave me - J. 655. Refd. Barker v. Stickney 


Consd. Buckland ¢z. 








7. R. 666; 13 Alta. L. R. 115.— 


o. Farm machinery. }—-CHURSKNOFF 


Diawerew Ne 


will, upon 


~ been created, & 
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591 i. Annuity. }~ P 
MAN (1857), 6 Gr. 336,-—-CAN” 


»1N. B. Eq. Rep. 116,—OAN. 


e ° ° 85 5 
CuaP- 23 Man. L. R. 461. 


328.—IR 
591 ili, ——.}-Duauay . L : 
TEIGNE (1905), 25 C. L. eae p. Payment 
Eq. Rep. 132. CAN T. 92; 3.N. B. ig CANADIAN C 


591 iv. ——.]—~When A. conveys land 
to b., in consideration of Bee 
ment to pay 80 anmuty to C., the ct. 

efault in payment, declare 

the annuity to be a charge upon the 
land, although ae express ohetne has CAN 
ecres & e of the 
land to realise the c ; 
v. SPENOER (1913), 24 W. 
4W. W. R >; 11 D. L. BR. 801; 

592 | are 

- ~~~ Secured by cov 
KELaGHAN v. DALY, [1913] 


Co., Hz p. 
MacHwINE Co. (1901), 4 


LIEN. 


598. ——— Secured by separate deed.}—Buck- 
LAND v. POCKNELL, No. 588, ante. 

594. ‘‘To be secured by bond.’’]—-(1) An 
agreement was entered into for the sale of an 
estate in consideration of an annuity to be granted 
to the vendor for three lives, to be secured by bond 
upon the estate being conveyed :—Held: the 
vendor had no lien on the estate in respect of the 
ay & was only entitled to have it secured by 

ond. 

(2) If a person sells an estate for a certain sum 
of money which is not paid, the vendor has a lien 
on the estate for his purchase-money; & if he 
takes any other security for the payment thereof, 
he still has such lien. Secus in the case of an 
annuity.—DIXxoN v. GAYFERR, FLUKER v. GORDON 
(1857), 1 De G. & J. 655; 27 L. J. Ch. 148; 30 
L. T. O. S. 162; 3 Jur. N.S. 1157; 6 W. R. 62; 
44 KB. BR. 878, L. C. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Collins v. Collins (No. 2), 
Downes v. Downes (1862), 31 Beav. 346. Generally, 
Refd. Fe Albert Life Assce., Ex p. Western Life Assce. 
Soc. (1870), L. R. 11 a 164; Re Stucley, Stucley v. 
Kekewich (1905), 75 L. J. Ch. 68; Barker v. Stickney, 
[1918) 2 K. B. 356. 


595. Covenant to pay as only considera- 
tion.|—A. conveyed an estate to B., in considera- 
tion of B. entering into the covenants contained 
in the deed for paying an annuity to A., & £3,000 
to certain pperagne in the event of his, B.’s, marry- 
ing :—Held: the covenants did not create a lien 
on the estate.—CLARKE v. ROYLE (1830), 3 Sim. 


499; 57 BE. R. 1085. 

Annotations :—Oonsd. Buckland v. Pocknell (1843), 13 Sim. 
406. Refd. Dixon v. Gayfere, Fluker v. Gordon (1857), 
1 De G. & J. 655; He Albert Life Assce., Ax p. Western 
Life Assce. Soc. (1870), L. K. 11 Eq. 164. 


596. Payment by instalments—Declaration as 
to instalments accrued due—Liberty to apply as to 
future instalments.|—In an action by a vendor 
whose purchase-money was to be paid by instal- 
ments, some of which were not yet duc, for 
specific performance of his contract & a declaration 
of his lien, liberty was given to apply in respect of 
future instalments as they accrued due.—NIVES 
v. NIVES (1880), 15 Ch. D. 649; 49 L. J. Ch. 674; 
42 L. T. 832; 29 W. R. 302. 

597. Shares in company — Company subse- 
quently wound up.|—LONDON METALLURGICAL 
Co., Lrp. v. CowPrpER CoLEs, SAME v. WALKER 
(1895), 11 T. L. R. 377. 

Reservation of royalties.]|—-See Sub-sect. 21, B. 
(ad), post. 

Payment by bond or negotiable instrument.|— 
See Part VII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, A. (a) i.; & 
Part VII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, B. (a) i., post. 








(6) Interest. 


598. From what time allowed—Commencement 
of lien.}—(1) The doctrine of vendor’s lien for 
unpaid purchase-money is as applicable to a sale 
of personal estate, such as a reversionary interest 
in a trust fund, as to a sale of real estate; & 


C. L. T. 341.—CAN. 

q. ——.]—LES Sasurs DB LA 
Cuarirh DE L’HOprraL GENERAL DE 
ST, BONIFACE v. FORREST he , 16 
W. L. R. 68; 20 Man. L. R. 301.— 


ARTO - 


r. Agreement to pay rent—& 
supply hay.}--RICHARDSON v. M‘'Cavs- 


.— SPENCER 
y 
LAND (1817), Beat. 457.—IR. 


L. R. 420; 


enant.}— PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 21.— 
21 R. B, (b). 

; tt allowed-— 
pibatineniel 22 6981. From what time 


Commencement of lUlen. LY v. 
CALLAGHAN (eds oo Trea he 26. 


Part V.—EQuiTaBLE LIEN. 


accordingly an unpaid vendor of personal estate 
is entitled to all such remedies for enforcing pay- 
ment of his purchase-money & interest as he would 
have been entitled to under an express mtge. or 


charge. 

(2) No statute of limitations is applicable to a 
charge ,on personal estate, whether by way of 
vendor’s lien or otherwise : consequently the right 
to the recovery of the debt is not barred by lapse 
of time, & interest is recoverable for the whole 
period from the date on which the debt was 
Incurred.—Re StucLEy, STUCLEY v. KEKEWICH, 
[1906] 1 Ch. 67; 75 L. J. Ch. 58; 93 L. T. 718; 
564 W. R. 256; 22 T.L. R.33; 50 Sol. Jo. 58, C. A. 


Annotation :—Aseto (1) Refd. Re B 
Beirnstein, (1925) Gh. 12. eirnstein, Barnett v 


599. Whether recovery barred by Statute of 
Limitations.|—Re Sruciery, Bcc ue v. KEKE- 
wi No. 598, ante. 

ere land compulsorily acquired.|—See Sect. 
3, sub-sect. 21, H., post. ie ec teen 


Interest on purchase-mone enerally.]—See 
SALB OF Goops; SALE oF Tasos : vs : 


(c) Costes. 


Where land compulsorily acquired..—See Sub- 
sect. 21, E., post. aie oe 


(d) Unpaid Royalties. 

600. Sale of patent.]—In 1904, pltfs. agreed to 
sell S. some patents, &, as the consideration for 
the sale, S. agreed to pay them a sum of £5,000 
cash & certain royalties, & S. also guaranteed the 
payment of certain annual sums by way of 
minimum royalties during the continuance of the 
patente, the first payment to be made in June, 
1906, & if defaults were made in payment of any 
minimum royalty the whole of the minimum 
royalties were to become immediately payable. 
S. paid the £5,000 & pltfs. by two decds in common 
form assigned the patents to him for a nominal 
consideration & without reference to the agree- 
ment or any reservation of royalties. In 1903, 
S. sold & assigned the patents for value to a co. 
with notice of the agreement of 1904, & the co. 
paid pltfs. the minimum royalty that fell due in 
June, 1906. Subsequently S. wrongfully re- 
pudiated the agreement of 1904, & pltfs. brought 
an action against him & the co., alleging that S. 
by his wrongful repudiation had committed a 
breach of the agreement which entitled them ‘‘ to 
treat it as at an end & to sue him in damages for 
the breach,”’ & claiming, as against S., the total 
sum of the unpaid minimum royalties by way of 
damages for the breach, & as against the co., a 
lien on the patents for the royalties as unpaid 
purchase-money. Subsequently S. became bkpt., 
& his trustee in bkpcy. was added as a deft., but 
declined to take any part in the action. The co. 
pleaded that pltfs. having elected to treat the 
agreement as at an end, had no claim for royalties 
thereunder against them :—Held: (1) pltfs. had 
not by their pleadings irrevocably elected to 
rescind the agreement, but could not sue both in 
damages for the breach & also for the considera- 
tion. (2) Pltfs. had a vendor’s lien on the patents 
in the hands of the co. for the unpaid minimum 
royalties.—Dansk REKYLRIFFEL SYNDIKAT AKT. 


PART V. neCr 8, SUB-SECT. 21.— 


al rule.}—A vendor estab- 
@ Hen for unpaid purchase- 
money is entitled, in the absence of 
misconduct, to the general costs of the 
avtion & the conta of taking the 8. W. 523; 


accounts. VALE t. BLAIR (1887), 13 
V. L. R. 502, 704.—AUS. 


PART Vv. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 21.—C. 


6041. Personalty.-—-Re M 
Bareap ». McoCaLLom (1907), 7 
N. 24N. 58. 
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v. SNELL, [1908] 2 Ch. 127; 77 L. J. Ch. 352; 98 
L. T. 830; 24 Tf. L. R. 395; 16 Mans. 184. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Consd. Barker v. Stickney, [1919] 1 
K. B. 121. 


See No. 575, ante, &, generally, PATENTS. 

Sale of copyright.) — See No. 575, ante; 
704, post. 

See, generally, COPYRIGHT, Vol. XIII., p. 198. 


No. 


C. Over What Property Claimable. | 


601. Realty.|—Re StucLEy, STUCLHY v. KEKE- 
wicH, No. 598, ante. 

602. Leaseholds.]|—After judgment against the 
purchaser of a leasehold house & furniture, lien 
of the vendor upon the house & furniture, & 
proof under a commission of bkpcy., against the 
purchaser for the deficiency.—#z p. SEAFORTH 
(LORD) (1812), 19 Ves. 235; 34 EH. R. 505; sub 
nom. Re WILKINSON, Ex p. SEAFORTH (LORD), 
1 Rose, 306, L. C. 

603. Life interest.|—MATTHEW v. 
LER, No. 592, ante. 

604. Personalty.|—-Re STucLey, 
KEKEWICH, No. 598, ante. 

605. Furniture.|—H2 yp. SeEAFORTH (LORD), 
No. 602, ante. 

606. Shares in company.]—Where a bkpt. had 
contracted to buy some shares in the United 
States Bank, the certificates of which were left in 
the hands of the vendor, as a security for the 
payment of the greatest portion of the purchase- 
money :—Held: the vendor was entitled, as in 
the case of an equitable mtgee., to an order for 
the sale of the shares, in satisfaction of the unpaid 
purchase-money, with liberty to prove for the 
difference.—Re BARLOW, Ex p. SUEPPARD (1841), 
2 Mont. D. & De G. 431, Ct. of R. 

See, also, COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 341 et seq. 

607. Particular estate on which it attaches— 
Declaration of court as to Incumbrances on devised 
estates.|— Where the ct. had declared that certain 
devised estates were devised subject to incum- 
brances charged thereon, & a vendor had a lien 
for unpaid purchase-money on one of such 
estates, the ct. held, that, under the circumstances 
of the case, the vendor’s lien stood precisely in 
the same position as any other incumbrance, & 
that it must be paid out of the particular estate 
on which it attached..-BKARNWELL v. IREMONGER 
(1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 242; 3 L, T. 462; 9 W.R. 
88; 62 E. R. 872. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Beirnstein, Barnett v. Beirnstein, 
[1925] Ch. 12. Mentd. Day v. pee 14 W. BR. 261; 
Hughes v. ‘I'wisden (1886), 34 W. R. 498. 

608. Debt.|;—Upon a sale of a debt proved in 
an administration suit, the purchaser gave a 
bond for the purchase-money, payable by instal- 
ments :—Held: the vendor bad not lost his 
lien on the debt for the payment of the unpaid 
purchase-money.—CoL1Lins v. CoLLins (No. 2), 
Downes v. DOWNES (1862), 31 Beav. 346; 54 
EB. R. 1172. 

Annotation :—Apprvd. Davies v. Thomas, [1900] 2 Ch. 462. 
609. Unfinished ship—For advances.]—Swain- 

STON v. CLay, No. 513, ante. 

610. Ship—For balance of price of engines.|— 
STEWART v. East & WeEsT InNv1IA Docks & DENNY 
(1865), 3 Mar. L. C. Digest of Cases, p. 59. 





Bow- 


STUCLEY wv. 





a. Land in ssession of surety.) 
—HELLIWELL rs DICKSON (1862), 9 
Gr, 414.—CAN. 

b. Timber.]—SMITH v. BELL (1865), 
11 Gr. 619.—CAN. 


a 
_N. o. ——.}—FoRD »v. Hopuson (1902), 


W. W.N 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sect. 21, 
C., D. & Eo 


611. Ship’s engines.|—The deposit of the 
builder’s certificate created a good equitable 
mtge. of the unfinished ship, including the engines 
which were being built for her but subject as to 
the engines to any lien for unpaid purchase- 
money to which the engine builders might be 
entitled.—_Re SorrLey, Ex p. HopGKIn (1875), 
as reported in L. R. 20 Eq. 746. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Wincham Shipbuilding Boiler & 
Salt Co., Poole, Jackson & Whyte’s Case (1878), 26 W. R. 
588; Bulteel & Colmore v. Parker & Bulteel (Trustee in 
Bankruptcy of) (1916), 32 T. L. R. 661. 

See, generally, SHIPPING. 

612. Trade machinery affixed to freehold.]— 
aa IRoNWorRKs, Lrp. (1888), 4 T. L. R. 

613. Purchase-money due under original con- 
tract—For chattels constructed by sub-contractor 
on purchaser’s land.]—.A. contracted with the B. 
co. to erect two specified tanks on C.’s premises, 
to be paid for after completion. The B. co. 
contracted with C. to erect the tanks specified, 
to be paid for after completion. When A. had 
partly constructed the tanks, a receiver of the 
peoveryy of the B. co. was appointed in a debenture- 

older’s action. The B. co. were insolvent. The 
tanks were not fixed to the soil, but were too heavy 
to move :—Held: the property in the incomplete 
tanks was in A., & he had a lien on the purchase- 
money that would be payable by C. for his 

purchase-money.— BELLAMY v. Davey, [1891] 3 

Ch. 540; 60 L. J. Ch. 778; 65 L. T. 308; 40 

W. R. 118; 7 T. L. R. 725. 

a tpotalion :—Distd. Prichett Co. v. Currie, [1916] 2 Ch. 
614. Share of proceeds of sale—Of property be- 

queathed on trust for sale at future date.|—(1) The 

vendor of a share of the proceeds of sale of lease- 
hold property bequeathed by will to trustees on 

trust for sale at a future date is entitled to a 

vendor’s lien for unpaid purchase-money on the 

share of the proceeds of sale in the hands of the 
trustees. 

(2) An order, made on an ex p. application 
under Lunacy Act, 1890 (c. 5), 8s. 116, directing 
a person in the name & on behalf of a lunatic not 
so found to receive & give a discharge for his 
property, does not affect the legal or equitable 
rights of other parties against that property as, 
for instance, a vendor’s lien thereon for unpaid 
purchase-money.— DAVIES v. THoMas, [1900] 2 
Ch. 462; 69 L. J. Ch. 643; 83 L. T. 11; 49 
W. R. 68; 44 Sol. Jo. 608, C. A. 


Annotution:—As to (1) Apld. Ke Stucley, Stucley ». 
Kekewich, [{1906] 1 Ch. 67) - 


615. Rentcharge — Intestacy —— Liability of next 
of kin.|—-A rentcharge issuing out of leaseholds 
1s a chattel real. A rentcharge of this kind con- 
tracted to be purchased by testator who died 
intestate in respect thereof is within Real Estate 
Charges Acts, 1854, 1867, & 1877, which are to 
be read together, & passes to his next of kin as 
persons claiming through him, subject, as between 
themselves & the other persons claiming through 
deceased, to a primary liability to payment of 
the vendor’s lien for unpaid purehaesmohey. 
notwithstanding the absence of any reference to 
next of kin in the negativing part of the Act of 
1877, s. 1.—Re FRasER, LOWTHER v. FRASER, 


220. L. T. 177; 30. L. R. ; 
O. W. KR. 121.—GAN. paren ged CAN. 


a. Assigned 
v. RINDEAe bore ae Ge 


Gr. 53.—CAN, 
®. Manufactured geode.) — Writ- 


LAUFER v. SCOTT (1893), 20 A. R. 652. 


LIEN. 


[1904] 1 Ch. 726; 78 L. J. Ch. 481; 91 L. T. 48; 
§2 W. R. 616; 20 T. L. R. 414; 48 Sol. Jo. 383, 
A 


C. A. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Re Joseph, Pain v. Joseph (1908), 
98 L. T. 392: Re Taylor, Dale v. Dale, [1909] W. N. 59; 
Re Whiting, Ormond v. De Launay, {1913] 2 Ch. 1; Re 
Aynsley, Kyrie v. Turner, [1914] 2 Ch. 422; Re Wede- 
wood, Sweet v. Cotton, [1914] 2 Ch. 245; He Smith 
Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 1 Ch. 523; Re Florence, Lydall 
v. Haberdashers’ Co. (1917), 87 L. z. Ch. 86; Re Hardy- 
man, Teesdale v. McClintock, (1925) Ch. 287. 
616. Reversionary interest in trust fund.J— 
Re Stuciey, STUCLEY v. KEKEWICH, No. 598, 


ante. 

617. Patent—For royalties.—DANSK REKYL- 
RIFFEL SYNDIKAT AKT. v. SNELL, No. 600, ante. 
.J—See, also, No. 575, ante. 

See, generally, PATENTS. 
Copyright.)—-See No. 575, ante, No. 704, post. 
See, also, CopyriGHT, Vol. XIII., pp. 189 et seq. 








D. On Whom Binding. 

618. Party claiming by descent—Widow.|— 
HEARLE v. BoTeELERS (1604), Cary, 25; 21 E. R. 
14, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Mackrcth v. Symmons (1808), 15 

Ves. 329. 

619. ——— Heir.}—HeraRLE v. BoTELERS (1604), 
Cary, 25; 21 E.R. 14, L. C. 

Annotation :—Consd. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 


329. 

620. .|—The contractor, who had 
been only paid half of the expenses of the building, 
having thereby the legal & equitable interest, is 
entitled to be paid his whole demand; & the 
parties interested or their estates must settle 
their proportions & rights between themselves. 

If the conveyance had been made of land, the 
money not paid, as against vendee, his heir, or 
any claiming under him as purchaser, with notice 
of this equity, the land may be resorted to (LORD 
HARDWICKE, C.).—WALKER v. PRESWICK (1755), 
2 Ves. Sen. 622; 28 BE. R. 396, L. C. 
anos :—Refd. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 


Devisee—Right of legatee to have assets mar- 
shalled.|—See Exmcurors, Vol. X XIII., pp. 527, 
528, Nos. 5939-5943. 

621. Assignees — Volunteers.|— MACKRETH v. 
Symmons, No. 587, ante. 

622. Purchaser for value without notice— 
Assignment of leaseholds.|An assignment of 
leaseholds in consideration of natural love & 
affection is not voluntary. Leaseholds, on which 
there was a vendor’s lien, were assigned by the 

urchaser to his son in consideration of natural 
ove & affection. The son had no notice of the 
vendor’s lien :—Held: there was sufficient con- 
sideration in the assignment to make the son a 
purchaser for value instead of a volunteer, &, 
therefore, the vendor’s lien did not hold against 
the son as assignee of the leaseholds.—HaRnxis v. 
TUBB (1889), 42 Ch. D. 79; 658 L. J. Ch. 484; 
60 L. T. 699; 38 W. R. 75. 

Sce, generally, FRAUDULENT & VOIDABLE CON- 
VEYANCES, Vol. XXV., pp. 232, 233, Nos. 597-601. 

628. Purchaser for value with notice.|— 
If A. sells an estate, & takes a promissory note 
for part of the purchase-money, & then the 
purchaser sells to B. who has notice that A. had 
not received all his purchase-money, the land in 
equity is chargeable in the hands of B. with the 














0. ATHENRY & ENNIS JUNOTION RY. 
Co. (1870), 19 W. R. 318.—IR. 


f. Lands of railway company.) — 
Av unpaid vendor is entitled a nf bea 
on the lands of a railway co.— KEANE 


. Sheep. }--TESCHEMAKER Vv. MCLEAN 
sed, as, 1.—N.Z,. 


Part V.—EHQUITABLE LIEN. 


money due on the note.—GIBBONS v. BADDALL 


(undated), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 682; 22 E. R. 5738. 
Annotations :—Consd. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 
Me 329; Re Lightoller, Hx p. Peake (1816), 1 Madd. 


624. 





——.]—WALKER v. PRESWICK, No. 








.|—A. having sold certain lease- 
hold premises to B., assigned them by indenture, 
containing a proviso that B. should not assign 
over until the whole of the purchase-money should 
have been paid, & B. & C. covenanted for them- 
selves, their exors., administrators & assigns for 
the payment of the money. The premises having 
been taken in execution for a debt of B. who had 
not paid the purchase-money, were sold by the 
sheriff to D., who paid down a deposit & agreed 
to complete the purchase on having a good title: 
—Held: the non-payment of the purchase-money 
by B. was a sufficient objection to the title, & D. 
might recover back his deposit in an action for 
money had & received. 

Suppose a man having purchased an estate, 
assign it before the purchase-money has been 
paid, a ct. of equity will compel the assignee to 
pay that money, provided he knew at the time 
of the assignment that it had not been paid 
(LORD ALVANLEY, C.J.).—ELLIOT v. EDWARDS 
(1802), 3 Bos. & P. 181; 127 BE. R. 100. 
aon :—Consd. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 


626. ——- ———.] — MACKRETH v. SYMMONS, 
No. 587, ante. 
627. Constructive notice.]—Pltfs. 








sold & conveyed a plot of land to the trustees of a 
building society. Though the conveyance con- 
tained a receipt for the whole purchase-money, a 
part only was paid, & the vendors retained the 
conveyance as an equitable security for the 
remainder. The land was divided into lots & 
sold, & conveyed by the trustees to the allottees, 
who resold them to other persons without notice 
of pltf.’s lien, but who neglected to require the 
production of the conveyance from pltfs. :— 
Held: the lien of pltfs. must prevail over the 
legal estate of the purchasers without notice, for 
it was their duty to require the production of the 
deed, & which would have led to a knowledge of 
the lien.—PETO v. HamMmonp (1861), 30 Beav. 
495; 31 L. J. Ch. 354; 8 Jur. N. S. 550; 54 
E. R. 981. 


Annotations :—Retd. Oliver v. Hinton, [1899] 2 Ch. 264. 
Moentd. Morland v. Cook (1808), L. R. 6 Eq. 252. 


628. Lessees-—Joined as parties with purchaser.]| 
—A railway co. took lands under an agreement 
that they should have immediate possession, & 
should pay the purchase-money, with interest, 
within six months after the opening of the line. 
They then leased the line to another co., who took 
possession, & after the line was opened, worked 
it for public traffic. The purchase-money not 
being duly paid, the vendors filed their bill against 
both cos. The ct. decreed specific performance 
with payment of the purchase-money within 
three months, & declared pitfs. entitled as against 
both cos. to a lien upon the land for the purchase- 
money & interest, giving them, in case the 
purchase-money was not duly paid, liberty to 
apply in respect of the enforcement [by sale] of 
their lien or otherwise. Inasmuch as the bill 
sought relief, by way of injunction, & lien, which 


Huron Ry. Co, (1870), 17 Gr. 521 
PART Vv. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. z21.—E. CAN. 


roperty — Land 
purchase-money. 
BurraLo & LAKE 


632 i. Over what 
taken — For unp 
—-PATERSON v. 


632 ii. ——— --—- ———.} Where a 
railway co. have taken lands for the 
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affected the possession of the land :—Held: the 

lessees were properly made parties. ; ; 

What I propose to do in this case is to give 
liberty to pltfs., in case the purchase-money should 
be unpaid, to apply in respect of the enforcement 
of their lien, & as to the injunction & appointment 
of a receiver (STUART, V.-C.).—WINCHESTER (BP.) 
v. Mip-Hants Ry. Co. (1867), L. R. 5 Eg. 17; 37 
L. J. Ch. 64; 17 L. T. 161; 32 J. P. 116; 16 
W. R. 72. 

Annotations :—Apld. Drax v. Somerset & Dorset Ry. (1868), 
38 L. J. Ch. 349 - Goodford v. Stonehouse & Nailsworth 
Ry. (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 307; Marling v. Stonehouse & 
Nailsworth Ry. (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 306. 

629. Equitable mortgagee in possession of title 
deeds.]—Pitis. having sold certain leaseholds to. 
R., executed a deed of assignment of their 
interest, & acknowledged in the body of the deed 
the receipt of the purchase-money, part of which, 
however, only was paid. The title deeds were 
given to the purchaser, & he, on the succeeding 
day, handed them over to E., as a security for 
a debt due by him to E. :—Held: as against E., 
the vendors had no lien on the property for the 
unpaid purchase-money.—RIcE v. Rice (1854), 
2 Drew. 73; 2 Eq. Rep. 341; 23 L. J. Ch. 2893 
22 L. T. O. S. 208; 2 W. R. 139; 61 E. R. 646. 
Annotations :—Apld. Cave v. Cave (1880), 15 Ch. D. 639. 

Distd. Kettlewell v. Watson (1882), 21 Ch. D. 685. Consd. 

Rimmer v. Webster, [1902] 2 Ch. 163. Apld. Re Bourne, 

Bourne v. Bourne, [1906] 1 Ch. 113. Refd. Roberts v. 

Croft (1857), 24 Beav. 223; Cory v. Hyre (1862), 1 De 

G. J. & Sm. 149; Layard v. Maud (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 

397; Hunter v. Walters, Curling v. Walters, Darnell v. 

Hunter (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 292; Shropshire Union Rys. 

& Canal v. R. (1875), L. R. 7 H. L. 496; Northern 

Counties of England Fire Insce. v. Whipp (1884), 51 L. T. 

06; Bickerton v. Walker (1885), 31 Ch. D. 151; Re 

Vernon, Ewens (1886), 32 Ch. D. 402; Farrand v. York- 

shire Banking Co. (1888), 40 Ch. D. 182; Union Bank 

of London v. Kent (1888), 39 Ch. D. 238; Carritt v. Real 

& Personal Advance Co. (1889), 42 Ch. D. 263; Taylor 

v. Russell, [1891] 1 Ch. 8; Re Maskell & Goldfinch’s 

Contract (1895), 13 R. 685; Lioyds Bank v. Bullock, 

[1896] 2 Ch. 192; Re Castell & Brown, Roper v. Castell 

& Brown, Bae 1 Ch. 315; Capell v. Winter, [1907] 

2 Ch. 376. Mentd. Keith v. Burrows (1876), 1 C. P. D. 

722; Ortigosa v. Brown (1877), 47 L. J. Ch. 168 ; Spencer 

v. Clarke (1878), 9 Ch. D. 137; Re Eyton, Bartlett v. 

Charles (1890), 45 Ch. D. 458; Bateman v. Hunt (1904), 

Ve J. K. B. 782; Burgis v. Constantine, (1908) 2 K. B. 

630. Trustee in bankruptcy.]—A. sells land to 
B. who afterwards becomes bkpt., part of the 
purchase-money not being paid. 

A. shall not be bound to come in as a creditor 
under the statute, but the land shall stand charged 
with the money unpaid, though no agreement for 


| that purpose.—CHAPMAN v. TANNER (1684), 1 


Vern. 267; 23 E. R. 461. 

Annotations :—Distd. Fawell v. Heelis (1773), Amb. 724. 
Consd. Mackroth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 329; Re 
Lightoller, Ex p. Peake (1816), 1 Madd. 346. Refd. 
Blackburn v. Gregson (1785), 1 Bro. C. C. 420. 

631. .|\—BowLes v. Rocers (1800), 6 
Ves. 95, n.; 1 Cooke’s Bankrupt Laws 8th ed., 
p. 146; 31 E. R. 957, L. C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ex p. Gwynne (1806), 12 Ves. 379. 





E. Land Compulsorily Acquired. 

632. Over what property—Land taken—For un- 
paid purchase-money.|—(1) The owner of land 
taken by a railway co. is entitled to a lien upon 
the land so taken for the amount both of the 
purchase-money, & of the compensation for 
severance, etc. 

(2) Entry by the co., under Lands Clauses 


purposes of their line, but have never 
required the vendor to execute a con- 
veyanoe, nor paid the sum agreed 
upon for purchase & compensa- 
tion money, & the railway has been 


. 
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Sect. 3.—Particular classes of casea: Sub-sect. 21, 
E., F. & G.3 aub-secta. 22 & 28.) 


Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 18), s. 85, does not 
deprive the vendor of his lien. 

(3) Payment of money as a security, under an 
agreement entered into’before the price is deter- 
mined, does not take away the lien. 

(4) A vendor’s lien for unpaid purchase-money 
in respect of land, is a right in equity that can 
only be taken away either by an Act of Parliament 
or the express contract of the parties. 

(5) The Ot. of Ch. will enforce the lien by sale, 
although the railway has been made over the 
land, & opened for public use.—WALKER v. WARE, 
HADHAM & BUNTINGFORD Ry. Co. (1865), L. R. 
1 Eq. 195; 85 Beav. 52; 35 L. J. Oh. 94 ; 18 
L. T. 517; 12 Jur. N.S. 18; 14 W. R. 158; 55 
E. R. 818. 

Annotations :—As to (i) Consd. Pell ». Northampton & 
Banbury Ry. (1868), 16 W. R. 1077. Ap 


Drv: O Vv. 
Tottenham & Hampstead Junction Ry. eee), 3 Ch. App. 


740. As to (5) Folld. Seaawick v. Watford 


worth Ry. (1867), 36 L. J. Ch. 37 . 
R. 413 


Palace & South London Ry. ‘ 
d. Wing v. Tottenham & Hampstead Junction Ry. 
Refd. Sutton v. Hoylake Ry. 


Apprvd. 

(re 88} 3 Ch. App 

1869), 20 L. T. 214. Generally, Refd. Goodford v. oo 
entd. 


house & Nailsworth Ry. (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 307. 

Re Cambrian Ry. (1867), 17 L. T. 374. 

633. -]— WINCHESTER (BP.) v. 
Mip-HANTs Ry. Co., No. 628, ante. 

634. -]—A vendor of land to a 
railway co. who have entered & used it for the 

urpose of their railway is entitled to the same 
Fen on the land for the unpaid purchase-moncy, 
& the same remedies for enforcing it, as an 
ordinary vendor. Therefore where a landowner 
had sold land to a railway co., on some of which 
they had entered, under Lands Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act, 1845 (c. 18), s. 85, & on the rest under 
an agreement with the vendor, & the vendor had 
obtained a decree for specific performance & for 
payment of the purchase-money within three 
months :—Held: in default of payment the 
vendor was entitled to a sale of the land, although 
the railway was actually made, & ready for 
traffic— WING v. TOTTENHAM & HAMPSTEAD 
JUNCTION Ry. Co. (1868), 3 Ch. App. 740; 37 
L. J. Ch. 654; 33 J. P. 99; 16 W. R. 1098, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Apld. Jersey_v. South Wales Mineral Ry. 

(1868), 19 L. T. 446. Consd. Sutton v. Hoylake Ry. 

(1869), 20 L. T. 214; Munns v. Isle of Wight Ry. (1870), 

5 Ch. App. 414; Allgood v. Merrybent & Darlington Ry. 

(1886), 33 Ch. D. 571. 

635. ——- ——— ——-.]—MARSHALL ¥. SCAR- 
BOROUGH & WHITBY Ry. Co., [1889] W. N. 78. 

636. ——- —-—— For compensation.]—WaLKER 
v. WARE, HADHAM & BuNTINGFOoRD Ry. Co., 
No. 632, ante. 

637. ——- ——— _ For interest.|}—-WINCHESTER 
(Br.) v. Mip-Hants Ry. Co., No. 628, ante. 

638. ——- ——- -———.]—MARSHALL v. SCAR- 
BOROUGH & WuirTByY Ry. Co., [1889] W. N. 783. 

689. ——- -—— For costs.]—MarsHALL v. 
eg eeonoueE & WHITBY Ry. Co., [1889] W. N. 




















680s ae SF action.]— MARSHALL v. 
po ees & WHITBY Ry. Co., [1889] W. N. 
641, —— —— Of award.|—When land 





is taken by a railway co. under Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 18), & the price is 
settled by arbn., the costs of the arbn. & award 


LIEN. 


payable to the vendor under sect. 84 of the Act 
o not stand on the same footing as the purchase- 
money & the vendors have no lien on the land for 
such costs.—FERRERS (EARL) v. STAFFORD & 
UtTroxntTer Ry. Oo. (1872), L. R. 18 Hq. 624; 
41 L. J. Ch. 862; 26 L. T. 652; 20 W. R. 478. 
Aanctaton :—Mentd. Capell v. G. W. Ry. (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 


642. Se ne ea ear ———.]-—_ MARSHALL Vv. 
ScaRBOROUGH & WHITBY Ry. Co., [1889] W. N. 73. 
643. ——— Lien on sum In court—For costs.]— 


A railway co., in order to enter upon land 
under Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 
(c. 18), s. 85, gave to the owners a bond, & 
deposited the estimated value of the land ac- 
cording to the provisions of that Act. They 
afterwards paid the amount found by a jury to 
be the value of the land, & obtained a conveyance 
from the owners, & thereupon petitioned for the 
payment out to them of the sum deposited. The 
owners opposed the petition, on the ground that 
the costs of ascertaining the value, & of the 
conveyance, & of a suit occasioned by the co., 
had not been satisfied :—Held: upon the con- 
struction of Lands Olauses Oonsolidation Act, 
1845 (c. 18), 8s. 80, 81, the co. were entitled to the 
payment out to them of their deposit, & the 
owners of the land had no lien on the deposit for 
such costs.—Ea p. GREAT NORTHERN Ky. Co. 
(1848), 16 Sim. 169; 5 Ry. & Can. Cas. 269; 
11 L. T. O.S. 285; 12 Jur. 885; 60 E. R. 837, L. C. 
644. ——- ——- ——— Effect of performance of 
condition of bond.|—The sum deposited by a 
railway co. in ct. under Lands’ Clauses Act, 1845 
(c. 18), 8. 85, is not subject to any lien for the 
costs of the vendor; but upon due performance 
of the condition of the bond mentioned in the 
same sect., the co. are entitled to have the money 
paid out to them, notwithstanding the pendenc 
of a question between them & the vendor wit 
respect to such costs.—He LONDON & SOUTH 
WESTERN RatILway EXTENSION AcT, Ea p. 
STEVENS (1848), 2 Ph. 772; 5 Ry. & Can. Cas. 


437; 13 L. T. O. S. 888; 13 Jur. 2; 41 E.R. 

1142, L. C. 

Annotations :—-Folld. Re Neath & Brecon Ry. (1874), 9 
Mentd. Ke ¥ 


Ch. App. 263. Pollock, Hz p. 
Staines, & South-Western Ry. (1849), 13 Jur. 760; Re 
Tottenham & Hampetead Junction Ry. (1868), 14 W. R. 

669; Re Mutlow’s Truste (1878), 27 W. R. 245. 

645. -]—Where a co. has, 
under Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 
(c. 18), A 85, agen alt lg ne rasp erred 
agreement, upon giving a n ) 
money in ct., it is entitled, upon fulfilling the con- 
ditions of the bond, to have the money repaid, & 
the ct. cannot, under sect. 80, order payment of 
costs out of it—He NeatTH & BrEcoN Ry. Co. 
(1874), 9 Ch. App. 268; 48 L. J. Ch. 277; 80 
L.T.8; 22 W. R. 242, L. JJ. 


Arnciaton :—Mentd. Re Mutlow’s Estate (1878), 10 Ch. D. 


646. Effect of entry by purchasers—Lien not 
lost.|— WALKER v. WARE, HADHAM & BUNTING- 
FORD Ry. Co., No. 682, ante. 

See, generally, COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, 
Vol. XI., pp. 230, 281. 


F. Transfer of Lien. 


647. By parol.|—Semble: the benefit of the 
vendor’s lien for purchase-money unpaid may be 














constructed & opened for traffic, the money.J—LINCOLN PAPER . BRAITHWAITE v. BA 
Yongor ig entitled to 8 len on the v. St. CaTHeninus & NIAGARA CENTRAL «© W.L. He B90; 2 W. We Bt 118, GAN. 
JUNCTION RY. Co. (1870), 18 We He 18 O- Be 106-—CAN, agreement for 


h.—— -—— For compensation 


PART V. SEOT. 3, 8SUB-SECT. e 81.—F. 
k. Transfer after action brought.) 


l. Assignment 0 
sale. }-~REGINA Brommnace & INveEstT- 
MENT Co. 0, ae ae (19] 
W. L. R. 229; 10 W. W. R. 364. 


Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


assigned by parol to a’ third party.—DRyYDEN v. 
FRost (1838), 3 My. & Or. 670 ; 8L. J. Ch. 285; 
2 Jur. 1080 H 40 K. R. 1084, J. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Woods v. Woods (1848), 12 Jur. 
994; Hewitt v. Loosemore (1851), 9 Hare, 449; Watson 
v. Allcock (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 242; Wilkes 0. Saunion 
(1877), 7 Ch. D.188; National Provincial Bank of England 
v. Games (1886), 31 Ch. D. 582; Wales v. Carr, [1902] 


_ 648. Broker paying price as surety.]—Accord- 
ing to the usage of the London Dry Goods Market, 
a broker who contracts for the sale of goods 
without disclosing his principals is personally 
liable in default of his principal. On Mar. 3, 
certain goods belonging to Messrs. C., lying at 
the St. Katharine Dock, in the custody of the 
Docks co., were bought by D., as broker for 
buyers & sellers, for B. & co. without disclosing 
the names of his principals, & D. indorsed to 
them the delivery order he had obtained from the 
sellers, on the representation of B. & co. that the 

oods were wanted for immediate shipment. 

hey, however, pledged their interest in the goods 
to pltfs., & indorsed the order to them. On the 
prompt day, Mar. 18, pltfs.’ clerk lodged the 
order at the London office of the Docks co., with 
this memorandum: ‘‘ Hold within to our order, 
& bave warrants made out as soon as possible.’’ 
He was told that the warrants would be ready 
with the goods on Mar. 20. Three hours later a 
messenger from the office reached the warrant 
office at the Dock House with a notice that the 
order had been lodged. Meanwhile B. & co. had 
stopped payment, & D. being so informed, & 
ee no notice of pltfs.’ title, on the same day 
paid Messrs. C. for the goods & through a clerk, 
who reached the Dock House before the messenger 
had arrived, obtained at the warrant office a 
warrant for the goods in the name of Messrs. C., 
who indorsed the same to D., & gave him a 
second delivery order. The first delivery order 
was returned to pltfs. ny the Docks co., who 
refused to act upon it. In an action by pltfs., 
claiming, as against the Docks co., Messrs. C., & 
D., to be entitled to the goods :—Held: D. was 
the surety & B. & co., the principal debtors; in 
the circumstances of the case, the unpaid vendors’ 
lien had passed to D.; the title to the goods was 
in D.; & Messrs. C. were not neccssary parties 
to the suit.— IMPERIAL BANK v. LONDON & ST, 
KATHARINE Docks Co. (1877), 5 Ch. D. 195; 
46 L. J. Oh. 3385; 36 L. T. 233. 

649. Purchase-money advanced by building 
society.|—-An infant member of a building society 
purchased land, part of the purchase-money being 

aid for her by the society to the vendor. The 
and was conveyed to her on July 21, & the next 
day she executed a mtge. of it to the society to 
secure advances by them. She did not represent 
to the society that she was of full age, but they 
were in fact then ignorant that she was an infant. 
After the execution of the mtge. the societ 
from time to time made advances to her whic 
were rag ep in erecting buildings on the land. 
In Oct. the society discovered for the first time 
that mtgor. was an infant. They then discon- 
tinued making advances to her, took possession 
of the property & expended money in comple 
the houses on it. When the infant attaine 
twenty-one she brought an action against the 
society to set aside the mtge. as being void against 
her, & claiming possession of the land & delivery 
up of the title deeds:—Held: the building 
society were entitled to a lien upon the property 
& the title deeds for the purchase-money which 
they had paid for pltf. to the vendor, with interest 
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thereon.—THURSTAN v. NOTTINGHAM PERMANENT 
BENEFIT BUILDING SocrETy, [1902] 1 Ch. 13 71 
L. J. Ch. 83; 86 L. T. 85; 50 W. R. 178; 18 
T. L. R. 185; 46 Sol. Jo. 102, C.A.; on appeal, 
sub nom. NOTTINGHAM PERMANENT BENEFIT 
BUILDING SOCIETY v. THURSTAN, [1903] A. C. 6, 


ud... Marshaliing. 


Against devisee of estate—In favour of legatess.] 
—See Executrors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 527, 628, 
Nos. 5939-5943. 

650. As between devisee & residuary legatee.|— 
Re BERNSTEIN, BARNETT v. BEIRNSTEIN, No. 578, 
ante. 

-.]|—See, generally, EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 488, 489, Nos. 5561-5565. 

651. Against indorsee of bill of lading.|—An 
equitable right of fap ten in transitu 
remains in the vendor, notwiths g¢ an indorse- 
ment of the bill of lading by the vendee to 
person who advances money on the security of 
such indorsement. But such right of the vendor 
is subject to the right of the indorsee to be repaid 
his advances. ; ; 

The vendor had an equity to require the indorsee 
of the bill of lading to repay himself out of other 
property of the vendee in his hands, as far as 
such Bihar property will extend, & if the indorsee 
apply the proceeds of the property so equitably 
stopped in transitu in payment of his debt, the 
vendor will have a lien upon the interest of the 
vendee in such other property.—Re WESTZINTHUSB 
(1833), 5 B. & Ad. 817; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 644; 
31. J. K. B. 56; 110 E. R. 992. 


Annotations :—Apld. Broadbent v. Barlow (1861), 3 De G. 
KF. & J. 570. efd. Phillips ». Huth (1840), 6 M. & W. 
572; Spalding v. Ruding (1843), 6 Beav. 376; The 


, Marie Joseph (1866), Brown. & Lush. 449; Meyerstein 

Mee ee 860), 21 Ly Tae e Kemp o Falk 
*Escom © Paris Pad Ui ; : 

(1882), . App. Cas. 573; Sewell v. Burdick (t884), 10 


App. Cas. 74. 


SuBp-secT. 22.—WaASTE, 


By executor.|—See Exrcutors, Vol. XXIII, 


pp. 445~447, Nos. 5158-5168 
By tenant for life—Lien of remainderman.]- 


| See § 


By trustee.)—See Trusts & TRUSTEES, 


SuB-SECT. 23.—OTHER CASES, 


652. Trust funds invested in name of tenant for 
life—-Subsequent bankruptcy.]—Trustees, with the 
consent of A., the tenant for life, had a power to 
sell the trust estate & invest the produce in other 
real estate. In 1810 A., with the concurrence of 
the trustees, sold the estate for £8,440, & received 
the purchase-money. About the same time, but 
whether with the concurrence of the trustees was 
not proved, A. purchased another estate for 
£17,400. Of the £8,440, £8,124 was paid by A., in 
part payment for the second estate ; the remainder 
was paid partly out of A.’s moneys, & partly by 
money raised by a mtge. of the estate. The 
estate was conveyed to A. in fee. No acknow- 
ledgment or declaration of trust was ever made 
by A., & he retained possession of the estate till 
thirty years after, when he became bkpt. The 
ct., against A.’s assignees, presumed, under these 
circumstances, that the purchase had been made 
under the power for the benefit of the trust, & 
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Sect. 4.) 


RAEN 


held that there had been no such adverse posses- 
sion, & no such acquiescence on the part of the 
trustees, as to preclude the ct. making a declara- 
tion that they had a lien on the estate to the 
extent of the trust moneys invested in its pur- 
chase.—PRICE v. BLAKEMORE (1843), 6 Beav. 
507; 49 E. R. 922. 

Arnon :—~Consd. Mathias v. Mathias (1858), 3 Sm. & G. 


653. Claim of landlord for rent——Notice of 
claim given to recelvers—No further steps taken.]— 
A receiver in a legatee’s suit, advertised furniture, 
in a leasehold house, for sale. The superior land- 
lord claimed rent, but took no other step, & 
the furniture was sold :—Held: the landlord had 
no lien on the proceeds of the sale, but must come 
in with the other creditors.— Re Surron’s ESTATE, 
SUTTON v. REEs (1863), 1 New Rep. 464; 82 
L. J. Ch. 437; 8 L. T. 343; 2735. P. 388 ; 9 Jur. 
N.S. 456; 11 W. R. 413. 

Annoiction Rett. Re Mayhew, Ez p. Till (1873), L. R. 
q. 97. 


654. ———- ——— Judge’s order for pay- 
ment.]—In an action in the Ch. Div., by one 
partner against another, for a dissolution of the 
partnership, judgment was given for a dissolution, 
& the appointment of a receiver of the assets of 
the partnership. Both the partners were after- 
wards adjudged bkpt. ; the action was transferred 
to the Q. B. Div. in bkpcy., & the judge having 
jurisdiction in bkpcy. made an order under 
Solicitors Act, 1860 (c. 127), s. 28, charging the 
costs of pltf.’s solr. on the funds in the hands of 
the receiver. Before this order was made, the 
landlord of the premises in which the bkpts. had 
carried on their business had given notice to the 
receiver of a claim for rent due to him, but had 
not attempted to distrain. The judge was not 
informed of this claim before he made the order, 
& he subsequently made a further order, by 
which he directed the receiver to pay the rent 
due to the landlord, & to pay the balance in his 
hands to the solr. :—Held: (1) the landlord not 
having distrained, had no lien on the funds in 
the hands of the receiver in priority to the solr. ; 
(2) the charging order was not made by the judge 
in the exercise of his bkpcy. jurisdiction, & he 
had consequently no power to rescind or vary it 
under Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (c. 52), s. 104.—Re 
SUFFIELD & Watts, Fz p. Brown (1888), 20 
Q. B. D. 693; 58 L. T. 911; 36 W. R. 584; 
5 Morr. 83, C. A. 





Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Cole v. Eley (No. 1) (1894), 
m 38 Sol. Jo. 533; Re Humphreys, Ez p. Lilo dstieares 
(1898), 67 L. J. Q. B. 412. 4s to (2) Consd. Ke Deakin, 
ee Cen pene Q. B. 489. . Re Crown Bank 


L. . : 
[1895 J,1 Ch. 1415; Ke Wood a, pee 1is0T 
655. Offer by debtor—To a ropria 
satisfaction of debt of creditor A cieeaiis 
between solrs. was dissolved by the death of 0. 
in 1831. A large sum was due to him for advances 
to the firm & for his share of profits. L., the 
surviving partner, received the assets of the 
firm until his death in 1834. A suit was then 
instituted for winding up the partnership accounts, 
D. was appointed receiver, & the suit was not 
further prosecuted. D. wag also employed by 
the administratrix of L. to collect the estate of 
L., & pay debts, etc. arious payments were 
mad _him to 0.’s exors. out of assets of the 
firm received by him, & out of the private estate 
L. up to 1845, & in that year he, without the 


LIEN. 
Sect. 83.—Particular classes of cases: Sub-sect. 28. | authority of the administratrix, 


revailed with 
em to accept a sum of money held in trust for 
her, & arising from arrears of annuity payable 


to her for the purchase of the good of L.’s 

business, as a composition for the balance then 

due from L.’s estate to O.’s estate :—Held: 

(1) pltfs. having chosen to take the course of 

relinquishing the prosecution of the suit, & 

making no claim against the administratrix of 

L., the payments by D. did not revive the debt 

due from L.’s estate to O.’s estate, which was 

otherwise barred by the statute; (2) no claim 
for a lien on the mtge. fund was established.— 

WHITLEY v. LOWE (1858), 25 Beav. 421; 81 

L. T. O.S. 5; 4 Jur. N. 8S. 197; 6 W. R. 236; 

53 HE. R. 697; on appeal, 2 De G. & J. 704, 

L. JJ. 

656. Goods consigned to foreign factor for sale— 
Whether proceeds of sale appropriated to meet 
acceptances—Effect of running account.]—A cargo 
was consigned to a merchant for sale; the owner 
drew a bill on the merchant, who accepted it & 
sold the cargo, & the merchant subsequently 
dishonoured the acceptance, & suspended pay- 
ment & went into liquidation :—Held: the goods 
were consigned by the owner subject to a custom 
that foreign merchants where bills are drawn on 
them against consignments pay the proceeds of 
such consignments to their own account with 
their bankers, & credit their correspondents in 
current account with the proceeds, & they do not 
apply the proceeds specifically in meeting the 
drafts drawn against the shipments, & the owner 
had no lien on the proceeds of the cargo as against 
the other creditors of the merchant.—SPaARTALI v. 
CreEb1T Lyonnais (1885), 2 T. L. R. 178, C. A. 

657. Annuitant under will—Annuity secured by 
bond.}|—Testator, previous to the marriage of his 
daughter, gave to the trustee of her settlement a 
bond, whereby he bound himself, his heirs, exors. 
& administrators, in the sum of £3,000 the con- 
dition of the bond to become void upon payment 
of an annuity of £200 for the benefit of his 
daughter. Testator appointed another daughter 
his sole devisee. The annuity was duly paid. 
Upon bill by the daughter alleging that there 
were grounds for believing that the real estate of 
testator was being wasted, & praying to have the 
annuity secured :—Held: the daughter was 
entitled to a decree declaring that she had a lien 
on testator’s real estate to the amount of the 
value of the annuity in the event of its falling 
into arrear, but that she must pay the costs of 
all parties to the cause.—NORMAN v. JOHNSON 
(1860), 29 Beav. 77; 2 L. T. 759; 6 Jur. N.S. 
905; 8 W. R. 300; 54 BE. R. 555. 

Annotations :—Refd. Burrell v. Delovante (1862), 30 Boav. 
550. Mentd. Woolaston v. Woolaston (1877), 37 L. T. 
631; Fane v. Fane (1879), 13 Ch. D. 228; Blackett v. 
Blackett (1884), 51 L. T. 427. 

658. Claim by receiver in bankruptcy for re- 
muneration—Assets handed over to trustee.)— 
A receiver appointed under a liquidation petition 
handed over assets to the trustee who was after- 
wards appointed. When the receiver asked for 
payment of his charges, it appeared that the 
assets had been wasted by the trustee, & were 
insufficient for payment of the costs of the liquida- 
tion other than the receiver’s charges :—Held : 
the receiver had no lien for his charges upon the 
assets he had handed over to the trustee, & no 
locus standi to impeach the management of the 
trustee, &, therefore, the ct. could make no order 
against the trustee for the payment of his charges. 
—Re Mauttsy, Ez p. BROWNE ae 16 Ch. D. 
497; 43 L. T. 682; 29 W. R. 921, O. A. 


Part V.—Eourrasie Lren. 


‘Sect. 4.—PRIORITIES, 


659. Loss of priority—Effect of conce 
After notice of second ineumbranies,| “enn 
where a party who has a prior equitable lien upon 
a fund, Tecelves notice of a second incumbrance 
made without any previous communication with 
or inquiry from him, but conceals his prior equity 
& makes payments to the second incumbrancer 
inconsistent with it, he will be postponed.— 
MANGLES v. Dixon (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 437 ; 
1H. & Tw. 542; 19 L. J. Ch. 240; 47 E.R. 


eee L. C.; on appeal (1852), 3 H. L. Cas. 702, 


nnotations :— . : 

Atom. 300% Worentd, nd Wales Tey ((86y), Leo a 
593; Higws v. Assam Tea Co. (1869), L. R. 4 Exch. 
387; Rodger v. ea apt d’Escompte de Paris (1869), 
Fie Walia > Bonoa obi eh OMe LeSiat 
Union Trust (1911), 81 L. J. KB. dd n) SeOddart 
660. | Sufficiency of notice.|—Where 

an equitable lien exists a notice of such lien must 

be such as a mercantile man would act upon. 

Thus, where D. claimed such lien on a cargo, & 

when the legal title to the cargo was announced 

to be in H., D. merely said to H.’s clerk “ the 
cargo is already mine” & D.’s clerk added “ it’s 

a regular swindle,’’ but no formal letter or claim 

of lien was written or made to H., this notice was 

insufficient.— HOARE v. DRESSER (1859), 7 H. L. 

Cas. 290; 28 L. J. Ch. 611; 33 L. T. O. S. 63; 

5 Jur. N. S. 371; 7 W. R. 374; 11 KB. R. 116, 

H. L.; revsg. S. C. sub nom. DRESSER v. LIOARE 

(1857), 26 L. J. Ch. 51, L. JJ. 

661. Vendor’s lien—As against party advancing 
fund to complete purchase—Effect of resale.J|— 
Coop v. Coop & POLLARD, No. 725, post. 

662. ——— As against mortgagee—Conveyance 
retained by vendor—Neglect by mortgagee to 
inquire.]—Pitfs. conveyed an estate, but retained 
the conveyance as security for unpaid purchase- 
tart The purchaser mortgaged the estate, 
but the mtgee. neglected to ask for the first con- 
veyance :—Held: pltfs. had a lien upon the 
estate prior to that of the mtgee.—WoRTHINGTON 
v. MORGAN (1849), 16 Sim. 547; 18 L. J. Ch. 
233; 13 Jur. 316; 60 EB. R. 987. 
Annotations :—Refd. Hewitt v. Loosemore (1851), 9 Hare, 


449; Colyer v. Finch (1856), 5 H. L. Cas. 905; Herrick v. 
Attwood (1857), 2 D 











eG. & J. 21; Hunter v. Walters, 


pi alters, Darnell v. Hunter (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 
292; Franklin v. Howes (1871), 24 L. T. 348; Dixon v 
Muckleston 1872), 42 L. J. Ch. 210; Northern Countics 


of England Fire Insce. v. Whipp (1884), 26 Ch. D. 482; 
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Garnham v. air ger (1885), 63 L. T. 940; Manners v. 
Mew (1885), 29 Ch. D. 725; Oliver v. Hinton, 

2 Ch. 264; Berwick v. Price, [1905] 1 Ch. 632 ; 
. Linom, [1907] 2 Ch. 104; Manks v. Whiteley, [1911] 


v 

2 Ch. 448 

663. —— Representations of mortgagee.] 
—SMITH v. Evans, No. 718, post. 

664. ——— No receipt for purchase-money 
in deed—Neglect by mortgagee’s solicitor to 
inquire.|—A person through his son, as solr., lent 
money on mtge. of certain property. The son 
did not inquire whether the purchase-money had 
been paid by the mtgor., & there was no receipt 
for it on the mtgor.’s purchase-deed. The money 
so lent was applied in paying off a mtge. held by 
a third person on the property, & the deeds were 
handed to the son by such third person, not as 
mtgee., but as solr. of the mtgor. :—Held: under 
the circumstances the representative of the 
vendor was entitled to his lien for unpaid purchase- 
money in priority to the mtgee.—BOWEN v. COBB 
aa ae W. R. 911; affd. (1871), 19 W. RB. 

eda Jd, 


—— Secured by mortgage—As against de-~ 








bentures.|—See ComPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1759, 
No. 4740. 
665. ——— As against carriers claiming general 


lien against purchasers.]|—-The vendors of goods, 
an American co., authorised their agents, on the 
arrival of the goods in England, to deliver the 
goods to a railway co., for carriage to the buyers 
upon the terms of a consignment note which 
contained a condition that all goods delivered 
to the co. would be received & held by them 
subject to a lien for mroney due to them for the 
carriage of & other charges upon such goods, & 
also to a general lien for any moneys due to them 
from the owners of such goods upon any account. 
The vendors’ agents accordingly delivered the 
goods to the railway co. for carriage to the buyers. 
The vendors had paid all freight & charges in 
respect of the carriage of the goods. While the 
goods were still in the possession of the railway 
co. as carricrs the vendors, being unpaid & having 
been informed that the buyers were insolvent, 
gave notice of stoppage in transitu to the railway 
co. The buyers, who had meanwhile become 
owners of the goods by indorsement & delivery 
of the bill of lading, were indebted to the railway 
co. in the sum of £1,170 on a general account. 
The co. claimed, under the condition in the 
consignment note, that they had a lien as against 








PART V. SECT. 4. 


m. Vendor's lien—As against judy- 
ment.) — A vendor’s lien for unpaid 
urchase-money has priority over the 
fen created by a registered judgment 
against tho vendee.—HuGnuson vv. 
Davis (1853), 4 Gr. 588.—CAN, 


n, —-— ——.}—BuRGEss v. HOWELL 
(1860), 8 Gr. 37.—CAN. 

0. 48 against heir of pur- 
chaser.}—FOULDS v. POWELL (1858), 6 
Gr. 375.—CAN. 

Pp. ——— As against owner land— 
On which Poigad ps Ps used. sisi ore v. 
WILLIAMS (1885), 9 O. R. 458.—CAN., 

q. —— As against lien for work 
done.}-—FLACK v, JEFFREY (1895), 10 
Man. L. R. 514.—CAN, 

Go: Lib, e Havens OltL) iets 
WW. R. 1176; 70 D. L. R. 856.—CAN, 

= =e against voluntary 
(19098 8 6 Lees v. MIDDLETON 
(1902 F) 2 0. L. R. 209.—C. e 

a. 48 against execution creditor.) 
GURNEY v. JAMES (1860), 19 U.C. R. 


156.—OAN, 
b. ———-,}—RaYMOND v. 8 
(1881), RE, Dee A, CZORARD 
J.—VOL. XXXTI. 








Q. -}—MARITIME WAREHOUSING 
& Dock Co., MARITIME BANK OF 
DOMINION OF CANADA Uv. NICHOLSON 
(1884), 24 N. B. R. 170.—CAN, 

d. -——-.} GLOVER tv. SOUTHERN 
Loan & Savina Co. (1900), 20 C. L. T. 
66; 31 0. R. 552.—CAN. 

e. --—Re IspkEX MinInG & DE- 
VELOPMENT Co. OF SLOOAN, LTpD. Lia- 
BILITY (1903), 9 B. C. R. 557.—CAN. 


f. ——-.} BEAVER LUMBER Co,, 
LTD. v. QUEBEC BANK, |[1918) 2 
W. W. R. 1052.—CAN. 

g. ——. IMPERIAL LUMBER YARDS, 
LTD. v. SAXTON, [1921] 3 W. W. R. 
524.—CAN. 

h. ———. ]}-—-KENNEDY LUMBER Co., 
LTp. v. BaTKE (Sask.), [1922] 3 
W. W. R. 404; 69 D. L. R. 283.—CAN. 

k. Promissory notes taken for 
purchase-money—Priority of notes sold 
—Over notes retained.|—O’DONOHGUE 

1. Contractor’s lien — As against 
mortgagee. }—R. Ss. oO. 1877, Cc. 120, 
8. 7, gives a contractor a lien for work 
done & materials furnished upon land 
subject to a mige., in priority to the 
mtgee., on the amount by which the 
soll value of the property has been 





increased by the work & the materials 
of the party furnishing the samc.— 
DouGLAS v. CHAMBERLAIN (1877), 25 
Gr. 288.—CAN. 

aa. Under Mechanic’s Lien Act— 
Assignment of contract money—Before 
registration of lien by sub-contractor. |— 
ANLY v. HOLy TRINITY CHURCH (1885), 
2 Man. L. RK. 248; 3 Man. L. R. 193. 
—CAN. 

bb. ——.]—RoBOckK v. PETERS (1900), 
13 Man. L. R. 124.-—-CAN, 

oc. .-S1T. PIERRE v. REKERT 
(1915), 31 W. L. R. 909; 23 DL. KR. 
592; 8 Sask. L. R. 416.—CAN. 


dd. ——.]}—-DUTTON-WALL LUMBER 
Co., Lrp. v. FREEMANSON (Sask.), 
(1923) 4 DL. Rh. 940; 3 W. W. R. 
1317.—CAN. 

ee. As against mortgagee.]— 
ANDERSON v. KOOTENAY GOLD MINES 
(1913), 18 B. C. R. 643.-—CAN. 


ff. -}—SECURITY LUMBER 
Co. v. DupLaT (1916), 34 W. L. BR. 
1131.—-CAN. 











———— 


sé. bemeate emia ——,] peer W aRWIcCK v. 
SHEPPARD poate SP 0. L. R. 99; 35 
D. L. R. 98.—CAN. 

bh. eoucncgnars ——.}~DURE 9. 


rr 
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Sect. 4.—-Priorities. Sect. 5: Sub-eect. 1.] 


the vendors in respect of the £1,170, due from the 
buyers :—Held: the condition did not confer on 
the railway co. a right to assert a general lien on 
the goods in respect of the debt of the buyers in 
priority to the vendors’ right of stoppage in 
transitu.—UNITED STaTeEs STEEL Propvucts Co. 
v. GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co., [1916] 1 A. OC. 189; 
85 L. J. K. B. 1; 118 L. T. 886; 81 T. L. R. 
561; 59 Sol. Jo. 648; 21 Com. Cas. 105, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. Booth 8.9. Co. v. Cargo Fleet Iron 


Co., [1916] 3 K. B. 670. Mentd. Denholm v. Shipping 
Controller (1920), 124 L. T. 878. 


666. Building owner’s lien—As against execu- 
tion creditor of builder.|.—By a building agree- 
ment it was provided that if the builder should 
neglect to proceed with due diligence in the 
performance of the work the building owner 
should be at liberty to give notice in writing to 
the builder requiring him to proceed with the 
work with reasonable despatch, & that from the 
date of such notice the builder should not be at 
liberty to remove from the premises any plant 
belonging to him placed there for the purposes of 
the works, & that the building owner should 
have a lien upon such plant thenceforward until 
the notice was complied with. A judgment 
having been recovered by a third person against 
the builder, the sheriff entered under a fi. fa., & 
seized in execution of the judgment certain plant 
belonging to the builder which had been brought 
by him to the premises for the purposes of the 
work. After the seizure by the sheriff, & while 
the plant was still on the premises & unsold, the 
building owner gave to the builder, who had not 
proceeded with due diligence in the performance 
of the works, notice under the contract to proceed 
therewith, & he thereupon claimed as against the 
execution creditor a lien on the plant :—Held: 
the intervening seizure by the sheriff prevented 
the building owner’s right of lien under the notice 
from taking effect. 

After the notice {under the agreement] had 
been given, the sheriff, in execution of a judgment 
against the builder, could seize only subject to 
that lien. Here before notice was given the 
sheriff seized, & after a seizure by the sheriff it 
was no longer competent for the building owner 
to acquire a lien by giving notice (PHILLIMORE, J.). 
——BYFORD v, RUSSELL, [1907] 2 K. B. 522; 76 
L. J. K. B. 744; 97 L. T. 104, D. CO. 

See, generally, BUILDING CONTRACTS, Vol. VII., 
pp. 415, 416. 


Lien. 


As against mortgagee of legacy.|—One of the 
residuary legatees mortgaged Ae share, after 
which a debt of the legatee for which testator was 
surety was paid out of his estate :—Held: the 
lien of the exors. had priority over the mtge.—- 
WILLES v. GREENHILL (No. 1) (1860), 29 Beav. 
876; 80 L. J. Ch. 808; 9 W. R. 217; 54 H.R. 
Milk v. Towers 
885 


678. 
— . Re Melton, 1918 
Annotations :—Consd elton i bn. D: 


1 Ch. 87. Mentd. Newman v. Newman (1885), 

674: Re Palmer, Palmer v. Clarke hea) 13 

Re ham, Otway v. Langham (1896), 74 L. T. 6115 

Re Watson, Turner v. Watson, [1896] 1 Ch. 925; Re 

Goy, Farmer v. Goy, [1900] 2 Ch. 149; Lioyd’s Bank v. 

Pearson, [1901] 1 Ch. 865; Re Brown & Gregory, Shep- 

heard v. Brown & Grewory, Andrews v. Brown & Gregory, 

ey 1 Ch. 627; Re odesia Goldfields, Partridge v. 

odesia Goldfields, [1910] 1 Ch. 239. 

668. Innocent purchaser of goods bearing 
pirated trade mark—As against costs of owners of 
trade mark.]—The owner of a trade mark obtained 
an injunction against a dock co. restraining them 
from parti with certain imported goods to 
which the trade mark had been fraudulently 
affixed. Subsequently it Sg eat that the dock 
warrants had been indorsed for value to a person 
innocent of the fraud. a motion by the 
holder of the warrants :—Held : upon his removing 
the trade mark he was entitled to have the 
injunction dissolved, without providing for pltf.’s 
costs of suit. The priorities of lien upon the 

oods were declared to be: (a) the charges of the 

ock co. including their costs of suit; (b) the 
moneys advanced by the holder of the warrants, 
including the costs of the motion which he was 
ordered to pay in the first instance; (c) pltf.’s 
costs of suit.—PONSARDIN v. PETO, Hx p. UZIELLI 
(1863), 33 Beav. 642; 3 New Rep. 237; 9 L. T. 
567; 10 Jur. N. 8.6; 12 W. R. 198; 55 H.R. 
518; sub nom. Re UZIELLI, PONSARDIN v. PETO, 
33 L. J. Ch. 371. 
Apnoeion :—Refd. Moet v. Pickering (1878), 47 L. J. Ch. 


Asa 


t execution creditor.|See Exmcurion, 
Vol, X 


I., pp. 502, 503. 


Sect. 5.—ENFORCEMENT. 
Sus-sEct. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

669. Jurisdiction to enforce—Court exercising 
special statutory jurisdiction—No lien conferred by 
statute.|—-The ct., sitting upon railways, cannot 
give effect to an equitable lien on the fund in ct., 


667. Executor’s lien for debt due by legatee— where no equitable jurisdiction is given to the 


[1917] 1 W. W. R. 1395: 34 D. L. R. 
38; 27 Man. L. R. 417.—CAN. 


b. —— ——.)— Dominion LUMBER 














& MALTING Co., RouRKE & Cassa’ 
CLam (1891), 8 Man. L. R.424.—CAN. 


q. Several Hene—Money 
court in respect o 


into 
one. }— ITOBA 
BripGrE & IRON WoRKs, LTD. v. GIL- 


: k. ——.]— WORTMAN 0. FRID- 

& FURL Co., LTp. v. PasKov .) . | LESPIE (1914), 29 W.L. R. 394; 6 

1919} 1 W.'W. RB. 657.-GAN. OW we dea om ee Ot eee 1582; 80D. L. R. 524.— 
coma -|—CANADIAN LUMBER 1. Lien for arreara of rent & ; ' 

WERE Baa: BORE CORY | amaoes 1” na remate “Ls "Sina | _ EA Win ey 
CAN, , eae Rha ‘ agreement Da sd for new building.}— Alta.), (1923] 3 D. L. R. 988: 2 
d. —— ——.} -MoRaw ». PLanta, | S51 CAN, | SABER (1887), 14 O. B MWe 1018 —0AN, oe : 
B23; 33 B. G. H. S05—OAN, \* © | ,,M- Dividend ratecd by Men Ieee | mingpin Coal Con Hakwar o 

< Where material an, tebt—Apnortioned pro rata-F— | Mrnupie Coat Co. (N. 8), (1924) 
plied before mortgage re ed,  omeee & BI ae iaoby O.L. R.645.—CAN. 
O'BRIEN 9, CLAUBON (Alta.J, (1633) 2 | $7 R203--0AN. Prone ote | all Cther “tnowmbrances rence 

f.—— Lien registered detween | ginrAsinment by | contractor — | __Tockr v. EVANS (1849), 11 I. Eq. R. 
me W Sub-contractor's .) — OTTAWA | 69 IR, 
ae ee Guo Pas STREL Castinas ©o. v. DOMINION : 

3 Ww. WR. 1314-—CAN, - 7 0 WR ti eee tage V. SECT. hs sities =. 
: . - . Zz. e aa. . 

tween liens.} SECURITY ‘Coes MBER oo. 9; ,Eitect of notice of sale ta enor) | Stan isg0-81), 40 Oc Re Lids 

a 1 R SEeON (Sank, {1024 W. L. R. 621.—CAN. CAN. 

Bae ee ; . W. 99.-——- _ 2 As inal distress by london’ | apes ie BB ee %. ROBINSON 


Part V.—EQuUITABLE LIEN. 


ct. by the Railway Acts.—Re MANCHESTER & 
BoLtTton Rattway Act, Hae p. Forp (1838), 2 
Jur. 1037. 

670. Mode of enforcement—General rule—By 
ee v. MARLBOROUGH (DUKE), No. 403, 
ante. 

671. |—(1) Though an equit- 
able charge or lien usually confers a right to have 
the property sold, the owner of an equitable 
charge or hen on an undertaking or business 
acquired under statutory powers & for public 
purposes is not entitled to a judicial sale of such 
undertaking for the payment of his debt, if the 
purposes for which the undertaking was acquired 
would be defeated or seriously affected thereby. 
A tramway co., like a railway co. & a waterworks 
co., is within this exception to the general rule. 

(2) Right to have the appointment of a receiver 
& manager. 

(3) Speaking generally, the owner of an equit- 
able charge or lien on property as a security for 
money which is due & payable has a right to a 
judicial sale of that property in order to satisfy 
the charge or lien (per CUR.).—MARSHALL v. 
SoutH STAFFORDSHIRE TRAMWAYS Co., [1895] 
2 Ch. 36; 64 L. J. Ch. 481; 72 L. T. 542; 48 
W. R. 469; 11 T. L. R. 339; 39 Sol. Jo. 414; 
2 Mans. 292; 12 R. 275, C. A. 
Annotations :—48 to (2) Refd. Bartlett v. 

potas Tram. Co. (1893), 69 L. T. 560; Pegge v. Neath 

istrict Tram. Co., [1895] 2 Ch. 508. Generally, Mentd. 

Re St. Neots Water Co. (1906), 22 T. L. R. 478; Re 

Crystal Palace Co., Fox v. Crystal Palace Co. (1911), 

104 L. T. 251; Re Woking Urban District Council 

(Basingstoke Canal) Act, 1911, [1914] 1 Ch. 300. 

672. Exceptions to rule—Where total 
destruction of object is involved—Trust estate.]— 
The rebuilding of a dissenting chapel was entrusted 
to three of the several trustees in whom the estate 
was vested. There being a deficiency of money, 
they borrowed, on a deposit of the title deeds of 
the chapel, £500, which they personally engaged 
to pay. Interest was, for a long time, paid out 
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291 


of the chapel funds, but ultimately, the repre- 
sentatives of the trustees were compelled to pay 
the money. The legal estate was vested in new 
trustees :—Held: the representatives of the 
persons who had paid the £500 had a lien on the 
deeds, but they were not entitled to a decree for 
foreclosure or sale, as by granting such relief the 
trust would be altogether destroyed.—DARKE v. 
WILLIAMSON (1858), 25 Beav. 622; 32 L. T. O. 8. 
99; 22 J. P. 705; 4 Jur. N. 8. 1009; 6 W. R. 
824; 53 E. R. 774. 

Annotation :—Refd. Grissell v. Money (1869), 38 L. J. Ch. 


678. —— -——— Public undertaking— 
Tramway company.|—MaRSHALL v, SoutH STa¥- 
FORDSHIRE TRAMWAYS Co., No. 671, ante. 

674. Railway company.|-—— 
MARSHALL v. SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE TRAMWAYS 
Co., No. 671, ante. 

675. —— Waterworks com- 
pany.J}—MARSHALL v. SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE 
TRAMWAYS Co., No. 8671, ante. 

See, also, No. 709, post. 

676. By appointment of  recefver.|— 
WINCHESTER (BP.) v. Mip-Hants Ry. Co., No. 
628, ante. 

677. ———.]—MARSHALL v. SouTH STAF- 
FORDSHIRE TRAMWAYS Co., No. 671, ante. 

See, generally, RECEIVERS. 

678. By custody off title deeds—Realty 
purchased with advance by trustees of personalty.]— 
Testator gave real & personal property in trust to 
accumulate rents & profits during the minority 
of H., who was to be, & in fact was, let into 
possession on attaining twenty-one, as tenant for 
life. A private Act authorised land to be pur- 
chased by the ct. at the instance of a tenant for 
life of full age, & to be paid for out of the per- 
sonalty. ‘The moneys so paid were to be deemed 
a debt from the real to the personal estate, which 
was to be held by the trustees as part of the 
personalty & secured by a lien on the purchased 
































(1908), 7 W. L. R. 837; 1 Sask. L. R. 
88.—CAN. 

6. ———.]—MoKrEnzIF v. MURRAY | 265.—CAN 
(1909), 11 W. L. R. 123.—CAN. 
f. -}—MonarcH LUMBER Co., 
LTp. v. WALL (Sask.), [1923]3 W. W. R. | CAN. 
1117.—CAN. 
.] — Entire & exclusive 
jurisdiction over actions to enforce 











n, —— ——- —— —-——..]—_ JOHNSON 
v. BRADEN (1887), 1 KB. C. R., pt. 2, 


0. —_-—_ --—. 
v. McDONALD (1888), 15 O. R. 80.— 


Pp. —_- > — ———~. ] — COLE ——.] — 
v. Hay (1891), 13 P. KR. 100.—CAN, HAGGARTY v. GRANT & Duck (18982), 


eee 











oC. —— Practice.)— 

DOUGLAS ¥. CHAMBERLAIN (1877), 25 
Gr. 288.—CAN, 

J— ROBERTS dd. — —— —.]} MCLEN- 


NAN Uv. WINNIPEG CORPN. (1882), 3 
Man. L. R. 474.—CAN. 





2 B.C. R. 173.-—CAN. 


——— | 


mechanicr’ liens is vested in the dis- 
trict ct. of the judicial district wherein 
the property against which the Hen is 
sought to be enforced is situated. 
—RELIANCE LUMBER Co. v. HACKETT 
(Sask.), [19241 3 W. W. J. 605.—CAN, 
670 i. Mode of enforcement—General 
rr | sale.J—RUDY v. SONMORE 
(1916), 4 Ww. . R. 1122.—CAN. 


670 ii. HILL 
Brown (1844), 6 I, Eq. R. 403.—IR. 


674 i. Exceptions to rule 
—Public undertaking—Railway com- 
any.J—The Ct. of Ch. will not direot 
he sale of lands required for the use 
of a railway co., to enforce the pay- 
ment of a mechanic’s lien for work 
done on the Ce Sean v. 
MIDLAND Ry. - (1879), 26 Gr. 225. 


h. By action—Mechanic’s lien 
—Time for commencement of action.) 
—BURRITT v. RENIHAN (1877), 25 Gr. 


1 8 3.—CAN. 


ee ST EO 
o 


v. 











1, en ee ——.}-—-WALKER 
v. WALTON (1877), 1 A. R. 579.—-CAN. 
mM eee ——-,. ]— BANK 


OF MONTREAL v. WoRawiIck, 
Dig., 2nd ed. 536.—OAN, 


503.—CAN. 








rr — 9 Ss. ] — DEMP- 
ATER v. WRIGHT (circa 1901), 21C. L. T. 
88.—CAN. 

t. ——— —— —— ———.. CANADA 
SAND LimMe Brick Co. v. OTTAWAY 
(1907), 10 O. W. R. 686, 788; 15 
O. L. R. 128.—CAN. 

a. ——_ ——..]— BRUCE ?. 
NATIONAL TRUBT (1913), 24 O. W. R. 
688; 4 O. W.N. 1872. 11 D.L. R. 
842.— CAN. 

._— — —— ——.. + -BouUcHER 
v. BELLE-ISLE (1913), 41 N. B. R. 509; 


41 
14 D. L. R. 146.—CAN. 





—_—— —— ——_——— — 
° 


Cc. 
CHAMPION ¥. WORLD BUILDING, LTD. 
(1914), 29 W. L. R. 299; 6 W. W. R 


233, 1469; 18 D. L. R. 555; 20 
B. G. R. 156.—CAN. 
d — —_ ——.}—-KeEnD- 





LER v, BERNSTOOK (1915), 8 O. W. N 
122 , 33 QO. L. R. 351.—CAN. 


aa. ——— ——— ——— ———-. + NORTH 
ERN LUMBER MILLS, LTD. v. RIOE 
1918), 41 0. L. R. 201; 18 0. W.N. 


30 H 40 D. L. R. 128.—-CAN. 


bb. .}—~—EAasson 
& Co, v. MURRAY (1904), 23 N. ZL. R. 
802.—N.Z. 








ff. —— ——-_——-—. }-—ORR 4, 
DAVIE (1892), 22 O. R. 430.—CAN. 








4 * ema. Te parm. 
HOLDEN v. BRIGHT PROSPECTS Geib 
MINING & DEVELOPMENT Co. (1899), 
6 B. C. R. 439.—CAN. 


hh. .-}—CRERAR 
uv. CANADIAN Pacrkric Ry. Co. (1902), 
23 C. L. T. 171; 5 O. L. R. 383; 
20. W. R. 187.—CAN. 


kk. ——— -——— ——— ——— } SPEARS 
v. BANNERMAN (1908), 1 Alta. L. R. 
98.—- CAN. Beeld 


1—-—- ——- —— ——.}Hicu 
RIVER TRADING CO. 0. ANDERSON 
(Alta.) (1909), 10 W. L. R. 126.—CAN, 


mm. —-— —— ——— ——.}—Brap- 
BHAW vw. aa ine aks) joiay at 
BGR 41 GaN. Oe eee 8 


nn, —— —-—- ——- ———.. }}|_- Foster 
v. BROCKLEBANK (1915), 8 -W. RR, 
464.—CAN. ( eer 


oo. ——— ———_ -——— ——. + - Polson 
v. THOMBON (1916), 34 W. Te Roney 
10 W. W. R. 865.—CAN. = TAS : 
pp J 

MUNDAY v. TRUMBLEY 

Bae anes aPpcay 
535.—CAN. per oes 
qa. — —-—- —— ——.}- Braver 

U2 
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Sect. 5.—Enforcement: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A.] 


land. Subject to such lien the purchased land 
was to be settled on the trusts of the will :— 
Held: as to land so purchased, the trustees, so 
long as their lien existed, were entitled to the 
custody of the title deeds. —-WHEELER v. TOOTELL 
(1903), 51 W. R. 693; 47 Sol. Jo. 710. 

679. By action—Claim must be consistent 
with continued existence of contract.|—Dansk 
a aaa SyYNDIKAT AKT. v. SNELL, No. 600, 
ante 

680. Lien arising out of illegal contract.]— 
No play can lawfully be acted for hire, gain, or 
reward, within twenty miles of London, without 
the authority of letters patent from the King, or 
of a licence from the Lord Chamberlain; & no 
such letters pa atent or licence can be granted 80 
as to authorise the performance of plays at any 
place, except within the city or liberties of West- 
minster, or where the King may happen to reside. 
An agreement, therefore, for a partnership in 
acting plays at a theatre situate within twenty 
miles of London, but not within the city or 
liberties of Westminster, or in the place of the 
King’s residence, is one to which the ct. will not 
give effect. 

It was urged that pltf. ought at least to recover 
the money he had advanced; & it was said that 
he had a lien for it upon the ’ property purchased. 
If pltf. be entitled to recover back the money 
paid, & that right be a personal demand against 
deft., this is not the ct. in which such a demand 
can be enforced ; & as to the alleged lien, it is 
sufficient to observe that no such case is made by 
the bill. If it had been, it is difficult to imagine 
how such a case could have been supported, con- 
sistently with the ground upon which the ct. 
declines to give to pitf. the benefit of his contract ; 
for such, undoubtedly, would, to a certain extent, 








UMBER Co., LTD BURNS nt mY 769 ; 
AES 3 W. “W. R. 383: 69 D 2 D. L. R. 
303.—CAN. CAN. 
— — ——— ———..}_ SECURITY 
LuMRBRR Co. v. THIELENS (Sask.), 
hed W. R. 385; 70 DL. R. L. R. 23.—CAN. 


ase ee J 


Re 
BouTin’s INSOLVENT ESTATE dis6oy, 
i L. R. 519.—NFLD. 











18 Sask. L. R. 360; ofg.. Al e6. 
192; 1 W. W. 


p. Costa.] — 
HUMPHREYS v. CLEAVE (1! (1904), 15 Man. 


McDONALD DuRE LUMBER ‘ 
oe (1909), 18 Man. L. BR. 419. 


LIEN. 


be giving him the peace of it. The mere pay- 
ment of the mone ive no lien. You must, 
therefore, look to the rebut ract to raise the question 
of lien; & if pltf. be entitled to any lien, it must 
be u on or in consequence of the illegal contract ; 
but f do not consider this question as before me. 
It is undoubtedly a case of great hardship upon 
the pltf. to have parted with his money, & now 
to be denied the fruits of it; but this hardship is 
common to all cases of contract which cannot be 
enforced, from their illegality (LoRp CoTrrENHAM, 
C.).—EWING v. OSBALDISTON (1887), 2 My. & Cr. 
533; Donnelly, 179; 6 L. J. Ch. 161; 1 Jur. 50; 
vA bes Snaee 561, ie: 
G88), L. iB A Eq: 
El. 

1 Sim. N. 3.3 

See, ‘generally, Contract, Vol. XII., pp. 279, 
et seg. ; SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE. 

681. Right to interest.|\-By orders of the ct., 
made in 1862 & 1863, certain costs to which a 
petitioner was ‘entitled were directed “to be 
added to the moneys secured to him ”’ by a deed, 
& it was ordered that the same should ‘‘ stand as 
a charge upon’”’ the property comprised in the 
deed. The deed referred to was a grant, in con- 
sideration of £400, of an annuity of £40 a year 
for lives to the petitioner, secured by the covenant 
of the grantor, & by a charge of the annuity upon 


Aberaman Ironworks v. Wickens 
485. Mentd. Levy v. Yates Paty 
ing of Two Sicilies ». Willcox (1851 


certain specified real & personal estate. The 
order said nothing about interest :—Held: in- 
dependently of Solicitors Act, 1860 (c. 127), 


inasmuch as the costs were an equitable charge, 

they bore interest at four per cent.—LIPPARD v. 

RICKETTS (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 291; 41 L. J. Ch. 

595; 20 W. R. 898. 

‘Annotations :—Consd. Eardley v. eee 
537; Re Drax, Savile v. Drax, [1903] 1 
——— Vendor’s lien.]—-See Sect. 8, axe 20, 

B. (0), ante. 


a 41 Ch. D. 





PETERSON v. DRABESON, SOHOLT v. 
oh aaa (1910), 15 W. L. R. 87.— 


ff. ——_- —— Practice.}— 
OLSEN v. GOODWIN, BRANSON v. GOOD- 
WIN (1915), 43 N. B. R. 449.—CAN., 
hes _—— Effect of 
uston. |—MURCHIE ». pnaseiy 1009), 
36 N. B. R. 161.—CAN 





aa 





Co. »v 











—— Pleading.|)— r.—_-_ —_ — jJ— - Parties to action.] 

SICKLERY. SPuNcer eae wee L. R. PIONEER LUMBER Co. v. Rooney —MoNULTY v. CLARK a O.W.N. 
557: 17 B.C. R. 41.—CA (1911), 19 W.L.-R. 913: 1 W. W. 58; 340. L. R. 434.—CA 

i.— ——_ Su ee of 111; 4 Alta. L. R. 1.—CAN. kk. Mechanic's Ne Bante 

claim.J|-——CRAPPER 1. ae (1909), t.——_ —— —— Form of judg-  remedies.}—-POMERLAU v. THOMPSON 


11 W. L. R, 310.—cA 




















ment.J—WILLIAM HEAD Co. v. COFFIN 
oe 13 W. L. R. 663. —CAN, 


(1914), 27 W. L. R. 254; 5 W. W. R. 





she = Corel 1360; 16D. L. R, 142 —CAN, 
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Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


SuB-secT. 2.—IN PARTICULAR CASES. 
A. Unpaid Vendor. 
682. Mode of enforcement—By sale—Under 
express power in conditions of sale.]|—Ez p 
HUNTER (1801), 6 Ves. 94; 31 EB. R. 055, L. C. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re Bulmer, Ex p. Johnson (1853), 
3 De G. M. & G. 218; He Johnson & Gillman, Ez p. 
Cornell (1861), 56 L. T. 695 5 Re Fox & Jacobs, Ex p. 
Discount Banking Co. of England & Wales, [1894] 1 


Q. B. 438 
Under order of court—Right to 





683. —— 
prove for deficiency In bankruptcy of purchaser.]— 
Re Hart, Ex p. GYDE (1823), 1 Gl. & J. 323, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. -Hope v. Booth (1830), 9 L. J. O. 8. 

K. B. 21; Re Peters (1845), 5 L. T. O. 8. 222. 

684. -}-—-A. agreed with 
B. by deed that he, A., would, on payment of 
£900, as thereinafter mentioned, grant, sell, & 
convey to B. the messuage, lands, & premises 
therein mentioned; & B. covenanted to pay the 
said sum on or before Jan. 1, then next, or when- 
ever a good title to the said messuage, etc., should 
be tendered to him; but it was agreed that if B. 
should, on or before Jan. 1, be desirous that that 
sum should remain a charge on the premises, then 
B. might require the same, so that upon the 
completion by A. of the conveyances, B. should 
execute to A. proper conveyances for securing the 
sum of £900 on the premises, with interest. B. 
gave due notice that he would require the purchase- 
money to remain a charge on the premises for five 
years ; he was let into possession & received the 
rents, & in July, 1828, became bkpt., & half a 
year’s interest being in arrear for more than 
thirty days, A. distrained on the tenants then in 
possession of the premises. The assignees paid 
the amount of the distress. On Oct. 16, 1828, 
after the bkpt. had obtained a certificate, another 
half-year’s interest became due, & an action of 
covenant was brought against the bkpt. to 
recover the same. He pleaded the bkpcy. 
generally :—Held: the unpaid vendor was en- 
titled to have the estate resold, & the produce 
& interest applied in payment of the purchase- 
money, & to prove against the estate for the 
residue.—IIOrE v. Bootu (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 498 ; 
0L. J. 0.8. K. B. 21; 109 E. R. 872. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Peters (1845), 5 L. T. O. S. 222. 

685. Death of purchaser.| 
—Vendor of an estate obtained a decree for 
oe eeepc with a declaration that, if 
the purchase-money was not paid by a given day, 
the estate should be sold, the proceeds paid to the 
vendor, & the purchaser be made personally liable 
in the event of any deficiency. The master fixed 
the day of payment, but the purchaser died before 
that day insolvent, & a creditors’ suit was insti- 
tuted for the administration of his assets. Upon 
a bill of revivor & supplement filed by the vendor, 
praying to have the Apeuefite of the creditors’ suit 
as well as his own :—Held: he was not entitled 
to pee against the general assets of testator, & 
at the same time to reserve his lien on the estate 
contracted to be sold; in case of a deficiency in 
the general assets.—RomME v. YOUNG (1838), 3 
Y. & C. Ex. 199; 2 Jur. 963; 160 E. R. 980; 
subsequent proceedings (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 204. 

See, generally, BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 388, 
389, Nos. 3554-3557. 
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687i. Mode of enforcement—By sale 
—Under order of court —Land used for 
construction of railway.J—An unpaid 
vendor is entitled to a lien on the 
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& sale, but is not entitled to an in- 
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W. RR. 318.—IR. 
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ENNIS JUNCTION Ry. Co. (1870), 19 


. ——.J—A vendor 
who has conveyed without recei 

the purchase money, is entitled agains 
@ decree 
of the property & payment of any 


293 


686. Subsequent Act affecting 
land.]—-The vendor’s title & the contract being 
admitted, decree will be made for sale, & satis- 
faction to the vendor out of the moneys, & for 
payment of the deficiency, if any, by the pur- 
chaser, notwithstanding an Act of Parliament 
has dealt with the lands in question since the 
date of the contract.—NasH v. WORCESTER 
IMPROVEMENT Comrs. (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 973. 
a :—Refd. Haynes v. Haynes (1861), 1 Drew. & 

m. 426. 


Land compulsorily required’) 
See COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LanpD, Vol. XI., 
pp. 230, 231. 

687, —_— ——— ——— Land used for construction 
of railway.|}—WaALKER v. WaRE, HADHAM 
BUNTING¥FORD Ry. Co., No. 632, ante. 

688. ———- §-§ -—_- ———- _ ——-.] — WINCHESTER 

(Br.) v. Mip-Hants Ry. Co., No. 628, ante. 
689. Effect of statutory pro- 
vision for arbitration.]—By a railway Act, amongst 
the matters referred to arbitrators were the legal 
& equitable rights & interests of cos. whose lines 
were worked by the co., the rights of any persons 
having or claiming any lien upon any lands in 
which the co. were interested, & all matters in 
question in all suits in which the co. were parties ; 
& it was enacted that the powers of the arbitrators 
should extend to ascertain & determine the 
matters aforesaid. It was also enacted that the 
Crystal Palace Ry. should be ‘“‘ worked & main- 
tained’ by the co. ‘as an integral part of the 
co.’s undertaking ”’ ; that certain half-yearly pay- 
ments should be made to the Crystal Palace Ry. 
co., & that such payments, & the property of the 
Crystal Palace Ky. co., should be subject, “ as 
respected the creditors of that co., to the same 
rights & remedies as could now be enforced 
against the tolls & property of that co.’’ At this 
date the London, Chatham, & Dover Ry. co. 
were working the Crystal Palace Ry. line under a 
resolution of their own directors, without any 
lease or agreement; & a suit was pending against 
both companies by an unpaid vendor of lands of 
which possession had been taken by the Crystal 
Palace co. in 1864 & 1865, & upon part of which 
the line had been constructed. In this suit the 
London, Chatham, & Dover co., who were made 
co-defts. by amendment, had answered, pleading 
that they were unnecessary parties; but at the 
hearing, in Mar. 1868, it was declared that, upon 
default of payment within one month by the 
Crystal Palace co. of what should be certified to 
be due, pltfs. would be entitled to a lien on the 
lands against both cos. Default was made by the 
Crystal Palace co., & shortly afterwards pro- 
ceedings in the suit were, by the arbitrator’s first 
award, stayed as against the London, Chatham, 
& Dover co. only. Upon petition by pltfs., 
praying that the amount due under the above 
order for principal, interest, & costs, might be 
raised by a sale of the lands, & in the meantime 
for an injunction & receiver, & other relief :— 
Held: the above mentioned Act did not interfere 
with the rights of the petitioners; & order made 
as prayed.—St. GERMANS (HARL) v. CRYSTAL 
PALACE Ry. Co. (1871), L. R. 11 Eq. 568; 24 
L. T. 288; 19 W. R. 584. 

















ee 


v. ATITENRY & deficlency.—SANDERSON v. BURDETT 


(1869), 16 Gr. 119.—CAN. 

_—_ -] — ANGIA- 
AMERICAN TRUST Co. v. LONGQWORTH 
(1915), 31 W. L. R. 950; 24 D. L. R. 
222.—CAN. 


for the sale b. By seizure—Judgment for 
larger sum remaining unsatiafled. 
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690. ———- By injunction—Against liquidator 


of vendor company—Restraining sale of fixed 
machinery & plant.|—Where a bill was filed 
against a co. in liquidation to enforce an aneeee 
lien for unpaid purchase-money against the 
property of the co., part of which property con- 
sisted of fixed machinery & plant, an injunction 
was granted to restrain the official liquidator 
from selling that fixed plant & machbinery.— 
BLAKELY v. DENT, Re BLAKELY ORDNANCE Co., 
Lrp. (1867), 15 W. R. 663, L. JJ. 

—— By restraint of user—Land compulsorily 
acquired—Statutory company for public purpose. ]— 
See COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. XI., 
pp. 230, 231, Nos. 1185-1192. - 

691. By order for possession — After 
attempted sale.|—After an order has been made 
for enforcing the lien of an unpaid vendor to 
a railway co., who have made their line & are 
running trains over the land, by a sale b 
public auction, if no bid has been made at suc 
sale, the ct. will not make an order to let pitt. 
into possession, since he must be taken to, have 
elected his remedy by asking for a sale; nor 
will it discharge the order for sale in order to 
get rid of the assumption that the legal title to 
the land had passed to the co. In such a case 
the ct. ordered a resale by public auction, or by 

rivate contract.—WILLIAMS v. AYLESBURY & 

UCKINGHAM Ry. Co. (1873), 28 L. T. 547; 21 
Wedel HO R 

nnotations :— . All v. 

Ry. (1886), 33 Ch. D. Bea Reld: Ware v. Aylcabany 

Buckingham Ry. (1873), 21 W. R. 819. 

692. By rescission of contract.]—LysaGHT 
v. EDWARDS, No. 558, ante. 

693. —— -|—HvupDson v. WILLIAMS (1891), 
cited in 62 L. J. Ch. at p. 316; 68 L. T. at p. 634 ; 
41 W. R. at 375. 

Annotation :—Folld. Baker v. Williams (1893), 62 L. J. Ch. 


694. .]—A vendor of freehold pro- 
perty obtained a decree for specific performance 
of the contract entered into by him for the sale 
of the property, which decree contained a declara- 
tion that he was entitled to a lien upon the 
property in respect of the balance of purchase- 
money due to him from the purchaser, with 
liberty to apply to enforce such lien in case of 
default on the part of the purchaser in payment 
of such balance. The purchaser made default in 
payment of the balance, & the vendor moved for 
a rescission of the agreement in lieu of attempting 
to enforce the lien :—Held: the agreement might 
be rescinded.—BaKER v. WILLIAMS (1893), 62 
L. J. Ch. 315 ; 68 L. T. 634; 41 W. R. 375; 3 R. 305. 

695. ——— Where land subject to incumbrances 
Decree for specific performance—But no declara- 
tion of lien made.|—Where a decree had been 
obtained by a vendor against a railway co. for 
Specific performance of a contract for sale, in 
which inquiries were directed to ascertain the 
amount due for damages & costs, & the amount, 
when found due, together with the purchase- 


The property covered by a lien agree- 
ment ay be seized for default in pay- 
ment of the amount due notwithstand- 
ing that a judgment for a larger sum 
recovered by the maker against the 
holder for breach of warranty in the 
sale of the property remains unsatisfied. 
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money, was ordered to be paid, but was not 
declared to be ac e on the land :—Held: the 
vendor was not entitled, under the liberty to 
apply, to enforce by petition a lien on the d 
for the sums due, especially as there were incum- 
brancers not parties to the suit, whose rights 
would be affected by such lien.—A.-G. v. SITTING- 
BOURNE & SHHERNESS Ry. Co. (1866), L. R. 1 
Eq. 686; 85 Beav. 268; 35 L. J. Ch. 818; 14 
L. T. 92; 14 W. R. 414; 55 E. R. 899. 

696. By whom enforceable—Party advancing 
purchase-money — Building society.] — Building 
Societies Act, 1874 (c. 42), s. 38, which enables an 
infant to become a member of a society constituted 
thereunder, does not enable an infant to borrow 
money from the society on mtge. of his property, 
borrowing not being a necessary element of 
mist berabip, & such a mtge. is void under Infants’ 
Relief Act, 1874 (c. 62), s. 1. But a building 
society advancing the purchase-money of land to 
an infant is entitled to stand in the place of the 
vendor & enforce the vendor’s lien on such land. 
— NOTTINGHAM PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
Society v. THURSTAN, [1903] A. C.6; 72 L. J. Ch. 
184; 87 L. T. 529; 67 J. P. 129; 51 W. R. 273; 
19 T. L. R. 54, H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. 
THURSTAN v. NOTTINGHAM PERMANENT BENEFIT 
BUILDING Society, [1902] 1 Ch. 1, C. A. 
Personalty advanced by trustees for 
purchase of realty.|—See No. 678, ante. 

Marshalling as between personalty & realty.|— 
See Exrcurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 527, 528, 
Nos. 5939-5943. 


B. Equitable Mortgagee. 
See MORTGAGE. 


C. Other Cases. 

697. Holder of bills of exchange—Deposit of 
short bills—To cover drawing account.] — The 
drawer of bills of exchange deposits short. bills 
with the acceptor to cover his drawing account. 
The drawer & acceptor become bkpts. The holder 
of the acceptances can call upon the assignees of 
the acceptor to apply the short bills in discharge 
of the acceptances to the extent of the lien, which 
the acceptor had upon them at the time of his 
rae Se To ascertain that lien an inquiry directed. 
—e Brickwoop & Co., Re LEIGH, Ez p. PARR 
(1818), Buck, 191. 

Annotations :—Retd. Re Noville, Ex p. Porfect (1830), 

Mont. 25; Re Thompson & Mildred, Re E Ex p. 

Prescott (1834), 3 Deac. & Ch. 218; Re Mundy, Ez 


Hobhouse, Re Glass, Ex p. Gower (1837), 2 Deac. 291; 
Inman v. Clare (1858), John. 769. 


698. Lender of money—On security of unfinished 
ship.|—-SwAINSTON v. CLAY, No. 518, ante. 
Lien of company on shares.|—Sce COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., pp. 346, 347. 
_Debenture-holders.]—See CompaNiges, Vol. X., 
pp. 791 et seg., 793 et seq. 
Purchaser.|— See No. 680, ante. 


SECT. 6.—EXCLUSION. 
699. By agreement — Agreement 
AUSTEN v. HALSEY, No. 6538, ante. 


a vencore & the circumstances showed it to be 
e heirs- the intention of the parties that no 
lien should exist.—Wi1La0Nn v. DANIELS 
(1862), 9 Gr. 491.—CAN. 

699 if. »—FORHAN v. LaLONDE 
(1880), 27 Gr. 600.—CAN. 

699 Hi. ——.J—FAHLMAN v. MACLEAN, 
{1924) 3 D. L. R. 658; 2 W. W. R. 
905 > 18 Sask. L. R. 465.—CAN, 


d. Credit given giter work priser) 
—SAIRANEN v. woe (1909), 11 
Ww. la R. 456.—-0 e 


implied.]- 


party in 
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700. Payment as security—Before price settled.] 
—WALKER v. WARE, HAM & BUNTINGFORD 
Ry. Co., No. 682, ante. 

701. Retention of title deeds.]|—After deft. has 
answered the original bill, he cannot demur to the 
amended bill, on the ground that the pltf.’s title 
Pe the same as was stated in the original bill 
is not such as to give him a right to any answer. 

Semble: a vendor by retaining, under a special 
agreement, possession of the title deeds of the 
estate, does not waive or exclude his lien.— 
oo v. LETHERN (1824), 2 L. J. O. S, Ch. 

702. Conduct enabling third party to acquire 
counter-equity.|—G@. & H. were mtgees. for £1,000 
on property of S. Their solrs., D. & P., who had 
the deeds in their custody, applied to deft., who 
was also a client of theirs saying that they believed 
he had £1,000 to invest on mtge., & that G. & H. 
wanted £1,000 on a transfer of S.'s mtge. Deft. 
inspected the property, & being satisfied, he, on 
June 19, 1878, sent the £1,000 to D. & P. who 
gave him a receipt for it. In July, D. & P. 
fraudulently induced G. & H. to execute a deed 
of transfer to deft. with a receipt indorsed, which 
deed they stated to G. & H. to be a deed of 
reconveyance to 8. on his paying off the mtge. 
D. & P. shortly afterwards handed this deed with 
the title deeds to deft., & went on paying him 
interest as if they had received it from S., who 
was in fact pa ing his interest to the agents of 
G.&H. G. i made no inquiry as to the mtge., 
& this went on till 1883, when D. & P. became 
bkpts., & the £1,000 received from deft. which 

never been handed over to G. & H., was lost. 
GQ. & H. then brought their action against deft., 
asserting a right against the property in the 
nature of an unpaid vendor’s lien:—Held: as 
ltfs. by the deed of transfer & receipt which they 
handed to D. & P. enabled them to represent to 
deft. that the £1,000 which he had previously 
handed to D. & P. had come to the hands of 
pltfs., they had raised a counter-equity which 
Sh lee their claiming a vendor’s len, though 
his would not have been the case if, D. & P., 
ha no authority to receive money for pltis., 
defts. had paid the £1,000 to D. & P. at the time 
when the deeds were delivered to him, since he 
would then have known that pltis. had not 
received the money.—GORDON v. JAMES (1885), 
co D. 249; 53 L. T. 641; 34 W. R. 217, 


Annotations :—Oonsd. ihe v. Collyer (1890), 62 L. T. 
- Mentd. National Provincial Bank of England v. 
Jackson (1886), 33 Ch. D. 1; London Freehold & Lease- 

hold Property Oo. v. Suffield, [1897] 2 Ch. 608. 

708. Where special mode of payment provided— 
Must be express.|—A special contract for the 
payment of purchase-money must be explicit to 
deprive a vendor of his lien upon the estate sold ; 
& though a contract is stated in the conveyance 
of the estate, evidence may be given to show the 
real nature of the transaction, and a subsequent 
purchaser is bound to inquire whether it was 
accepted in substitution of the lien. 

here an estate was expressed to have been 
conveyed in consideration of £150 down & «4 bill 
of exchange for £300 payable in three months :— 
Held: the vendor might give evidence of the real 
nature of the transaction, & that the lien was not 
discharged; & a mtgea. having notice through 
the solr. who had been employed in all the trans- 
actions, was hound to see the vendor’s claim 
for his | Perri ads was satisfied.—FRA v. 
Eiuss ( ae 16 Beav. 850; 22 L. J. Ch. 4607; 
20 L. T. O. 8. 197; 1 W. R. 72; 561 E.R. 
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704, —— Reservation of royalties—On assign- 
ment of copyright.)—The author of a book 
assigned by deed to a co, the exclusive right of 
publishing it so that upen publication the com- 
pany should be the sole owners of the copyright 
herein. The co. undertook to publish the book 
forthwith at their own risk & Sr pense. In 
addition to an allotment of shares to the author 
the co. covenanted to pay him a royalty on the 
price of i ae disposed of, to sell at prices agreed 
upon by the parties, to aasign only to successors 
in business, & subject to the terms of the deed so 
far as applicable, to keep & furnish accounts of 
sales, & to allow the author to inspect the books 
of the co. relating to the publication & sale of the 
work, The co. & a receiver appointed by 
debenture-holders subsequently with the assent 
of the ordinary creditors sold to a purchaser, who 
was a successor in business of the co. the copy- 
right in the book so far only as the vendors had 
any right to sell & subject to all equitable or other 
claims thereon. In an action by the author 

ainst the purchaser for an account & payment 
of royalties :—Held: the original deed of assign- 
ment showed no intention to impose a charge or 
reserve a vendor's lien upon the copyright for the 
royalties, & the purchager, not being a party to 
that deed, was not bound to account for or pay 
royalties to the author. ; 

As I understand the doctrine of a vendor's lien 
it is this: if the instrument of transfer shows an 
intention that the property shall not be trans- 
ferred absolutely, but subject to a charge in 
favour of the transferor to secure some benefit 
for himself, he has a vendor’s lien, that is, not a 
possessory lien, with which the common law is 
familiar, but a right in equity the enforcement of 
which seeme to be a matter of difficulty & doubt 
(ScrutTToN, L.J.).—BARKER v. STICKNEY, [10919] 
1K. B. 121; 88 L. J. K. B. 315; 120 L. T. 172, 


C. A. 
Annotations :-—Reld. Macdonald v. Eyles, [1021] 1 Ch. 631. 

Mentd. The Lord Strathcona, (1925) P, 143. 

705. Expenditure on property of another— 
Without expectation of recoupment.]—The case is 
one in which the tenant for life paid the premiums 
without the expectation of getting them back 
(STUART, V.-C.).—BROWNE v. BROWNE (1860), 2 
Giff. 304; 3 L. T. 119; 6 Jur. N.S. 1143; 8 
W. RR. 726; 66 EF. R. 127. 

706. ——— Charge on father’s estate paid off b 
son—In settlement of accounts.|—A son paid o 
a mtge. upon an estate belo to his father, 
the son being at the time expectant devisee of the 
absolute interest in the estate, though afterwards, 
by an alteration in his father’s » he became 
only tenant for life of the estate:—Held: fnom 
the dealings between the parties an oe 
was to be inferred that the son paid offtne —_ 
debt in settlement of pecuniary transactions 
between himself & his father, & rae ap Seared the 
posumpvon that the son paid it off for his own 

enefit was rebutted, & he was not entitled to 
any lien upon the estate for what he so paid off.— 
CROW v. PETTINGELL (1869), 20 L. T. 3423 17 
W. iB. 562, L. JJ, 5 revag., 38 L. J. Oh. 186. 

707. Payment of purchase-money conditional 
on receipt by purchaser.)—T wo persons agreed to 
sell certain property to a co. for a price to be paid, 
part in fully paid-up shares, part in shares partly 
paid up, & the remainder in cash, as & when the co. 
should receive any poner ae resp shares 
subscribed for over & ve the first 21 eat 
& it was provided that if the shares & cash sho 
not be paid within two years from the date of the 
agreement, the agreement should be void, & that 
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Sect. 6.—-Eaclusion. 
(b) a. & 47.) 

any moneys & shares paid thereunder should be 

Fetained he liquidated Tainares for breach of the 

agreement. ‘The shares were issued to the vendors 

& their nominees, but the event on which the cash 

was to be paid never happened, & the co. was 

wound up within two years from the date of the 
agreement :—Held: the vendors must be placed 
on the list of contributories in respect of their 
shares, but they were entitled to a lien on the pro- 
perty sold for the amount of cash which had not 
been paid.—Re PATENT CARRIAGE Co., GORE & 

DURANT’S CASE (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 349. 

Annotations :—Distd. Re Brentwood Brick & Coal Co. (1876), 
4 Ch. D. 562. Refd. Dansk Rekylriffel Syndikat Akt. 
v. Snoll, (1908] 2 Ch. 127; Barker v. Stickney, [1918] 
2K. B. 356. 

708. Inconsistent with lHen.j—It was 
agreed between A. & a trustee for an intended co. 
that as soon as the co. was formed & had adopted 
the agreement, A. should sell & the co. purchase A.’s 
interest in a leasehold brickfield, & that on an 
assignment to the co. being executed the co. should 
pay him as the purchase-money £8,000 in manner 
thereinafter mentioned, namely, £6,000 in cash 
& £2,000 in fully paid-up shares. The property 
was assigned to the co. by a deed which stated the 
consideration to be £6,000, to be paid to A. as 
thereinafter mentioned, viz. 50 per cent. on all 
sums of money to be received from sale of shares, 
& 50 per cent. on all moneys borrowed by the co. 
by way of capital until the £6,000 was paid. The 
co. became abortive ; no money was ever received 
by sale of shares or borrowed, & ultimately the 
co. was ordered to be wound up :—Held: the 
nature of the contract was such as to exclude 
vendor’s lien & A. had no lien on the leasehold 
premises, 

It is evident that the party selling did not 
intend to rely on the security of the estate but on 
the funds of the co. (BAGGALLAY, J.A.).—Re 
BRENTWOOD Brick & CoAL Co. (1876), 4 Ch. D. 
562; 46 L. J. Ch. 554; 36 L. T. 343; 25 W. R. 
481, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Barker v. Stickney, [1918] 2 K. B. 356, 


709. Purpose of purchase inconsistent with lien.] 
—By an agreement dated in 1851, a co., under 
powers conferred by the Lands Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act, 1845 (c. 18), contracted, in consideration 
of the payment of a yearly rentcharge, to purchase 
land for the construction of docks. The co. had 
entered, & completed the construction of the docks, 
but had not made any payment in respect of 
the rentcharge :—Held: the vendors were not 
entitled to a lien for the unpaid arrears of the 
rentcharge. 

It would be quite contrary to the intention of the 
parties to suppose the vendor was reserving to 
himself a right at some future time to enter & 
destroy the public work if the annual rent should 
fall into arrear (JAMES, V.-C.).—JERSEY (EARL) v. 
apa ts FLoatina Dock Co. (1869), L. R. 

q. ; 


Annotations :—Reld. Barker v. Stickney, [1919] 1 K. B. 121. 
Mentd. Re Gerard & Beecham’s Contract, {1894] 3 Ch. 295. 


See, also, No. 671, ante. 
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Srcr. 7.—EXTINGUISHMENT. 
SuB-sect. 1.—UNPAID VENDOR. 
A. Of Land. 

(a) In General. 


710. By Act of Parliament or express contract 
only.|—WALKER v. WARE, HADHAM & BUNTING- 
FORD Ry. Co., No. 632, ante. 

711. Entry by purchaser under compulsory 
powers.]— WALKER v. WARE, HADHAM & BUNTING- 
FORD Ry. Co., No. 682, ante. 

See, generally, COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, 
Vol. XI., p. 230. 

712, Trust for sale supervening before com- 
pletion.|—-Daviss v. THOMAS, No. 614, ante. 

718. Effect of order under Lunacy Acts— 
Authorising receipts & giving discharge for pro- 
perty.]}—-Davirs v. THomas, No, 614, ante. 

See, generally, LUNATICS. 


(b) By Waiver. 
i. In General, 

714. Payment of purchase money made con- 
ditional.|——Covenant between vendor & purchaser 
that purchase-money should be repaid within two 
years after resale discharges the vendor’s lien.— 
fle PARKES, Ex p. PARKES (1822), Gl. 1 & J. 228. 
Aaron :—Mentd. Winter v. Anson (1827), 6 L. J. O. S. 


715. By retention of title deeds.}|—-WREFORDE 
v. LETHERN, No. 701, ante. 

716. Reliance on personal security of pur- 
chasers.]|—-WHITE v. WAKEFIELD, No. 590, ante. 

717. Omission to claim for long peo 
Where a director was, under the co.’s deed, entitled 
to a remuneration for his attendance :—Held: 
non-claim for a number of years amounted to a 
waiver of his rights & of his lien on the funds of the 
co.—Re ARIGNA IRON MINING Co. (1853), 1 Eq. 
Rep. 269; 21 L. T. 0. S. 206. 

718. By concurrence in mortgage by purchaser.| 
—Pltf. agreed with H., in consideration of his 
erecting some houses thereon, to grant him a 
building lease of some land, with the option of 
purchasing the fee. Pltf. advanced H. £970 to 
enable him to build. Afterwards E. & P., jointly, 
made further advances to H. for the same purpose. 
Subsequently E., who was the solr. both of pltf. 
& of P., induced pltf. to execute a conveyance to 
H., without receiving the consideration, in order 
that H. might then execute a mtge. to BK. & P. 
to secure their advances; but on the promise of 
E. alone, that the conveyance & the mtge. should 
be held, on behalf of pitf., until the ‘‘ land could 
be sold or a transfer of the said mtges. obtained, 
& that in either case pltf. should, in the first place, 
out of the moneys obtained by such sale or transfer, 
be Baie the - purchase-money ”’ & advances: 
Heid: pitf. had trusted solely to the representa- 
tions of E., & his lien for unpaid purchase-money 
& for advances was not entitled to priority over the 
claim of E. & P. under the mtge.— SMITH v. EVANS 
(1860), 28 Beav. 59; 29 L. J. Ch. 5381; 2 L. T. 
227; 6 Jur. N.S. 388; 54 E. R. 288. 
sees :—Refd. Wall v. Cockerell (1860), 29 L. J. Ch. 


7 W. W. R. 1128.-—CAN. 
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Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


719. By suit for specific performance,]—Where 
a decree for specific performance had been ob- 
tained by a vendor against a railway co. of a 
contract for sale, & the co. afterwards became 
insolvent :—Held: the vendor was entitled to a 
declaration of lien for his unpaid purchase-money. 
—Henior v. LONDON, CHaTHam & DovER Ry. Co. 
(1867), 16 L. T. 473. 

720. By levying execution—Full amount not 
recovered.|—A railway co. gave a bond to a vendor 
of land to them for the purchase-money. The 
vendor brought an action & levied execution upon 
the bond. By reason of interpleader proceedings 
he did not recover the full amount of the purchase- 
money by the execution :—Held: he was not 
deprived of his lien for the remainder of the pur- 
chase-money, & was entitled to a decree for specific 
performance.—PELL v. NORTHAMPTON & BAN- 
BURY Ry. Co. (1868), 16 W. R. 1077 ; affd. (1869), 
20 L. T. 288, L. C. 

721. Land in register county—Omission to 
register memorial.|—A vendor of land in a register 
county, part of whose purchase-money remains 
unpaid, is under no obligation to register a memorial 
of the vendor’s lien, but is entitled to rely on his 
equitable lien against sub-purchasers who have 
notice of it actual or constructive. A purchaser 
of land in a register county is bound to inquire for 
& examine the deeds & documents memorials of 
which are registered. Land belonging to the 
trustees of a charity, in Y., was sold by the trustees 
to R. & W., who were estate agents, & bought the 
land with the intention of selling it in lots for 
building purposes. Part of the purchase-money 
remained unpaid, & the vendors retained this deed 
of conveyance in their possession, but, at the 
request of the purchasers, the vendors’ solr. 
registered a memorial of it in the Y. registry. 
The vendors took no written security for their 
unpaid purchase-money but relied on their equit- 
able lien. R. & W. sold the land again in lots. 
P., one of the sub-purchasers, who took a mtge. on 
a small lot, made no inquiries himself, but left 
it, as he said, to R. & W., to ‘‘ manage the whole 
business ’’ for him, & they prepared the conveyance 
to him. The original vendors having brought 
an action to enforce their lien for the unpaid 
purchase-money against some of the _ sub- 
purchasers :—Held:; (1) there was no obligation 
on the original vendors to register a memorial 
of the vendor’s lien. Qu.: whether the neglect 
of the sub-purchasers to search the register & 
inquire for the deed affected them with constructive 
notice of pltfs.’ lien. ‘But the ct. being convinced 
on the evidence that the vendors knew that R. & 
W. wanted the deed of conveyance registered for 
the purpose of selling, & that they did sell, the land 
in lots, & that by their conduct in registering the 
deed they had led the sub-purchasers to believe 
that R. & W. had power to dispose of the land as 
absolute owners; (2) the vendors had waived 
their lien & could not enforce it against the sub- 
purchasers.—KETITLEWELL v. WATSON (1884), 26 


subsequent to another judgment regis- 
tered against the purchaser.—FLINT 
©. SMITH (1860), 8 Gr. 339.——CAN. 


PART V, SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
A. (b) il. 


7251. Whether lien abandoned.])—- 


725 iii. ——.] 
725 iv. 








125 ii. ——.}—BRo 
(1868), 7 N.S. R. 315.——CAN. 


—-MCcDONALD 
DONALD (1869), 16 Gr. 678.—CAN. 
-}—Where land was sold 


to a railway co., for the purposes of 
the road, & a mtge 


297 


Ch. D. 501; 53 L. J. Ch. 717; 51 L. T. 185; 82 
W. R. 865, C. A. 


tations :—4As to (1) Refd. Manks v. Whiteley, [1912] 
Ch. 735 . Asto 


; Barker v. Stickney, [1919] 1 K. B. 121 
(2) Retd. National Provincial Bank of England v. Jackson 
1886), 33 Ch. D. 1; Farrand v. Yorkshire Banking Co. 
1888), 40 Ch. D. 182. Generally, Mentd. Re Payne, 
oung v. Payne, [1904] 2 Ch. 608; Berwick v. Price, 
(1905] 1 Ch. 632. 
722. Purchasers allowed to resell.]—KETTLE- 


WELL v. WATSON, No. 721, ante. 

Compare No. 744, post. 

723. Substitution of alternative remedy.] — A 
banking co. entered into an agreement on May 29, 
1886, to sell certain paper mills & machinery 
to the L. co. for £20,000 to be paid by instal- 
ments. By clause 2 of the agreement it was 
provided that upon payment of the first two 
instalments the bank should convey the premises 
to the L. Company upon their executing a mtge. for 
the balance of the purchase-money, & that the 
mtge. should contain a clause enabling the bank, 
in case the business of the L. co. should be sus- 
pended, to re-enter & take possession of the pre- 
mises, & of everything which should have been 
built or placed thereon, & which should not require 
registration within the Bills of Sale Act, 1878 
(c. 31), & to hold the same for their own use & 
benefit absolutely, but without prejudice to the 
liability of the L. co. for the unpaid balance of 
the purchase-money. This agreement was not 
registered as a bill of sale. The first two instal- 
ments of the purchase-money were paid, but no 
conveyance or mtge. of the property was executed 
in pursuance of the agreements. The L. co. 


‘entered into & held possession of the property until 


& Winding-up order was made on Feb. 7, 1887. 
The bank thereupon re-entered on the property. 
The official liquidator of the L. co. asked by 
summons for delivery up of a paper-making 
machine & all other trade machinery attached to 
the mills. The bank claimed possession of the 
fixtures and trade machinery under their vendors’ 
lien :—Held: the position of the parties under the 
agreement was the same as if a conveyance & 
mtge. of the property had been actually executed, 
& the bank had no vendor’s lien for unpaid 
purchase-money, aS an express stipulation had 
been substituted for such lien.—Re LONDON & 
LANCASHIRE PArER Mitts Co., Lrp. (1888), 58 
L. T. 798; 4T. L. 8. 312. 


ii. By Taking Security. 

724. Whether lien abandoned — Question of 
fact..|—-MACKRETH v. Symmons, No. 587, ante. 

725. -.]|—A party who, having lent money 
to enable a vendece of property sold, to pay the 
vendor part of the consideration for the purchase, 
a bond with sureties being executed to him for 
the remainder, took a security for repayment by 
assignment of the subject matter, with the privity 
& knowledge of the vendor, the whole matter bein: 
recited in the original deed :—Held: on a secon 
sale by the vendee to satisfy all demands, the 








WN v. CHESLEY 


v. Mo- 


he loses his lien for such portion as 
rem: unsecured.—ANDERSON  v, 
TROTT (1873), 19 Gr. 619.—CAN. 


7125 vi. ———.]—-DRIFFILL v. MOF aL. 
(1877), 41 U. C. R. 313.—CAN. 


725 vii. -/-WaAlL8H v. MAson, 
STEVENS v. MABON (1914), 26 W. L. R. 





. taken to secure 


The - the unpaid purchase moncy :—Held ; : i 

money te panied be. i 5 wd ee 8 the lion was not lost.—GaLT v. Er1o & Gan -L. R. 895; 19 B.C. R. 
balance covered by a promissory note, NIAGARA Ry. Oo. (1869), 15 Gr. 637. zi . 

is not conclusive of intention to waive —CAN. 726 viii. ——.]}—DIck v. LAMBERT 
the lien.—Higu RivER MEAT MARKET 725 v. ./—-Where a vendor on (1916), 34 W. L. R. 1156.--CAN, 

v. Routizpaes (1908), 8 W. L. RK. 259; the sale of land takes a mtge. thereon 725 ix. ———-.}- -KEHOR v. Hates 
1 Alta. L. R. 405.—CAN. for part of the price agreed to be paid, (1843), 5 I. Eq. R. 697.—IR, 
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Sect, 1.—Hatinguishment: Sub-sect. 1, A. (6) it., & 
(c), de B. (a).] 

original vendor had not such a lien on the purchase- 
money, for what remained due to him, as would 
defeat, or as should be preferred to that of the 
mtgee. Qu.: how far, & in what cases, taking 
security for payment. of purchase-money is a 
waiver by vendor of his lien on the purchase-money 
upon a subsequent sale by the vendee.—Ooop v. 
C & POLLARD 1822), 10 Price, 109; 147 
E. R. 259, Ex. Ch. 

726. ——.]-~-DIxXoN »v. GAYFERE, FLUKER v. 
GorvoN, No. 594, ante. 

727. ——.]—Tuames IRonN Works 
PaTENT DERRICK Co., No. 90, ante. 

728. ——- Onus of aaa purchaser.]— 
MACKRETH v. Symmons, No. 687, ante. 

729. Bond taken.]—One sells an estate & 
takes bond for the consideration money. The 
vendor has no lien against the creditors of the 
vendee, for whose benefit the estate has been 
assigned.—FAWELL v. HEELIS (1773), Amb. 724 ; 
2 Dick. 485; 27 BE. R. 468; sub nom. FowE. v. 
HEE Is, 1 Bro. C. C. 422, n., L. OC. 


Co. v. 


Annotations :—Consd. Blackburn v. Gregson (1785), 1 Bro. 
a 420. Expld. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 


780. Bond not paid.J/—Qu.: where upon 
a sale of lands, bonds are en for the purchase- 
money, which are not paid, whether the vendor has 
a lien upon the lands.—-BLACKBURN v. GREGSON 
(1785), 1 Bro. C. C. 420; 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 90; 28 
E. R. 1215, L. C. 
Annotations :—Expld. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 

Ves. 329. Mentd. Matthews v. Bowler (1847), 9 L. T. 0. S. 

20; Dixon v. Gayfere (1857), 3 Jur. N. S. 1157. 


731. -]—A vendor, who has taken, as a 
security for part of the purchase-money, the bond 
of the vendees & a mtge. of part of the proper 
sold, cannot, on the bkpcy. of the vendees, esta lish 
a lien on the entire estate.—CaPPER v. SPOTTIS- 
WOODE (1829), Tam]. 21; 48 E. R. 9. 

782. ——- On exercise of option by purchaser 
under contract.|—Pltf. sold land to a railway co. by 
an agreement under which they were to pay him 
a certain sum, to be paid in cash or at the option 
of the co. in such securities as should be agreed 
upon between the parties. The co. took posesssion 
of the land, & opened their line upon it. Under 
the agreement they elected to give security in lieu 
of cash payment, & a bond was thereupon settled 
& given. The co. made default on the day of 
payment, & pltf. brought an action & levied 
execution upon the bond, & recovered a portion 
of his money by a sheriff’s sale :—Held: pltf. was 
not deprived of his lien for the remainder of the 
purchase-money, & was entitled to a decree for 
specific performance.—PELL v. MIDLAND COUNTIES 








725 x. ——-.}—Re DuRRow BRICK & 
sa Works Co., [1904] 1 I. R. 630. 


728 i. —— Onus of proof—On ae 
is, 


SHENNAN ¥. PARSILL (1871), 18 Gr. 8. 
—OAN. 


729 iii. ———.}-The acceptance by 
the vendor of a railway of the bonds 


Lien. 


& SourH Waxzs Ry. Co. (1869), 20 L. T. 288; 17 
W. R. 506, L. C. 

788. Stock pledged.J—The consideration of 
poor | e runs through the whole settlement; & 
especially suppor every provision with regard to 
the husband & wife. She is interested in the provision 
for her husband, enabling him to provide for her & 
the children; & it is not affected by subsequent 
events, as the death of the wife without children. 
Vendor’s equitable lien upon the estate for the 

Eechate pone? lost by taking a special security 
y way of a pledge of stock. Qu.: (1) whether 
every security would have that effect ; (2) whether 
the vendor's lien could preva against an equitable 
mtge. by deposit of deeds.—NAIRN v. OWSE 
(1802), 6 Ves. 752; 31 E. R. 12981. 
Annotations :—As to Q) Consd. Mackreth ». Symmons 1 80 i 

15 Ves. 329. Refd. Re Lightoller, Zz p. Peake (1816), 

1 Madd. 346 Winter v. Anson (1847), 6L. J. 0. 8. Oh. 7. 

734. Negotiable instrument taken.]—A. pur- 
chases lands of B. & mortgages back those lands. 
for part of the purchase-money, & gives a note to 
B. for £200 the other part thereof. A. devises 
those lands to be sold for payment of his debts. 
This £200 note, though for part of the purchase- 
money, shall not be preferred to other debts, nor 
be a charge on the land in equity.—Bonpb v. KENT 
eee Vern. 281; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 143; 28 


Annotation :—Expld. Mackreth v. Symmons (1808), 15 Ves. 


785. —— Seourlty distinguished from mode of 
payment.]—Vendor’s lien on the estate for the 
purchase-money not discharged by taking bills 
of exchange ; which are to be considered, not as 
a security, but as a mode of payment.—GRANT v. 
MILLS (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 306; 2 Rose, 81, n.; 
35 E. R. 335. 


Annotations :—Retd, Re Lightoller, Ex p. Peake (1816), 
oo 346; Teed v. Carruthers (1842), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 


}—FraiL v. Expis, No. 708, 


-|—Vendor has a lien on estate sold, 
for his purchase-money, though he has received 
bills from the vendee in payment of the same, & 
though the vendee becomes bkpt.— He LIGHTOLLER, 
Ex p. PEAKE (1816), 1 Madd. 846; 2 Rose, 455; 
56 EH. R. 128. 

738. & negotiated.|—Vendor held not to 
have waived his lien on the estate sold, by taking 
the promissory note of the vendee, & receiving 
its amount by discount.—Re WRIGHT, Ew p. 
LOARING (1814), 2 Rose, 79, L. C. 

Annotation :— . Teed v. Carruthers (1842), 2 Y. & CO. 

Ch. Cas. 31. 
ante. 





3 

7386. ——. 
ante. 

7187. 








7841. Negotiable instrument taken.) 
—A vendor who takes as security for 
the purchase money the joint & several 
notes of the vendee & a surety, does 
not lose his lien on the estate for 


chaser.|—Purchase money unpai of the co. purchasing the road is a 
prima facie, a lion on the lands sold; waiver by implication of his Nen— the purchase money.—COLBORNE v. 
& if a security is taken for that mo MINISTER OF PRAILWAYS| Se Canals THOMAS (1853), 4 Gr. 102.—CAN, 


ne 
it lies on the vendee to show that the 
vendor d to rest on that security, 
& to discharge the lands.—HvuGHxs v. 
TF EABNEY (1803), 1 Sch. & Lef. 132.— 


QUEBEC 8S 


FOR THE DOMINION OF CANADA 2%. 

OUTHERN Ry. Co. & SOUTH 
SHORE Ry. Co. (1908), 12 Exch. C. R, 
81.—OAN. 


ii. ——.]}—DEGrEAR v. SMITH 


734 ii. 
(1865), 11 Gr. 570.—CAN. 


734 iii. ——.}—ScuwakTz ». Bretr- 
BOHOWSKY (1911), 17 W. L. H. 616; 


tance by® 01 Man. L. R. 310.—CAN, 


7291. Bond taken.}—RuTuesrorp v, vendor of immovable property, of a 
RUTHERFORD (1865), 11 Gr. 565.— separate bond given by the venies to 734 iv. ——.}--A vendor's lien {6 not 
AN. seoure payment by talments of the waived by taking a promissory note 
729 il. ——.}—The principle that a balance of the purchase money, doeg for the balance of the purchase price. 
vendor, by ta from & purchaser an 20t imply an intention on the part of -—KAULBACH v. JODREY & ZWICKER 
indorsed note ag security for unpaid the vendor to relinguish 6n.— (818), 13 B. L. R. 409; 13 D. L. R. 
purchase-money, does not lose hig SASHIR, ETC. v. NAZIR, RTO. (1921), 82.—OAN, 
Mi oecagt ines i. equally & plicable I. ae 43 All. 644.—IND. 7 1% yay 40 bene ah v, Pipes 
curl ven ls a bond, Vv. -————. AUNDERS v. Lesiux & Co. Dual. . Of Seas. 
which @ third person joins as surety.— (1814), 2 Ball & B, 509,-—IR. 565 ; 3h Bo. Jur, 8387,.—SCOT. 


Part V.—EQuivTaBLE Lien. 


740. Taking security distinguished from agree- 
ment as to mode of payment—Negotiable instru- 
ment taken.|—-GRANT v. MILLS, No. 736, ante. 

741, ——- ——.]—-Frain v. Exzis, No. 708, 
ante. 

742. ——— Payment of annuity secured by per- 
sonal covenant.]—A vendor, in lieu of the price of 
£3,000, agreed to accept an annuity of £100 a 

ear for the joint lives of her intended husband & 

erself, in case the purchaser should so long live, 
the purchaser engaging that his personal repre- 
sentatives should within three months after his 
decease, in certain events, but not in all events, 
pay a further sum of £3,000 :—Held: this was 
not a security, but a substitution for the price ; 
& the lien of the vendor on the land was discharged. 
Prensa SWEETLAND (1835), 3 My. & K. 655; 


Annotations :—Expld. Pell_v. Midland Counties & South 
Wales Ry. (1869), 20 L. T. 288. Refd. Buckland v. 
Pooknell (1843), 18 Sim. 406; Re Albert Life Assce., Ex p. 
Western Life Assce. Soc. (1870), L. R. 11 Eq. 164. 


(c) By Estoppel. 


748. Receipt for purchase-money indorsed— 
Rebuttal by evidence of non-payment.J|—By an 
agreement for the sale of an estate, the purchase- 
money, with interest, was to be secured by the 
bond of the purchaser, & was to remain so secured 
during the life of the vendor. The conveyance, 
which was afterwards executed, expressed that the 
purchase-money had been paid, & the vendor’s 
receipt was indorsed upon it; but, in fact, only a 
part of the pete had been paid, & the residue was 
secured by the purchaser’s bond, conditioned for 
payment of the principal with interest, within 
twelve months after the death of the vendor; & 
of interest in the mean time. The vendor was held 
to have a lien on the estate for the amount of the 
bond.— WINTER v. ANSON (LORD) (1827), 3 Russ. 
488; 6L.J.O.S. Ch.7; 38 E. R. 658, L. C, 
Annotations :—Consd. Parrott v. Sweetland (1835), 3 My. 

& K. 655 ;_ Dixon v. Gayfere (No. 3) (1855), 21 Beav, 118; 

Jersey v. Briton Ferry Floating Dock Co. (1869), L. R. 

7 Hq. 409. . Re Breatwoos Brick & Coal Co. (1876), 

4 Ch. D. 562. Refd. Clarke v. Royle (1830), 3 Sim. 499; 

Teed v. Carruthers (1842), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 31; Fuller 

v. Bennett (1843), 2 Hare, 394; Goode v. Burton (1847), 

1 Exch. 189; Barker v, Stickney, [1919] 1 K. B. 121. 

Mentd. Whitbread v. Jordan (eso). 1 Y. & C. Ex. 303; 

Bulpett v. Sturges (1870), 22 L. T. 739. 

See, generally, DEEDS, Vol. XVII., pp. 
370 et seq. ; ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., pp. 265, 266. 

744. Acquiescence in resale—Lien not dis- 
closed.|—-A party who, having a lien or claim on 
property, suppresses it, & permits another person 
to purchase the property, upon the supposition 
that no such lien or claim exists, cannot afterwards 
be allowed to set up such lien or claim against 
such purchaser. 

When pending a dispute relative to the right to 
certain property, it becomes greatly depreciated in 
value, a decree, giving a party the property, 
would be no compensation for the injury received 
by him, he is entitled to the option of either 
recovering the property, improperly withheld from 
him, or the value of it, at the time it was first 
withheld or subtracted.— BRowN v. THORPE (1841), 
11 L. J. Ch. 78. 


» (a@). 
748 i. General 





746 iv. 





rule.}-— Mason  v. 
Barron (1877), 41 U. C. R. 610.— CAN. 


7148 Vv. ——.]— METALS, e v. 
Trusts & GUARANTER Co. (1914), 29 
W.L. R. 953 3 7 W. W. R. 605.—CAN, 


748 fi. ———.}—-PurTLE v. HENEY 
(1806), 33 N. B. R. 607.—CAN. 


(499 1, ——, TEEVES vw. 148 vi. ——.}—- 
(1903), 40 N. BOR. AOL CAN. 


.] — GALVIN - WALSTON 
LUMBER Co. v. MOKINNON oe 6 148 vil 
W. L. R. 310; 4 Sask. L. R. 68.— : 


FERRAR 
SURETY (1916), 34 W. UL. R. 697; 10 
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As evidence of waiver.]— See No. 721, 


ante. 

See, generally, EstoprPeL, Vol. XXI., pp. 333 
et seg., 366 et seq. 

748, Recital that unpaid purchase-money a 


loan to purchaser.|—-Mumm v. Jouzy, No. 585, ante. 


B. Of Chattels. 
(a) By Loss of Possession. 

746. General rule.|—An unpaid vendor has no 
lien upon a cargo put on board a chartered ae > 
it is no longer in his possession, but that of the 
captain as trustee.—GURNEY v. BEHREND (1854), 
3 E. & B. 622; 23 L. J. Q. B. 265; 23 L. T. O.8. 
89; 18 Jur. 856; 2 W. R. 425; 118 BE. R. 1275. ‘ 

— ; 1883), Brown & Lush. 
ee Poneos) anne The Mantie sosenh ‘ 866), L. R.1P.C. 

219; The A entina (1867),L. Rol A. & E. 370; Coventry 

v. Gladstone 1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 493 ; Shepherd v. Harrison 
(1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 196; Leask v. Scott (1877), 46 L. J. 

Q. B. 576; Glyn, Mills v. East & West India Dock Co. 

(1882), 47 L. T. 309. 

747. Actual delivery to purchaser necessary.]— 
Unless actual possession of goods sold has been 
delivered to the purchaser, the vendor is not 
deprived of his right of lien as against the assignees 
of the purchaser, in the event of his insolvency, 

Where the vendors were also warehousemen of 
the goods sold under an arrangement with the 
purchasers to pay warehouse rent:—Held: as 
the goods remained in the possession of the vendors, 
& no actual delivery had been made to the pur- 
chasers, the vendor’s lien revived upon the 
insolvency of the vendees.—GRICE v. RICHARDSON 
(1877), 3 App. Cas. 319; 47 L. J. P. C. 48; 37 
L. T. 677; 26 W. BR. 358, P. C. 

748. Constructive loss of possession—Vendor 
in possession as baillee for purchaser.|—This was 
an action for the price of a horse, & the question 
was whether there was an acceptance & actual 
receipt by deft. to satisfy Stat. Frauds. The 
jury found that after the bargain was complete 
the vendor had asked the vendee, as a favour, 
to lend him the horse for a week or two, & deft., 
the purchaser, had, as owner, granted permission 
to pltf. to keep the horse, as requested. 

Upon the finding of the jury, which was sup- 
ported by the evidence, it is clear that pltf.’s 

ossession as owner had ceased, & he had become 

ailee. His lien for the price was gone; & deft. 
having dealt with the horse as owner, had accepted 
& received it so as to satisfy the statute (per CuR.). 
—MARVIN v. WALLIS (1856), 6 E. & B. 726; 25 
L. J. Q. B. 369; 27 L. T. O.S. 182; 2 Jur. N.S. 
689; 4 W. R. 611; 119 E. R. 1035. 


Annotations :—Refd. Cusack v. Robinson (1861), 1 B. & S. 
299; Nicholls v. White (1910), 103 L. T. 800; Dublin 
City Distillery v. Dohe ye 1914} A. C. 823. Mentd. 
Taylor v. Wakefield (1856), EK. & B. 765; Castle v. 
Sworder (1860), 5 H. & N. 281. 


Charge of warehouse rent.]—See 
No. 747, ante ; No. 753, post. 
. 749, —— What amounts to—Whether giving 
delivery order.J|—Certain timber which was 
deposited in the name of A., the importer, in the 
West India Docks, was sold by him to B. B. 
afterwards contracted to sell the timber to C., 
who accepted a bill for the amount, B. giving him 
an invoice of the timber, & a delivery order. The 


Ww. W. R. 526.—CAN. 


.]}-MANEOKSI PESTONSI 
BHARUCHA ¥. WADILAL SARABHAI 
ae 53 L. R. Ind. App. 92.— 


of part.|}~—Pltf. sold 





LTD 


h. Deli 
to deft. cordwood lying on pltf.’s pre- 
Av. NATIONAL & to remove it to the 


mises, agreed 
bank of an adjacent canal, & there 
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EMS ig 
dock co. refused to deliver the timber except 
upon an order from A. C. became bkpt. without 
having obtained such an order; & the bill was 
dishonoured :—Held: there had been no con- 
structive delivery to C., so as to put an end to B.’s 
lien on the timber for the price; & B. was not 
estopped, by having given a delivery order as a 
constructive delivery of the timber.—LACKINGTON 
v. ATHERTON (1844), 7 Man. & G. 360; 8 Scott, 
N. R. 38; 13 L. J.C. P. 140; 8L. T. 0. S. 5738 
Jur. 407; 135 E. R. 161. 

750. —— Transfer of wharfinger’s certi- 
ficates.)—B. & co. sold some iron rails to the A. 
co. by a written contract stipulating that payment 
should be made by buyers’ acceptances of sellers’ 
drafts against inspectors’ certificate of approval 
& wharfinger’s certificate of each five hundred 
tons being stacked ready for shipment. As the 
wharfinger’s certificates were delivered the A. co. 
accepted the drafts of B. & co., according to the 
contract, which B. & co. negotiated ; but the rails 
remained in B. & co.’s possession. Pltf. advanced 
money to the A. co. on the security of some of the 
wharfinger’s certificates which were handed over 
to him with a written memorandum. The A. 
co. became insolvent, & their acceptances were 
consequently not paid. Pitf. filed a bill against B. 
& co. & the receiver of the estate of the A. co., 
claiming a lien on the rails in the hands of B. & co. 
in priority to their lien as vendors. The bill 
alleged that according to the custom of the iron 
trade, the wharfinger’s certificates were in fact 
‘“‘ warrants.’’ Pltf. having moved tor an injunction 
to restrain B. & co. from parting with the rails, 
or with the money which they might receive in 
respect of them, B. & co. were ordered to pay 
the value of the rails into ct., to be kept in medio 
till the decision of the case :—Held: (1) the giving 
of the acceptances in pursuance of the contract 
was not an absolute payment, but conditional on 
the acceptances being met; upon the insolvency 
of the acceptors the vendors’ lien on the goods 
revived; & the fact of the vendors having 
negotiated the bills made no difference; (2) the 
wharfinger’s certificates were not documents of 
title, & their delivery passed no right to the goods ; 
& no custom of trade could give them the effect 
of ‘* warrants ’’ or documents of title as against the 
vendors.—GUNN v. BoLcKow, VAUGHAN & Co. 
(1875), 10 Ch. App. 491; 44 L. J. Ch. 782; 32 
L. T. 781, 23 W. R. 739, L. JJ. 

Annotations: _Asto(1)Consd. pilen v. Royal Bank of Canada 


(1925), 41 T. lL. R. 625, efd. Re Defries, Kichholz v. 
Defries, {1909} 2 Ch. 423. 











751. Purchaser allowed to deal with 
goods.|—On Sept. 12, G. wrote to defts. as 
follows: ‘‘I will agree to purchase your oak 


timber at L. wharf, ‘ to be delivered free to boats 
when required,’ at so much per foot, naming 
the sum. Payment by bill at four months’ date 
from measurement.” On Sept. 21, the contract 
was completed, & the following note signed by 
defts. the vendors: ‘‘ Sold to G. the oak timber at 
the prices mentioned in his letter of Sept. 12, 
delivered to boats. Payment, £1,000 by bill 
at one month, & balance by bill at four months 
from measurement.” ‘The timber had been 
brought by defts. to the wharf at L., belonging to 


deliver its pltf. having delivered a 
portion at the bank :-—Senble : any 
ieon for the price which pitf. might 
before have had upon such wood, waa 
lost. by its removal to land neither hia 
Own nor under his control.—_McoNEIL 





vy. KELEHER (1865), . P. —_ 
CAN. ( ) 15 © P. 470 

PART V. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
B, (b) 1, 

164i. Proof in bankruptcy of pur- 


Lien. 


& wharfinger On the canal where defts. were in the 
habit of conveying & depositing their timber to 
remain until sold, when it would be carried away 
by canal. On Oct. 7, G.’s agent measured the 
timber on the wharf, & marked it with G.’s initials, 
which were ‘‘ scribed’ & ‘‘ punched” upon each 

iece, & G. also employed men to ‘“‘ square ’”’ it for 

is trade purposes, & paid them £5 for so doing. 
On Oct. 15, whilst the squaring was going on, the 
bills were given to defts., & the first bill for £100 
was duly paid, but before the four months’ bill 
became due, & whilst the timber remained at the 
wharf, G. became bkpt., & assigned all his estate 
to trustees, pltfs., who thereupon demanded 
possession of the timber, which was refused by 
defts., who then removed the whole of it from the 
wharf into their own custody, except enough to 
cover in value the £100 paid bill. An action was 
brought by pltfs., as trustees of the bkpt.’s estate 
against defts., for detention of the timber, when a 
verdict was found for them with leave to move, 
& upon a rule to set aside the verdict & enter a non- 
suit or a verdict for defts. on the ground that defts. 
were entitled to stay in transitu, the ct. having 
power to draw inferences of fact :—Held: it was 
not a question of stoppage in transitu, but whether 
the lien of the vendors had ceased by their allowing 
the vendee to deal with the timber, while it was in 
the custody of the wharfinger, as he had done, 
which was a question of fact upon the evidence ; 
& as an inference of fact, there was an actual 
transfer of the possession of the timber to the 
vendee, & the vendors’ lien was gone, & they had 
therefore no right to meddle with the timber.— 
CooPER v. BILL (1865), 12 L. T. 466. 

See, generally, SALE OF Goobs. 

752. Delivery of part—Whether lien on re- 
mainder extinguished.]}—BUNNEY v. Poyntz, No. 
756, post. : 

758. To sub-purchaser.]—The vendor will 
not be deprived of his lien for the price, by receiv- 
ing & negotiating a bill of exchange & delivering 
a part of the goods, by the request of the vendee, 
to a sub-vendee, during the currency of the bill, 
if the original vendee become bkpt., & the bill be 
dishonoured at maturity.—MILEs v. GORTON 
(1834), 2 Cr. & M. 504; 4 Tyr. 205; 31. J. Ex. 


155; 149 EF. R. 860. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Tanner v. Scovoll (1845), 14 M. & W. 
28. Apprvd. Grice v. Richardson (1877), 3 App. Cas. 319. 
Refd. Griffiths v. Perry (1859), 1 Kk. & HK. 680; He Oxley, 
Fr p. Turnbull (1868), 19 L. 'T. 463; He Kdwards, Ex p. 
Chalmers (1873), 8 Ch. App. 289; He McLaren, Ea p. 
Cooper (1879), 27 W. ht. 518. 


(b) By Waiver. 
i. In General. 

754. Proof in bankruptcy of purchaser.|——-X. 
bought hops of T. on a custom known in the hop 
trade as W. O., i.e., the hops were to wait the order 
of X. in T.’s warehouse, & to be charged for ware- 
house room & insurance. X. paid for the hops by 
bills of exchange, which were dishonoured at 
maturity. X. afterwards registered a deed of 
composition which was assented to & executed by 
T. to the full amount of his debt in respect of the 
dishonoured bills :—Held: T.’s assent & execution 
of the deed operated as a proof in bkpcy., & there- 
fore an abandonment of his lien for unpaid pur- 
chase-money,— Re OXLeyY, Ex p. TURNBULL (1868), 
19 L. T. 463; 17 W. R. 200. 





chaser.}—The proof of a debt by @ 
lienor against the property of the 
lienee in the subsequent bkpcy. of the 
lienee docs not ipso facto destroy the 
lien.—BONTHORNE ©. MAUDE (1908), 
26 N. Zz. L. R. 317.~—-N.Z, 


Part V.—EQUITABLE LIEN. 


li. By Taking Security. 

765. Negotiable instrument taken—é& nego- 
tilated.]—Where the owner of a ship having a lien 
on the goods until the delivery of good & approved 
bills for the freight, took a bill of exchange in 
payment, & though he objected to it at the time, 
afterwards negotiated it :—Held: such negotiation 
amounted to an approval of the bill by him, & 
it was a relinquishment of his lien on the goods.— 
HORNCASTLE v. FARRAN (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 497; 
106 E. R. 748. 

Annotations :—Consd. Pooley v. Budd (1851), 14 Beav. 34. 
Distd. Gunn v. Bolckow, Vaughan (1875), 32 L. T. 781. 
Refd. Tamvaco v. Simpson (1865), 19 C. B. N. 8. 453, 
Mentd. Nicholl v. Thomas (1850), 15 L. T. O. 8. 50. 

756. -]—(1) A vendor who takes in 
Poe & promissory note & negotiates it, loses 

is lien ; which is not revived upon the dishonour 
of the note which is outstanding in the hands of 
an indorsee. 

(2) A part delivery of poode to vendee, will not 
vest the absolute right of possession to the whole 
in him, unless it be done in progress of the delivery 
of the whole ; but if it be clear that the intention 
was separate the part delivered from the rest, 
the original right of lien which the vendor had 
will still remain.—BUNNEY v. Poyntz (1833), 4 
B. & Ad. 568; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 229; 21. J. 
K. B. 55; 110 E. R. 569. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Pooley v. Budd ea 14 
Beav. 34. Distd. Gunn v. Bolekow, Vaughan (1875), 32 








L. T. 781. Dbtd. Re Defries, Eichholz v. Defries, [1909] 
2Ch. 423. That caseis inconsistent with, if not Ca preesly 
overruled by, Gunn _yv. Bolckow, Vaughan d& Co 


(WARRINGTON, J.). Refd. Sykes v. Giles (1839), 5 M. & W 


643; Allen v. Royal Bank of Canada (1925), 41 T. L. R. 
625. As to (2) Refd. Dixon v. Yates (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
313; Tanner v. Scovell (1843), 14 M. & W. 28; Re 


McLaren, Ez ce Cooper (1879), 11 Ch. D. 68. ‘Generally, 
Mentd. Nicholl v. Thomas (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 50. 








ae -]—MILEs v. GorTON, No. 753, 
a ° 
758. .]|—GuUNNv. BoLckow, VAUGHAN 








& Oo., No. 750, ante. 

759. Effect of subsequent dishonour.]—BUNNEY 
v. PoYyNtTz, No. 756, ante. 

760. |—GuUNN v. BOLCKOW, VAUGHAN & 
Co., No. 750, ante. 

Negotiable instruments as payment.] — See, 
generally, CONTRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 462 et seq. 





(c) Other Cases. 

761. By tender.]|—On a contract for the sale of 
a specific chattel on credit, time, without express 
stipulation, is not of the essence of the contract ; 
& the vendee, on tender of the price, though after 
the expiration of the period of credit, may maintain 
trover against the vendor to recover such chattel. 
The vendor cannot rescind the contract on non- 

payment at the day. 
e vendor’s right, therefore, to detain the thing 
sold against the purchaser, must be considered as 
a right of lien till the price is paid, not a right to 
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rescind the bargain, & here the lien was gone by 

tender of the price (LORD DENMAN, C.J.).— 

MARTINDALE v. SMITH (1841), 1 Q. B. 389; 1 

Gal. & Dav.1; 10L. J. Q. B. 155; 5 Jur. 932; 

113 E. R. 1181. 

Annotations :—Folld. Chenery v. Viall (1860), 5 H. & N. 288. 
Refd. Page v. Cowasjee Eduljee (1866), L. R. 1 P. C. 127. 
——.]—See, further, SALE OF GOODS. ; 
762. Judgment obtained for price.]|—The right 

of an unpaid vendor to lien over goods in the hands 

of his agent is not taken away by the fact that the 
vendor has recovered a verdict for their price 
against the purchaser, &, under a county ct. order 
for payment of the debt by instalments, has been 
paid one instalment of it.—SCRIVENER v. GREAT 

NORTHERN Ry. Co. (1871), 19 W. R. 388. 

763. Admission by carrier that goods held to 
order of purchaser.|—Goods were consigned to 
pltfs.’ order to a station on the defts.’ railway, & 
the usual advice note was sent them by defts. 
On Apr. 12, pltfs. sold these goods to one J., 
payment half by cash, half by bill at three months 
due July 13; & handed over the advice note to J. 
with an indorsement directing defts. to deliver 
the goods to J.’s order. On Apr. 24 J. handed 
over this delivery order to D. as collateral security 
for the payment of money advanced to him by 
D. with a second indorsement ordering defts. to 
deliver the goods to D.’s order. But neither this 
delivery order nor that made by pltfs. was stamped 
in accordance with Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), s. 89. 
J. becoming insolvent, D. on May 14 wrote defts. 
inclosing the delivery order, & directing them to 
hold the goods to his order. To this he received 
the following reply from defts.’ goods manager 
dated May 15: ‘‘I have yours of yesterday 
inclosing transfer of rails & beg to say I hold them 
to your order; but you will please produce this 
order when applying for the rails, & which order 
must also bear a transfer stamp by both parties 
transferring the goods, in accordance with the Act 
of Parliament. You will be aware they remain 
here at owner’s risk & subject to our usual rent- 
charges.””’ On May 19 D. affixed an adhesive 
stamp to each transfer, but omitted to cancel the 
stamps as required by Stamp Act, 1870 (c. 97), 
ss. 24, 89, & same were never up to trial so can- 
celled. On May 23 defts. wrote to pltfs. asking if 
they consented to the goods being delivered to D., 
to which pltfs. replied on June 23 & 30, giving 
defts. formal notice to hold them to their (pltfs.’) 
order; but upon indemnity being given by D. the 
goods were handed over to D. The bill given to 
pitfs. by J. in part payment of these goods not 
being met at maturity, pltfs. claimed the goods as 
partial unpaid vendors, & brought an action 
against defts. for wrongfully parting with the 
possession of them :—Held: the condition in 
defts.’ letter of May 15 as to the transfer stamp was 
no qualification of their admission that they held 


PART V. eas 1, Soneeet 1.— 

7551. Negotiable instrument taken— 
& nego »}—E. supplied a con- 
tractor with materials for building a 
house for W. & took the contractor’s 
note, which was discounted :—Held : 
as the lien was suspended during the 
ourrency of the note it was vaceny arf 

ne.—EDMONDS vv. TIERNAN : 
ANS (1892), 21 8. C. R. 406.— 


188 il. ——- ——.]}— -CouGHLAN (J.) 
& Co., Lrp. #. NATIONAL CONSTRUC- 
TION Go. JSONG MonG LIN & MCLEAN 
v. Loo Ger WING (1909), 14 B. C. R. 
339.—-CAN. 


7165itt, —— ——.,]—If a person claim- 


ing a lien under Mechanics’ & Wage- 
Earners’ Lien Act, 1902, takes a pro- 
mussory note for the amount, & dis- 
counts it, he thereby forfeits his right 
to a Hen.—ARBUTHNOT (JOHN) Co. v. 
WINNIPEG MANUFACTURING Co. (Man.) 
(1906), 16 Man. L. R. 401; 4W. L. R. 
48.—CAN. 

756 iv. ——.]}— NATIONAL SUP- 
rLY Co. v. HORROBIN (1906), 16 Man. 
L. R. 472.—CAN, 











755 v. -}+—A mechanics’ 
lien is not waived by the claimant 
accepting & negotiating a promissory 
note from the contractor.—GoRMAN, 
CLANCEY & GRINDLEY v. AROHIBALD 
eens 1 Alta. L. R. 524; 8 W. 1. R. 

18.—CAN 








755 vi. .1—A pitf.’s Hen is 
not destroyed or prejudiced by taking 
a note & discounting it.—Brooxs- 
SANFORD HARDWARE Co., LTp. »v. 
THRODORE TELIER CONSTRUCTION Co. 
(1910), 17 O. W. R. 167; 2 O. W.N.. 
138.—CAN. 


755 vii, —— ——.}+—WILSON v. DOBLE 
& HaRTNELL (1910), 18 W. L. BR. 290. 
—CAN. 


155 viii. ——— ———.}—WoORTMAN ¥. 
Frip-LEWIS Co. (1915), 33 W. L. R. 
119; 9 W. W. R. 812.—CAN. 


k. Mortgage taken.]— WENBOURNE 
vo. J. I. CASE THRESHING MACHINE Co. 
(Alta.), {1917} 2 W. W. R. 1262; 35 
D. L. R 577.—CAN, 
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Sect, 1.—Hatinguishment : Sub-sect. 1, B. (c), & C.; 
sub-sect. 2. Part VI.] 


the goods to D.’s order; the letter was an absolute 
attornment by defts. to D., by which pltfs.’ right 
of possession as unpaid vendor was destroyed, & 
Itfs. were, therefore, not entitled to recover.— 
OOLEY v. GREAT EASTERN Ry. Co. (1876), 34 
L. T. 537. 
764. Bankruptcy of debtor.|—SwaIinsTon v. 
Cuay, No. 518, ante. 


C. Of Chose in Action. 
765. Whether waived—By taking seourity.]|— 
COLLINS v. COLLINS (NO. 2), DOWNES v. DOWNES, 
No. 608, ante. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—OTHER EQUITABLE LIENS. 


766. Lien created by judgment—Action on 
judgment.|~ Bringing debt upon a judgment is no 
waiver of lien created by that judgment.— 
ERBY v. ERBY (1714), 1 Salk. 80; 91 E. R. 75. 

767. ——— Effect of subsequent appointment 
under power.]—In 1822 an Sataté was conveyed to 
such uses as A. should by deed, etc. appoint, ~ 
in the meantime to the use of himself for life, etc. 
In 1826 a judgment was obtained against him, & 
in 1827 he mortgaged this estate, & appointed the 
use to B. for five hundred years. After the execu- 
tion of this deed, the judgment creditor issued an 
elegit :—Held : his lien upon the land was defeated 
by the execution of the power.— Dor jd. WIGAN v. 
JONES (1830), 10 B. & C. 459; 5 Man. & Ry. K. B. 
563; 8L. J. 0.8. K. B. 214; 109 E. R. 521. 
Annotations :-—R Skeeles v. She F : 

112; Doe d. potest o He oe o 34) 8 ae 

Langton v. Horton (1842), 6 Jur. 910; Ellis v. R. (1851), 

6 Exch. 921. 

768. -}—-The lien of a judgment 
creditor on the real estate of his debtor, where 
execution has not been taken out, is defeated by 
the exercise of a power of appointment given to the 
debtor in a conveyance to the usual uses to bar 
dower; & that, notwithstanding the appointee 
had notice of the judgment.—SKEELES v. SHEARLY 
(1837), 3 My. & Cr. 112; 7L.J3.Ch.3; 1 Jur. 888; 
40 E. R. 867, L. C. 

Annotation :—Reld. Langton v. Horton (1842), 1 Hare, 549. 
.]— See, generally, JUDGMENTS, Vol. XXX., 
pp. 157 et seq. 

769. Lien for taxes collected—Effect of bank- 
ruptey of collector.)—A collector of land tax 
becomes a bkpt., but before assignment his goods 
are seized under a warrant from the comrs. of 
land tax; this creates such a lien as cannot be 
defeated by the erg hen assignment.— BRACEY 
v. DAWSON (1734), 2 Barn. K. B. 342, 882; 94 
ae ae a * doe hats Same v. DAWBON, 

-655 Kel. W. ; od. Rep. 182; Ridg. 
temp. H. 12; 2 Stra. 978. . 
a. Rush v. Baker (1734), Cunn. 180; 
Giles 9. Grover (1832), 9 Bing. 1287 Balme 
(1833), 9 Bing, 471 ; Garland v. Carlisle (1837), 

See, generally, REVENUE. 











Park. 1; R. v 


PART V. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 2. o.—— 


1. Mechante’s lien—Laches.}—O LUMBER 
v. HALL (1891), 13 P. R. 100--—-CAN. a 





Co. 
m.—~ -——.)— KERRUISH * 
ao (1909), 12 W. L. R. 324, 


Co.v OC 


~—~ Payment.J--LEE (A.) & 
R. 611.—OAN, 


n. 
Hux (1909), 11 W. L, 


R. 526; 3 Alta. L. 


rp. -—— Tere ae RINGLAND- -. 
beeanns (1911), 19 W. L. R. 219. 


LIEN. 


770. Lien on shares in company—Subsequent 
bankruptcy of shareholder.|—By a clause in the 
deed of settlement of a banking co., it was stipu- 
lated that the co. should have a lien on the shares 
of such proprietors as were customers & indebted 
to the bank, & that no share should be transferred 
without the consent of the directors; & an 
abstract of these provisions was indorsed on the 
certificate of the share held by each proprietor. 
The bkpt., at the time of his bkpcy., was the owner 
of thirty of these shares, & had in his possession 
the certificates of ownership thus indorsed, being 
then largely indebted to the bank for advances :— 
Held: these shares did not pass to his assignee 
under the clause of reputed ownership in Bank- 
rupts Act, 1825 (c. 16), so as to defeat the lien 
of the bank, which had been provided for in the 
deed.—Re Burrerworts, Ez p. PiLant (1835), 
4 Deac. & Ch. 160, Ct. of R. 

Annotation :— . Deering & BoQuesnon v. Hibernian 

Joint Stock Banking Co. (1868), 16 W. R. 578. 

ee generally, COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 
345, 346. 


771, Lien of executor for costs—Payment of 
fund to court.j}—An exor. having been ordered 
to pay money into ct. is not thereby deprived of 
his lien on the fund for his costs.—BLENKINSOP Vv. 
Foster (1838), 8 Y. & C. Ex. 205; 8 L. J. Ex. Eq. 


8; 160 E. R. 675. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Re Griffith, Jones v. Owen (1904), 73 
L. J. Ch. 464. 


See, generally, ExEcutTors, Vol. XXIV., p. 824, 
Nos. 8570, 8571. 

772. Purchaser’s lien — Purchase going off 
through default of purchaser.]}—An hotel keeper, 
who was also the owner, agreed, on Mar. 24, 1851, 
to sell his hotel, & to assist in carrying on the 
business for two years, receiving half the profits. 
The purchaser’s wife, who was the hotel keeper’s 
daughter, went on the premises & assisted in 
managing the concern. From the purchaser’s 
letters it appeared that he was not able to supply 
the funds necessary to carry on the business; &, 
in a letter of May 24, 1851, he wrote thus to the 
hotel keeper: ‘‘ You must mortgage or sell the 

remises.’””’ He subsequently asked the hotel 
beeuer to give him a mtge. on the hotel for sums 
which he claimed to be due to him, & brought an 
action against the hotel keeper for, among other 
things, a remuneration in respect of the services 
of his, the purchaser’s, wife above mentioned. 
The hotel keeper became bkpt. Upon a claim 
filed by the purchaser against the assignees, claim- 
ing that they should elect specifically to perform 
the agreement, or that it should be declared that 
the purchaser was entitled to a lien for the sums he 
had advanced under the contract :—Held: 
although the purchaser would have been entitled 
to a lien, if the contract had failed through the 
vendor’s default ; yet as the purchaser had himself 
abandoned the contract, the purchaser was not 
entitled to any lien, & his claim was dismissed. 
DINN v. GRANT (1852), 5 De G@. & Sm. 451; 64 
eee Expld. Whitbread v, Watt (1901), 70 L. J. Ch 
ae ° read 0, a oe e 
Ai tat etd, Cornwall v, Henson, (1809) 2 Ch. 710. 

778. Bond debt charged by testator on realty— 

Omission by creditor to claim payment out of 





-]— Farsk Creek Bracu & TURNER (1913), 23 W.L. R. 
L. R. 363.— 73; 9 D.L. R. 416.—CAN. 


vr. —— Olaim including land not 
eubject to lien.}-—-POLSON Vv. THOMSON 
ade 84 W.L. R. 745; 10 W. W. RB. 
65.—CAN 


JONES v. t. Thresher's lUen—Laches. }—-E1L#0M 


Part VI.—Maritime Lien. 


ip cen 1806 a bond was executed by A. 
in favour of B., & by a contemporaneous settlement 
it was settled by B., the obligee, upon certain trusts. 
By his will, dated in 1812, A., the obligor, charged 
his real & personal estate with payment of the bond 
debt. He shortly afterwards died. Pltf. claimed 
as assignee of the bond, a valid equitable lien on 
the obligor’s real estate in respect of the bond 
debt & interest. The defence was that the obligor 
died possessed of personal estate amply sufficient 
to pay the bond debt & interest, & that pltf.’s 
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predecessors in title ought to have obtained pay- 
ment out of such personal te, & that not having 
done so, they waived their right to have recourse 
to the real estate :—Held: pltf. was entitled to a 
valid charge in equity for the amount of the bond 
& interest upon the real estate of the obligor.— 
JusticE v. Fooxs (1887), 57 L. T. 868. 

Lien by deposit of title deeds.|—See MORTGAGE. 

Secured creditor in bankruptcy—Abandonment of 
security.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., pp. 368 
et seg., Nos. 3413 et seq. 


Part VIl.—Maritime Lien. 


See SHIPPING. 


v. ELLIS (1911), 16 W. L. R. 373; 4 D. L. R. 705; 15 Sask. L. R. 238.— 
. R. 294.—CAN. CAN. 


b. Lien effected by attachment pro- 
ceedings—Laches.|—The lien effected 
by attachment proceedings is only 


Sask. L 





a. Bringing action & ¢tssuing 
garnishee summons.) — MCCABE  v. 
LEIsH, {1922} 1 W. W. R. 465 = 63 


temporary & expires if the creditor 
does not. prosecute his sult to Judgment 
& execution with all due diligence.— 
Evans v. Nova ScoTiA GOLD MINES, 


Ss 
Lrp. (1896), 40 N. S. R. 119.— CAN. 


LIFE INSURANCE. 


See INSURANCE. 


LIFE-BOATS. 


See SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION. 


LIFE-SAVING 


See Pusiic HeattH AND LOCAL ADMINISTRATION ; 


APPLIANCES. 


SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION. 


LIGHT. 


See KASEMENTS AND Prorits A PRENDRE. 
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LIGHT COIN. 


See CRIMINAL Law AND PROCEDURE. 


LIGHT RAILWAYS. 


See TRAMWAYS AND LAGHT RAILWAYS. 


LIGHTHOUSES. 


See SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION. 


( 305 ) 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


PART I. THE STATUTES OF LIMITATION GENERALLY . ; : ‘ ‘ ; PBS 
SEcT. 1. NATURE, PURPOSE AND CONSTRUCTION . ; , ‘ d ; ; . 815 
Sect. 2. APPLICATION . : ‘ ; ‘ ; : ; , : ‘ F . 815 

Sus-sEcr. 1. ARBITRATION . F : ; : ; 4 ‘ 5 . 815 
SUB-SECT. 2. AGREEMENTS NOT TO ‘een ; ; : : ’ ; ; , . 816 
SuB-sEcT. 3. BANKRUPTCY . : ‘ . : : ; ; : ; . 316 
SUB-SECT. 4. CHARGES ON PERSONALTY . ‘ . ; . ; ‘ : . 816 
SUB-SECT. 5. CONFLICT OF LAWS . 4 ‘ : : ; ‘ ; ‘ . 318 
SuB-SECT. 6. THE CROWN ; : ; , ‘ : ‘ ; ; . 318 
SuUB-SECT. 7. DEPENDENCIES AND Wemarene , : F : ; : : . 318 
SUB-SECT. 8. EQUITY . ‘ ; ; : ' ; : ; , ‘ . 318 
SuB-sEcT. 9. FUNDS IN CoURT ; : A : , : ; ; ; . 3818 
SUB-SEcCT. 10. PRINCIPAL AND AGENT . , ; ; : ; : . . 318 

PART II. SIMPLE CONTRACT DEBTS AND PERSONAL ACTIONS . ; ‘ . 819 
SEcT. 1. STaTuTES APPLICABLE . ‘ ; j é ‘ : : ; . . 319 
Sect. 2. To WHat DEBTS AND AcTIONS LIMITATION APPLIES : : ; : . old 

SUB-SECT. 1. ACCOUNTS CURRENT AND STATED ; ‘ F : ; ; . 31g 
SUB-SECT. 2. ADMINISTRATION OF ESTATES ‘ ‘ ; : ; : ; . 319 
SUB-SECT. 3. ADMIRALTY ACTIONS . : ; : : , ; ; ; . digo 
SUB-SECT. 4. ARBITRATION AWARDS F , d : ; ; : ; . 320 
SuB-sEcT. 5. ACTIONS OF ‘TORT ; : ; : : ‘ i F ‘ . 320 
A. In General. . ‘ , ‘ ; ; : : ‘ , ; . 320 

B. Actions onthe Case. ‘ , : ‘ : : ; ‘ F . 320 
SuB-sEcT. 6. ACTIONS GIVEN BY STATUTE ‘ ‘ ; ' : y ; . 820 
SuB-sEcT. 7. BILLS OF EXCHANGE . ‘ : : ; : : , P ~ 821 
SuB-sEcT. 8. THE CROWN ; : ; : ; ; i : ; F . 3822 
Sus-sEcT. 9. CLAIMS RELATING TO LAND ‘ : : : ‘ ; ‘ . 823 
A. In General . : ‘ ; , , ‘ , , ‘ ‘ j . 323 

B. Arrears of Rent . : ; . ; . : » 323 
SuB-sEcT. 10. CONTRACTS BY Misaues Wotan ; : ; : , , . 323 
SUB-SEcT. 11. SET-OFF . : ‘ ‘ ; ; : ; ; z . . 823 
SUB-sSECT. 12. SOLICITOR’S CHARGES : ; ; , ‘ j . 3824 
SuB-sEcT. 138. OTHER CASES . ; : ‘ ; ‘ ; ‘ : ; . 824 
Sect. 3. Erect oF LIMITATION . . . . . 825 
Sus-sectT, 1. IN GENERAL F : : : , ; F ; . 825 
Sus-sEcT, 2. IN ADMINISTRATION OF jaeeees , : ; ‘ : . 38326 
A. Right of Statute-Barred Creditors to Administration ' p ‘ . . 326 

B. Set-Off of Debts Against Legacies ‘ ; : é ; . 826 

C. Payment or Retention of Statute-Barred Debts ; . ; . 356 
SuBp-sEecT. 3. ON LIEN . : P ; ‘ ; : 5 ‘ : : . 826 
Sect. 4. PERIODS OF LIMITATION . : ‘ : ‘ : P , ‘: ; . 827 


J.—VOL. XXXII. , x 
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LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


Sect. 5. WHEN TIME BEGINS TO Run. 
SuB-sEcT. 1. IN GENERAL : : : : 
Sus-sect. 2. ACTIONS FOUNDED ON CONTRACT 


A. In General . ; 
B, Banker and Gistories rs 


C. 


Bills of Exchange and ee Notes 
(a) Payable on Demand. 
(6) Payable at Sight . § 
(c) Payable at Fixed Date . 
(d) Accepted in Blank ‘ 
(e) Dishonour by Non- Acceptance 


D. Cheques 


E. 
F. 
G. 


Contracts Dependent on Contingency 
Copyhold Fines . 
Co-Trustees 


H. Guarantee . 


CHER ONOZRE ROM 


(a) Surety and Creditor F 

(6) Surety and Principal Debtor . 

(c) Co-Sureties . , 
Husband and Wife 


. Indemnity . 


Insurance . 


. Money Had and Received 


Money Lent : 

Money Paid by Mistake i 
Money Repayable by instalments. 
Negligence . ‘ : 
Partners. 

Promise to Paya on Demand. 

Sale of Goods 

Solicitor’s Charges 

Work Done 


SuUB-SECT. 3. ACTIONS OF TORT 


ROPE ORE YOWD> 


L. 


. In General . ° 
Damage Part of Cause of Ation=Conlinuing Cause of Action 


False Imprisonment and Malicious Prosecution 


. Fraud and Fraudulent a aaa 
. Fraudulent Concealment ‘ 
. Libel and Slander 


Mines—Wrongful rele of Minerals 


. Negligence 


Subsidence . 


. Trespass . ‘ ; i ; ‘ 
. Trover and Detinus 


(a) Of Goods ; , ; 3 , 
(6) Of Title Deeds... ‘ , , 3 
Waste : : ; ; , 


SuB-sECT. 4. DISABILITIES 


To What Actions Applicable. r 


A. 
B. Disability of Co-Plaintiff 
C. Particular Disabilities . ; , ‘ ? , : 
(a) Absence Beyond the Seas. : . : : 
i. In General ‘ 2 2 ‘ 
ii. Of Creditor . ‘ 2 ; ; ; 
iii. Of Debtor ‘ ‘ ; : 
(6) Coverture . : ; ; ‘ j ; ; 
(c) Imprisonment ‘i : y F ef the F 
(d) Infancy - ‘ ‘ P ; ; ‘ 
(e) Lunacy ; ‘ ‘ ‘ 
Sxcr. 6. WHEN ae CONTINUES TO RUN . ‘ : . : 
Sus-secr. 1. “ Timm once Beaun CoNnTINUES To Run” ‘ 
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LIMITATION or ACTIONS. 


SuB-secr. 2. SUSPENSION OF CAUSE OF ACTION . 
A. In General . ‘ é 
B. Bankruptcy and Winding up ; ‘ 
SEcT. 7. PROCEEDINGS BY AND AGAINST REPRESENTATIVE 
Sect. 8. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS IN WRITING 
SuB-sEcT. 1. IN WHat CaAsEsS APPLICABLE 
Sup-sEcT. 2. By WHom MADE 
A. In General . 
. Agents of Debtor 
Bankrupts and their Assignees 
. Companies , 
Infants 
Legal Personal Representatives. 
Married Women . P 
. Persons Jointly Interested 
Solicitor 
SuB-sEcr. 3. To WHom “Mane 
SuUB-sEcT. 4. TIME FoR MAKING 


HS bt IO oF 


SUB-SEcT. 5. Form F ; 
A. Writing 
B. Signature 
SuB-sEcT. 6. WHAT Gio waubeuTS:. ARE Summcisen: 


A. In General . 
B. Construction of Acknawledements 
C. Unconditional Acknowledgments . 
D. Conditional Promises . 
E. Expressions of Present Inability to Pay: ‘ 
(a) Where Unconditional Acknowledgment . 
(6) Where No Unconditional ere 
EF’. Promise to Pay in Particular Manncr 
GQ. Promise to Pay out of Particular Fund . 
H. Where Accounts between Parties . 
(a2) Admission of Account Pending 
(b) Admission of Open Account . 
(c) Request for Account 
(d) Agreement to take Item into AGeoant 
(e) Willingness to go into Account ‘ 
(f } Reference to Past Application for Kevount 
(g) Statement of Account 
. When Amount Disputed or Uncertain 
(a) In General . 
(b) Promise to Pay Ascertained Sum ‘ 
(c) Promise to Pay Smaller Amount than Claimed 
(a2) Promise to Pay Taxed and Certified Costs 
(e) Submission to Arbitration : 
Promise not to Plead Statute 
. Refusal to Pay Admitted Debt 
Proposals without Prejudice 
- Denial of Liability 
Other Cases 
SUB-SECT. 7. PLEADING AND PHOne 
Sus-sEct. 8. STAMPS . 
SecT. 9. Part PAYMENT AND PAYMENT OF INTEREST 
SuB-SECT. 1. PART PAYMENT OF PRINCIPAL 
A. In General. . ‘ , ; 
B. Implied Promise to Pay Residue ; 
(a) Necessity for é 
(6) Circumstances Supporting Hnvlivation 5 ; ; 
i, Non-Existence of Other Debts . : : : ‘ 
ii. Ascertained Debt . ; ‘ P 
(c) Rebuttal of Implication , ‘ , ‘ 
C. Effect of Payment of Principal on Claim for Interest : : ‘ 
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LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


ayment into Court . ; 
i lene under or on Eve of Bankr uptey 
F. Mode of Payment , . 

(a) In General . : - 

(b) Delivery of Goods 

(c) Negotiable Instruments. 

i. In General . 
ii. From What Time Operative 

(d) Striking a Balance ; ' 
G. By and To Whom Made 
H. Proof of Payment ; 
I. Appropriation 


SuB-SECT. 2, PAYMENT OF ais 


SuB-SEct. 3. By AND To WHOM eevee Pisane MAY BE re 


A. In General . ‘ 

B. By and To Whom Made 
C. Proof of Payment 

D. Appropriation 


A. Agents 
. Cestui que trust. 
Co-Contractor . 
(2) Payment by Co- Contractor 


QWs 


(b) Payment by Contractor Executor of Doceased Co- Contractor 


D. Executors and Devisees 

E. Married Women . 

F. Partners. 

G. Receiver in Lunacy ; 
H. Receiver of Mortgaged Property ‘ 
I, Strangers . . 


SuB-SEcT. 4. PROOF OF Buens . 


A. Parol Admission . ‘ 


B. Entries in Accounts 
C. Indorsements of Negotiable Tastrumbats 


SuB-SECT. 5. APPROPRIATION . 


Srecr. 10. Acrions oF Tort By AND naiaee Base Piconusaunin is 


A. In General . 


B. Debts Barred and Wabarred: 
C. Proof of Appropriation . 


SUB-SECT. 1. By REPRESENTATIVES 
SuB-SECT. 2. AGAINST REPRESENTATIVES 


PART III. SPECIALTIES. 


SECT. 
SECT. 
SECT. 
SEcT. 
SECT. 


com oo 


WHAT ARE SPECIALTIES . 
PERIODS OF LIMITATION . 
WHEN Tive BEGINS To Run. 


. DISABILITIES . 
. ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 


SUB-SECT. 1. By WHoM MADE 
SUB-SEcCT. 2. To WHOM MADE 
SuB-sEct. 38. SUFFICLENCY 


A. In General. ‘ 
B. Payment of Interest F 


Sus-sectT. 4. EFFEcT oF AGengwinnekens 


PART IV. MONEY CHARGED UPON OR PAYABLE OUT OF LAND OR RENT, OR 
SECURED BY A JUDGMENT, AND LEGACIES, AND PERSONAL ESTATES 


OF INTESTATES . : ‘ . 


SeEcr. 1. Principat Monrys 


SUB-SECT. 1. To WHAT MONEYS Tueriaion Apical 


A. Money Charged also Secured by Trust . ‘ 
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B. Claims to Personal Estate of Intestates . ; : 
C. Judgment Debts. ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ : 
D. Legacies . ; 
(2) What Legacies within Limitation é ; 
(6) When Limitation Operative . : ; ‘ 
i. In General : : ‘ 
ii. Legacies Subject to Trust 
E. Mortgages . ‘ 
F. Rent, Rentcharges and Royalties . 
G. Simple Contract Debts eee on Land. 
H. Other Cases : 
SuUB-SEcT. 2. WHEN TIME Beate TO Run 
A. In General . . 
B. Money Charged on Tand 
C. Legacies ; 
(a) In General . ‘ 
(b) Reversionary Legacies . 
D. Personal Estate of Intestates - 
Sus-sect. 3. DISABILITIES 
Sus-sEcT. 4. ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND Payer 
A. Acknowledgment 
(a) By and to Whom Made 
(b) Sufficiency . ‘ 
B. Payment : 
(2) By Whom Made ; 
(b) Sufficiency : ‘ 
i. Payment of Interest 
ii. Other Payments 
Sect. 2. ARREARS OF RENT OR INTEREST 
SuB-SECT. 1. ARREARS OF RENT 
A. In General . F 
B. Rent Secured by ‘Bpaslalty 
C. Debt Secured by ae! and Changed on Land 
D. Rentcharges ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 2. ANNUITIES ‘ F : : 
A. In General . ‘ ‘ : ‘ : ‘ 
B. Effect of Trust ‘ 
Sus-sEect. 3. INTEREST ON Tmeetuns 
Sus-sEcT. 4. INTEREST ON MORTGAGES . 
A. In General . ‘ 
B. On Foreclosure 
O. On Redemption . : : 
D. Petition for Payment out of Court , 
SuB-SECT. 5. INTEREST ON PURCHASE-MONEY . 
Sus-sEcrT. 6. TITHES 
SUB-SECT. 7. DOWER 


PART V. LAND OR RENT ss. : : : ; 


Sect. 1. GENERAL EFFECT OF REAL PROPERTY LIMITATION aoe ‘ 


SEcT. 2. DEFINITIONS . 
SuB-sEcT. 1. LAND 
SuB-SECT. 2. RENT 
Svus-sEcT. 3. TITHES 
SUB-SECT. 4. PERSONS 


Sect. 8. WHEN TIME BEGINS TO Run. : - 


Sus-sEcrT. 1. DISPOSSESSION OR DISCONTINUANCE OF Bosdussion: BY RIGHTFUL Owns 


A. In General . ‘ f ; ; : : ‘ 
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B. Land ‘ 
(a) Requisites of Dispoassasion or Discontinuance of Possession 
i. Dispossession . : 
ii. Discontinuance of Poassesici 
(b) ee Acts do or do not Amount to Disposseasion 
. Cultivation . ‘ ; ; ‘ 
i Depasturage ; ‘ : ‘ : ‘ ; ; 
iii. Foreshore, etc. . ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ; : ; 
iv. Land of Corporations . . 
v. Mines. ‘ 
vi. Possession under Void Lease. 
vii. Receipt of Profits of Land . 
viii. River Bed and Banks . 
ix. Road . . 
x. Subsoil 
xi. Wall . 
xii. Waste Taide 
xiii. Other Cases : 

C. Discontinuance of Receipt of Rent. F : 
SuB-SECT. 2. DEATH OF, OR ALIENATION BY, RIGHTFUL OWNER 
Sus-seEcr. 3. FuTurE ESTATES ; ‘ : ; A 
. In General . 

Estates Tail 

Reversions on Leases 

- Copyholds . ‘ 

. Husband and Wife 2 

. Ownership by One Party of Particular aad Future Estates 
Sus-sect. 4. FORFEITURE AND BREACH OF CONDITION 
Sus-sEcT. 5. ADMINISTRATION ‘ ‘ é 
SuUB-SEcCT. 6. TENANCIES AT WILL . 

A. When Lessor’s Right Accrues : 

B. What Amounts to Determination of Tenancy 

C. Occupation by cestui que trust . ; F ‘ 
SuB-SEcT. 7. YEARLY AND OTHER TENANCIES WITHOUT LEASE IN Airis 
SuB-SECT. 8. LEASES IN WRITING . ‘ 

A. Rent paid to Wrongful Claimant . 

B. Leases for Lives . ‘ 

C. Payment of Rent 

Sect. 4. ENTRY AND CONTINUAL CLAIM , . ; 

Sect. 5. POSSESSION BY CO-OWNER OR RELATIVE OF OWNER 

Secr. 6. ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF TITLE . 

Sect. 7. DISABILITIES . ‘ 
SuB-sEcT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SvuB-8EcT. 2. INFANCY . 
SUB-SECT. 3. COVERTURE 
Sus-secT. 4. DISABILITY AFTER tine HAS Beau TO ee 
SuB-sEcT. 5. SUCCESSIVE DISABILITIES 

Sect. 8. Estrares Tar, ; : . 

Secr. 9. EqurraBLe Riacuts To REAL Bases ‘ 

SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL 

SUB-SECT. 2. ACTIONS FOR WASTE . 

SvUB-SEcT. 3. EFFECT ON BENEFICIARY WHERE teen Bind 
Secr. 10. Trusts AFFECTING REAL PROPERTY 

SvuB-sEcT. 1. IN GENERAL : Fe ‘ ‘ : ; ; : 

SUB-SEcT. 2. ANNUITY CHARGED ON Hace ; 

SUB-SEcT. 3. CHARITIES 
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SuB-sEcT. 4. PURCHASERS FROM TRUSTEES 
SuB-sEcT. 5. MORTGAGEES AS TRUSTEES 
Sect. 11. Fravup 


. ° . e 
Secr, 12. MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGEE 


SuB-sEcT. 1. Riaur oF MORTGAGEE TO RECOVER MoORTGAGED LAND 


A. When Mortgagor is in Possession . 
(a2) In General . 
(b) When Time Begins to Run 
i, In General . 
ii. Payment of Principal or Interest 
(c) Effect of Foreclosure Order . 
B. When Mortgagee has Beneficial Interest 
C. Where Third Party is in Possession 
SUB-SECT. 2. REDEMPTION ACTIONS 
A. When Mortgagor is Barred 
(a) In General . 
(6) Mortgages by Tenant for Life ‘ 
(ec) Conveyance in Form of Trust for Sale 
B. Acknowledgments 
(a) In General . ‘ 
(6) By Whom Made . 
(c) To Whom Made 
(2) Time for Making . 
(e) Sufficiency . 
(f ) Evidence ‘ ’ ; 
Sus-sectT. 3. MORTGAGEES AS TRUSTEES 


SEcT. 13. PROPERTY OF SPIRITUAL AND ELEEMOSYNARY CORPORATIONS . 
Sect. 14. PRESENTATIONS AND ADVOWSONS . 


Sect. 15. TITLE EXTINGUISHED BY DISPOSSESSION 
SUB-SECT. 1. IN GENERAL ‘ 
SUB-SECT. 2. NATURE OF TITLE oe 
A In General . ; 
B. Joint Possession . 
C. Leaseholds . 
D. Copyholds . ‘ 
li. Purchase Money of Lands Compulsorily ‘Purchased . 
I’. Title May be Forced on Purchaser 
SUB-SEcT. 3. TITLE ACQUIRED BY SUCCESSIVE Tameraesens 
SUB-SECT. 4. POSSESSION UNDER WILL, SETTLEMENT, OR LEASE 
A. Will . 
B. Scttlement 
C. Lease ~ 


SUB-SECT. 5. iigisesens Two, See REAL PROPERTY. 
Sect. 16. RIGHTS OF THE CROWN. 


PART VI. ACTIONS AGAINST TRUSTEES.” 
SrcT. 1. WHETHER TRUSTEES HNTITLED TO PLEAD Seine TH . 
Sus-secT. 1. UNDER TRUSTEE AcT, 1888 
A. In What Circumstances 
(a2) In General . 
(6) Fraud by Trustee ; ‘ 
(c) Retention of Property by Trustee ‘ 
(d) Conversion of Property by Trustee 
B. To Whom Plea Available : 
(a) In General . : ; ‘ 
(®) Hxecutors . 
(c) Persons in Fiduciary Position 
i. Officers of Companies 
ii. Solicitors . ° ° 
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(2) Persons with Knowledge of Trust . 

(ec) Persons Claiming Through Trustee . 
C. In What Actions . 

(a) Whee Existing Statute Applicable 


(b) Actions for Recovery of Money or Other Property —No Existing Statute 


Applicable ‘ ; . 
D. When Time Begins to Run . 
BH. Period of Limitation 
F. Acknowledgment and Acquiescence 
Sus-sEcT. 2. UNDER COLONIAL STATUTES : 
Sus-sEcT. 8. APART FROM STATUTE—RELIEF IN Rou. 
A. Express Trustees . 
B. Constructive Trustees . 
(a) In General . 
(0) Executors r 
(c) Persons under Control of Court : 
(a2) Persons made Trustees by their own ‘Acta 
(e) Persons in Fiduciary Position 


i. In General . ; 
ii. Confidential Agents 
iii. Mortgagees . 
iv. Officers of Companies 
v. Solicitors 
(f ) Persons with Knowledge of Trust . 
i. In General . ; 
ii. Bankers 


iii. Husbands of Benehciaties 
iv. Solicitors 


Sect. 2. Trusts FOR PAYMENT OF DEBTS 


PART VII. EQUITY AND THE STATUTES OF LIMITATION : 
Sect. 1, Dirrecr APPLICATION OF STATUTES BY COURTS OF HQuiTy 
Sect. 2. APPLICATION OF STATUTES BY ANALOGY . 

SUB-sECT. 1. GENERAL RULES 
SUB-SECT. 2. PARTICULAR INSTANCES 
A. In General . , , 
B. Accounts . P 
(a) In General . 
(6b) Charities 
(c) Executors 
(d) Infants 
(e) Partners 

(f ) Trustees 

Charities 

Claims Against Lunatics ; 

. Contracts of Wife with Husband . 

Fraud 

. Mistake 

Secr. 3. FRAUD . 

SecT. 4. MISTAKE 


Sect. 5. LACHES AND een 


PART VIII. FRAUD AND THE STATUTES OF LIMITATION 
Sect, 1. CLamws IN Equity ‘ ‘ 

SvUB-sEcT. 1. WHERE No STATUTE Reviciern 
A. General Rule 
B. What Amounts to Fraud 
C. When Time Begins to Run . ‘ 

SUB-SECT. 2. APPLICATION OF STATUTES BY awaioax 
A. In General . é ° 
B. Wrongful Taking of Minerals 
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Sor. 2. StmpLe ConTRACTS AND ToRTS ‘ ; . P ‘ 


SUB-sEcT. 1. FRAUD AND FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION . 

SUB-sECT. 2, FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT OF CAUSE OF ACTION 
SEcT. 3. LAND oR RENT ‘ - 

SUB-SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL 

SUB-SECT. 2. WHAT AMOUNTS TO Fravp 

SUB-sEcT. 3. WHEN Time BEGINS TO RUN 


PART IX. PENAL ACTIONS AND OTHER PROCEEDINGS 
SEcT. 1. PENAL ACTIONS ‘ ;: « 
SUB-sEcT. 1. PROCEEDINGS BY THE CROWN 
SuB-sEcT. 2. PRocEEDINGS BY PARTY GRIEVED 
SUB-SEcT. 3. PROCEEDINGS BY INFORMER 
SEcT. 2. CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS . 
SUB-sECT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SEcT. 2. EXTRADITION 
SUB-SECT. 3. OFFENCES RELATING TO Gane 
SuB-sEcr. 4. SummMARY PROCEEDINGS 
Srct. 3. CRowNn PRACTICE 
SUB-SECT. 1. CERTIORARI 
SuB-sEcT. 2. MANDAMUS 
Sus-sect. 3. Quo WARRANTO 
Sect. 4. SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS . 


SuB-sEcT. 1. IN GENERAL é ‘ A 
SuB-SEcT. 2. AFFILIATION PROCEEDINGS . 
SUB-SECT. 3. COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND 
Sus-sEctT. 4. Facrory AND WORKSHOP OFFENCES 


SuB-sEcT. 6. Foop AND Drugs 

SuB-sEcT. 7. FRIENDLY SOCIETIES . 

SUB-SECT. 8. HIGHWAYS . . ‘: 

SUB-SECT. MINES : ; ; F 
SUB-sSEcCT. 10. SEPARATION AND iaaven ance ORDERS 


1 
2 
3 
4 
SuB-sEcT. 5. FISHERIES 
6 
7 
8 
9. 


PART X. SPECIAL PERIODS OF LIMITATION 


Sect. 1. ACTS DONE UNDER STATUTORY AUTHORITY. See PUBLIC eyORItEE: 
SEecT. 2. ARBITRATION . ‘ ; ° 

SEecT. 3. CARRIERS : ; : . Es 

SEcT. 4. COMMONS A 

SrecT. 5. CONSTABLES . : 3 : 

Srcr. 6. Customs OFFICERS. See PUBLIC Resnonaess REVENUE. 

Sect. 7. ECCLESIASTICAL MATTERS x 

Sect. 8. Fatau INJURIES . 


Sect. 9. JUSTICES. See MAGISTRATES, Pupite Ga ouTNcS: 
Sect. 10. MARITIME CONVENTIONS AcT, 1911. See SHIPPING. 
Secr. 11. Merca ant SHIPPING AcTs. See SHIPPING. 


Sect. 12. Minitary AUTHORITIES. See PUBLIC AUTHORITIES ; ROYAL FORCES. 


Srectr. 13. Prizz Law . P 


SrcT. 14. PusBLic AUTHORITIES PaoweeriON es 1893. See PusLic AUTHORITIES 
Sror. 15. RECOVERY OF DEBTS FROM Poor LAW GUARDIANS. See Poor Law. 


Sect. 16. WorRKMEN’s COMPENSATION Acts. See MASTER AND SERVANT. 


PART XI. PROCESS TO PREVENT STATUTORY BAR. : : ‘ 
Sect. 1. COMMENCEMENT OF ACTIONS . - ; ‘ ‘ ‘ 

SuB-SEcT. 1. NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS . ; * : : : 

Svus-secr. 2. DaTe OF COMMENCEMENT . ‘ 7 . ; ;: 
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Sus-sect. 3. DELAY AFTER COMMENCEMENT . ; 


SuB-sEcT. 4. EFFECT OF COMMENCEMENT 


Srcr. 2. AMENDMENTS 
Sus-secr. 1. OF Writ . 
A. In General . 
B. As to Date. 
C. As to Parties 
(a) Plaintiffs 
(6) Defendants . : 
Sus-sEcT. 2. SETTING UP FRESH CausE OF Acrion. 
Sus-sectT. 3. OTHER AMENDMENTS 


Secr. 3. SETTING ASIDE WRIT AND SERVICE 


Sect. 4. CONCURRENT WRIT. : 
SrctT. 5. RENEWAL OF WRIT 
SuB-SEcT. 1. IN GENERAL 
SUB-SECT. 2. WHEN REFUSED 
Sect. 6. GRANT OF NEW TRIAL 
Secr. 7. OTHER PROCESS 


PART XII. PLEADING AND PRACTICE 

Sect. 1. PLEADING 
IN re ‘ ‘ 
NECESSITY TO PLEAD Srarorn . 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT . 


SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 
SUB-SECT. 


or ye 99 PD 


. DISABILITIES ‘é 7 
. CONCEALED FRAUD 7 ‘ 
6. Ser-OFFr AND COUNTERCLAIM ‘ 


° 


Sect. 2. AT WHAT STAGE DEFENCE MAY BE RAISED 
Sect. 3. ONus OF PROOF . 


Sect. 4. ACTIONS FOR RECOVERY OF esp ; 


° 


Sect. 5. PROCEEDINGS BY ONE PARTY AS AFFECTING ousuue 


Sus-sEcT. 1. STATUTE PLEADED BY SOME DEFENDANTS . 
SUB-SECT. 2. ADMINISTRATION SUITS 


Sect. 6. Costs 


Administrators 

Affiliation Proceed- 
ings 

Appropriation of 
Payments 

Bankers and Banking 

Chattel Interest 


Compensation 


Constitutional Law . 
Constructive Trusts . 


Costs , 

Criminal Law 

Days of Grace 

Delay. 

Divorce ProceedingS . 

Easements ; : 

Executors , 

Fraudulent Convey- 
ances . ; ; 


Heriots . 


See EXECUTORS. 
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CRIMINAL LAW; 
CROWN PRACTICE. 
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Part 1—The Statutes of Limitation Generally. 


Sect. 1.—NATURE, PURPOSE AND 
CONSTRUCTION. 
1. Nature— All in pari materia.]—(1) The 
several statutes of limitation being all in pari 
ia ought to receive a uniform construction 
notwithstanding any slight variations of phrase, 
ne oe & intention being the same (ABBOT, 


(2) We think that it cannot be said that a cause 
of action exists unless there be also a person in 
existence capable of suing fornia C.J.).— 


MURRAY v. East INpIA Co. (1821), 5 B. & Ald. 
204; 106 BE. R. 1167. 
Annotations : :—As to (1) Refd. Tolton a are (1822), 3 
Brod. & Bing. 217. As to 2) B Oxeford Fitz- 
payne (4830, 0, 5.0.38. Be cae er 8 Godmond 
(1833), 9 Bing. 748 ; Perry v. Jenkins (8 rd 1 My. & Cr. 
118; Rhodes v. Soran : 


Webster v. Kirk (1852), 17 
HK. & B. 573; Thomson . 
Sturgis v. Darell aes : 

Gadban, [1894] 2 Q. ; Smith v. ” Islington Grdns. 
(1902), 66 J. P. 664; say v. Supramanian 
Chetty, {1916} 1 A. ae 603 erally, Mentd. Blades v. 
ore cis 29),7L.5.0.8.K ard v. See a 

Bing. 608 ; Esdaile v. Le Neue (1835), 1 Y¥. & C. 

ye Goldstone »v. Tovey oY) 6 Bing. N. C. roe 
Davidson v. meas vara as — 721; Curlewis 


v. Mornington (18 hea a a 439; Bateman 
ar. 


v. Mid-Wales RY. uth. 508; Crouch v. 

Credit Foncier of Baglond (1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 374. 

2. Rule of procedure.]|—Laronp v. RuD- 
DOCK, No. 9, post. 

3. Purpose—Curtailment of Pe eins a 
d. DUROURE v. Jonzs, No. 328, p 

—— ——.]—A’COURT v. Fae: No. 578, 
post. 

5. —— Quieting of possession.] — The 
old English statutes of limitation barred the 
remedy only, not the right ; but the modern ones 
cut off the right as well as the remedy. 

All statutes of limitation have for their oe 
the prevention of the rearing up of claims at great 
distances of time when evidences are lost; & in 
all well-regulated countries the quieting of 
possession is held an important point of policy 
(Lorp St. LEONARDS, C.).—DUNDEE HARBOUR 
TRUSTEES v. DOUGALL (1852), 1 Macq. 317, H. L. 

6. —— ——.]— LYALL v. FLUKER, 
[1873] W. W.N. 208. 

7. Construction—To be construed liberally.]|— 
KInG v. WALKER, No. 289, post. 

8. J—I cannot agree in the 
tion that statu s of this description [Statu 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16)] ought to receive a eit 
construction, on the contrary, I think they rae 
to receive a beneficial construction (Danas, C.J.). 
—TOLsoN v. KAYE (1822), 3 Brod. & Bing. 217; 
6 Moore, C, P. 542; 129 E. R. 1267. 

Annotations :—Mentd, Doe d. Daniell v. woodron, eens 














a 


L. J. Ex. 147; Abergavenny v. Brace (1872), L 
Hixch. 145, 
9. ——.]—The Statute of Limitations 





is a rule of procedure only; & foreigners suing 
here are only allowed the time limited by the 
statute of James, without reference to any limita- 
tion which may obtain in the country where the 
contract was made (JERVIS, O.J.). 

The statute is to be construed with liberality 


PART L. SECT. 1. 1 500.——IND. 


; (MAULE, J.).— v. Ruppock (1853), a 
6. B. 


LAFOND 
1C. L. BR. 339; 22 L. J. C. P. 217 


ae 
21 L. T. O. 8. 129; 17 Jur. 624; 1W. BR. S71; 
138 EB. R. 1422. 
10. ——  ——.]—Lyatn v. Froxer, [1873] 


ae ria 208. 
1. ——- Unnecessary exceptions not to be 
ane .]—PERRY v. JACKSON, No. 284, post. 

12. Uniform construction — Notwith- 
standing slight variation of phrase.]|—MURRAY v. 
East Inp1ia Co., No. 1, ante. 

13. —— ——.]—The language of this latter 
statute [Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42)] is the 
same, mutatis mutandis, as that used in the statute 
of James, & the object seems to have been to add 
actions upon specialties & some others to those 
mentioned in that statute. It would therefore 
seem but reasonable that the same construction 
should be put upon the provisions of the latter 
statute as has been put upon the former, so far as 
such a construction may be applicable (WIGHT- 
MAN, J.).—STURGIS v. DARELL (1860), 6 H. & N. 
120; 29 L. J. Ex. 472; 2L. T. 808; 6 Jur. N.S. 
1351 ; 8 W. R. 658 ; 158 E. R. 50, Ex. Ch. 
Annotation :—Refd. Swindell v. Bulkeley (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 





14: —— All persons bound—Unless expressly 
excluded.]—It may be stated as a general rule in 
legislation as to statutes passed for the purpose 
of limitation, that all parties are bound but for 
exceptions e apres contained in them (LORD 
CRANWORTH, Pe WEst (1853), 3 De G. M. & 
G. 198; 21 L. T. O. S. 277; 1 W. R. 421; 438 
E. R. 79, L. C. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Smedley (1864), 10 L. T. 432. 
Application of statutes to dominions & depen- 
dencies.|—See DEPENDENCIES, Vol. XVII., p. 464, 
Nos. 314, 315. 


Sect. 2.—APPLICATION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—ARBITRATION. 

15. Submission to arbitration—Whether de- 
fence of limitation one EE submission to 
arbitration does not se exclude the right of 
either party to raise the a dletenee of the statute of 
limitations ; but if it be intended to exclude such 
a defence, an express term to that effect must be 
imported into the agreement of submission.— 
Re AsttEY & TYLDESLEY CoaL & Satur Co. & 
TYLDESLEY CoaL Co. (1899), 68 L. J. Q. B. 252 ; 
80 L. T.116; 15 T. L. R. 154, 

Annotation :—Consd. weer Irvine v. Board of Trade 

(1926), 95 L. J. K. B. 1054 

16. —— Arbitration as between Crown & 
subject.|—If the Crown enters into a submission 
to arbitration in a matter which could be a subject 
of arbitration between subjects, & if in such an 
arbitration between subjects the statute of 
limitations would be imported, the Crown enters 
into the submission on the same terms as would be 
applicable to a submission between subjects, & 
there is in the Crown no quality which prevents 


' ie IND. 





7 i. ——.}~-The provisions ——.}+The Statute of Limi 
71. Construction—To be construed of “the Limitation Acta should receive fations Eh should not be so arg ee a 
Uderally. eee cet ee Bg yee a fair & not too technical construction. to protect or be a means of fraud.— 


OF BENGAL vo. Kristo Kamit Daas 
(1904), I. 7 R. 31 Cale. 519; 8C. W. N. 


—PACHIAPPA ACHARI °°. POOJALI 
SEENAN (1905), I. L. R. 28 Mad. 


FORSYTH v. GRIFFIN (1884), James 
241.—CAN. 
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Sect. 2.— Application: Sub-sects. 1,2,3 & 4.) 


it from taking advantage of the statute.—CaYzER, 
IRVINE & Co. v. BOARD OF TRADE (1925), 95 L. J. 
K. B. 134; 42 T. L. R. 168; 70 Sol. Jo. 347; 
reved. on other grounds (1926), 95 L. J. K. B. 
1054, C. A. 

Whether acknowledgment to bar statute.]— 
See Part II., Sect. 8, sub-sect. 6, I. (e), post, 

17. The award—Not within Statute of Limi- 

tations, 1623 (c. 16)—Award under seal.]—Hops- 
DEN v. HARRIS, No. 81, post. 
. -|—An award under the 
hands & seals of arbitrators is not within above 
Act..-AMBROSE v. Brooxs (1738), West temp. 
Hard. 567; 25 BE. R. 1088. 

19. ——.]—Above Act is not 
applicable to debt by decree order or award.— 
MILDRED v. ROBINSON (1816), 19 Ves. 585; 34 
E. R. 633. 

Anaation Reta. White v. Parnther (1829), 1 Knapp, 


20. Award under Lands Clauses Act, 1845 
(c. pO ENEE v. MIDLAND Ry. Co., No. 133, 
post. 

















SUB-SECT. 2..—AGREEMENTS NOT TO SURE. 


21. Statute prevented from running.]|—A debtor 
conveyed his life interest in certain property in 
trust for creditors, parties to the deed; & the 
creditors, in consideration thereof, granted to the 
debtor licence to reside & attend to his affairs in 
any place he might think proper, without suit or 
molestation, in his person or his goods, chattels & 
effects, by any such creditors; & that, in case of 
any suit or molestation by any of such creditors, 
contrary to the true intent & meaning of such 
licence, the debtor should be wholly released & 
acquitted of the debt, & the deed might be pleaded 
in bar :—Held: the existence of the trust deed, 
& the covenants & licence therein contained, 
prevented the operation of Statute of Limitations 
during the life of the debtor in respect of the debts, 
for the payment of which the trust was created.— 
O’BRIEN v. OSBORNE (1852), 10 Hare, 92 3; 20 
L. T. 0.8. 201; 16 Jur. 960; 68 E. R. 852. 

22. .|—A., being entitled to certain pro- 
perty for life, with remainder to his children in 
case they survived him, joined with his two children 
in executing a creditors’ deed, dated in 1831, 
whereby in consideration éf an assignment by the 
father of his life estate to his children, the two 
children assigned their interests, contingent upon 
the death of their father in their lifetime, upon 
trust to pay the debts of both father & son. 
The son also covenanted to pay £1,000 towards the 
debts. The debts were admitted by the deed & 
comprised in schedules, & the creditors covenanted 
not to sue for their debts during the continuance 
of the trusts of the deed. The children died in 
1839 before the father, who then became absolutely 
entitled to the reversion of the roperty, as heir- 
at-law of the original donor, he executed a 
voluntary assignment of it, & died in 1851 :— 
Held: the time at which the creditors’ right to 
sue revived, was the death of the surviving child, 
& the simple contract creditors were barred by 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16).—IVENS v. 
ELWes (1854), 8 Drew. 25; 3 Eq. Rep. 163; 24 
L. J. Ch. 249; 24 L. T. O. 8, 187 ; 1 Jur. N. 8.6; 
Gye ie Jeo R. 810. 

soe has ity ‘ot London ‘Heal promege ce, abater ae 

Same (1918), 87 L. Je Ch, 6,” ae Oskley, Sollas ». 





oF ACTIONS. 


Sup-sHct. 3.—BANKRUPTCY. 

23. Whether operation of statutes ended by 
bankruptcy.]—The Statute of Limitations has 
nothing to do with the bkpcy. laws. When a 
bkpcy. ensues, there is an end to the operation of 
that statute, with reference to debtor & creditor 
(Bacon, C.J.).—Re WrstBy, Ex p. ~ 7°00 
BANKING CorpN. (1879), 10 Ch. D. 776; 48 L. J. 
Bey. 89; 39 L. T. 673; 27 W. R. 292 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re Gosling, Ex p. Pitt (1882), 20 
Ch, D. $08 ; He Smith, Green v. Smith (1883), 24 Ch. D. 
67 


Proof of debts—Laches.]|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 


heh ea many 
previously.|—See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 
Nos. 4380-4881. 
On statute barred debt.]|—See BANKRUPTCY, 
Vol. IV., p. 497, No. 4476. 

Action against trustee—Defence of delay.]— 
See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. V., p. 994, No. 8120. 

Compositions & schemes of arrangement— 
Realisation of property.|—-See BANKRUPTCY, Vol. 
V., p. 1098, No. 8964. 





SuB-sEcT. 4.—CHARGES ON PERSONALTY. 

24. No statutes of limitation applicable — 
Annuity.]—An annuity given by a will, forming no 
charge upon land, but being personal only, is not 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 42.—RooH v. CALLEN (1848), 6 Hare, 531; 
17 L, J. Ch. 144; 12 Jur. 112; 67 E. R. 1274. 

25. .}—An annuity which is be- 
queathed payable out of the personal estate of a 
testator does not come within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 47), s. 42, & therefore 
arrears of such an annuity after thirty-seven years 
of inadequate payments of it, ordered to be paid. 
—He ASHWELL’s WILL (1859), John. 112; 33 
L. T. O. 8. 300; 70 E. R. 360. 

26. Lien.|—-L., a partner in the firm of 
B. & co., retired from it, & shortly afterwards 
borrowed from pltfs. £20,000 on his promissory 
note payable on May 31, 1848, & agreed by way of 
collateral security to give them a lien on his share 
of the assets of the partnership, which had not yet 
been ascertained & paid. In furtherance of this, 
B., one of the continuing partners, in July, 1847, 
at L.’s request, & with the-consent of the other 
continuing partners, gave pltfs. an order on C. & 
co., the agents of B. & co., directing them to pay 
to plitfs., out of the funds of B. & co. in their hands, 
the sum of £5,000, & engaged to pay to pltfs. the 
residue of L.’s share. C. & co. had not at the time, 
nor afterwards, nearly so much as £5,000 of B. & 
co.’8 money in their hands. In Aug. 1847, pltfs. 
presented the order to C. & co. & were informed 
they had not funds to pay it. Pltfs. gave B. no 
notice of this. In Sept. 1847, OC. & co. became 
insolvent, without having paid any part of the 
£5,000. The promissory note was dishonoured. 
B. died in Feb. 1849. ‘The share of L. was finally 
ascertained in 1853, & L. died in Mar. 1855. In 
Nov. 1855, pltfs. filed this bill to enforce their 
lien :—Held: pltfs. were not in the circumstances 
barred from relief by delay, there being no 
statutory bar.—GLyYNn v. Hoop (1860), 1 De G. F. 
& J. 334; 201. J. Ch. 204; 11. T. 853; 6 Jur. 
N. 8.158; 8 W. R. 248; 45 EB. R. 888, L. JJ. 

27. —— ——-.]—In 1886 a vendor contracted 
in writing to sell free from incumbrances a con- 
tingent reversio interest in personalty to a 
purchaser who paid a deposit on the purchase- 
money. The reversion proved to be incumbered, 
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& the purchaser insisted on a conveyance free from 
incumbrances, but was told that the incumbrances 
would be paid off, which was never done. The 
vendor afterwards created further charges on the 
reversio interest to persons who had notice 
of the contract, & was adjudicated'a bkpt. in 
1888. In the same year the bkpcy. was annulled, 
upon the acceptance of a composition by his 
creditors & under the scheme of arrangement the 
whole of his property was sold by his trustee. In 
1891 the purchaser became bkpt., having pre- 
viously assigned his interest under the contract to 
P., who subsequently assigned the same to B. No 
attempt having been made to enforce the contract, 
the reversion fell into possession in 1895, & B. 
shortly afterwards claimed specific performance, 
or in the alternative a lien for the deposit paid by 
the purchaser :—Held: (1) the delay was a bar 
to any claim for specific performance; (2) the 
purchaser was a secured creditor of the vendor in 
respect of the deposit, & the purchaser must in 
the circumstances be treated as having elected to 
rely on his security ; & as no statute of limitations 
applied, B. was entitled to enforce his lien.— 
LEVY v. StToGpoN, [1898] 1 Ch. 478; 67 L. J. Ch. 
313; 78 L. T. 185; affd., [1899] 1 Ch. 5; 68 
L. J. Ch. 19 ; 79 L. T. 364, C. A. 


Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Cornwall v. Henson, (1899) 2 
on cae: Generally, Mentd. Davies v. Thomas, [1900] 2 








28. Vendor’s lien.|—No Statute of 
Limitations is applicable to a charge on personal 
estate, whether ie way of vendor’s lien or other- 
wise : consequently the right to the recovery of 
the debt is not barred by lapse of time, & interest 
is recoverable for the whole period from the date 
on which the debt was incurred. 

In 1874 a gon, being entitled in reversion upon 
the death of his father to a trust legacy of £5,000 
under a will of which the father was sole surviving 
trustee & exor., sold & assigned his reversionary 
interest to his father by deed absolutely for 
£1,500. The deed expressed that the £1,500 was 
paid as the consideration money by the father to 
the son, & a receipt for the money was indorsed 
on the deed, but in fact the money was never paid. 
In 1900 the father died, whereupon the son 
claimed a lien for the £1,500 upon the £5,000 legacy, 
which was then in the hands of the father’s exors., 
together with interest from the date of the 
assignment :—Held: a vendor’s lien on personal 
estate was not subject to any statutory or other 
bar.—Re STUCLEY, STUCLEY v. KEKEWICH, [1906] 
1 Ch. 67; 75L. J. Ch. 58; 93 L.T. 718; 54 W. R. 
256; 22 T. L. R. 83; 50 Sol. Jo. 58, C. A. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Re Beirnstein, Barnett v. Beirnstein, 

(1925) Ch. 12. 

29. Mortgage.|—In 1824, a reversionary 
interest in funds, vested in trustees, was assigned 
to secure the payment of a sum on the following 

ear. The reversion fell in in 1860, no notice 

aving been given to the trustee, nor any interest 
paid or acknowledgment made in the mean- 
time :—Held: the mtgee.’s right against the fund 
was not barred by the Statutes of Limitation or the 
lapse of time.—Re Lowes’ SETTLEMENT (1861), 30 
Beav. 95; 54 E. R. 825. . 

80. ——.|—By an indenture made in 
1858, G. mort d to his father a share of personal 
estate to which G. was entitled in reversion, 
expectant on his mother’s death. The father died 
in 1872, having made another son, C., his exor. 
& residuary legatee. The mother died in 1887. 
C. shortly afterwards sent a letter to G., inclosing 
the indenture, & stating that he handed it over to 
G. in compliance with the wish of their late mother. 
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OC. afterwards changed his mind, & claimed the 
share under the mtge. No interest had ever been 
paid on the mtge. debt by G., & no acknowledgment 
given by him in respect of it :—Held: the right 
of OC. was not barred by the Statute of Limitations. 
—Re Hancock, HANCOCK v. BERREY (1888), 57 
L. J. Ch. 798; 69 L. T. 197; 36 W. R. 710. 
Annotations :—Apld. Re Lake’s Trusts (1890), 63 L. T. 416 

London & Midland Bank v. Mitchell, [1899] 2 Ch. 161- 

Apprvd. Re Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich, [1906] 1 Ch- 

67. Expld. Re Hazeldine’s Trusts (1907), 77 L. J. Ch. 97. 

81. J—In the case of a mtge. of 
reversionary personal estate, where there 1s no 
covenant for payment of interest after the date 
stipulated in the deed for the repayment of the 
capital with interest, the ct. will allow to the 
mtgee. in a redemption or foreclosure action 
interest by way of damages at the rate fixed by the 
deed, to be paid up to the date stipulated for 
payment, during the whole period, not exceeding 
twenty years, during which no interest had been 
paid; & there is no analogy between a mtge. of 
personal estate & one of real estate to induce the 
ct. to limit the amount of arrears of interest 
recoverable to six years. 

No doubt equity, in the case of an equitable 
debt, follows the simple analogy afforded to it by 
the law applicable to a legal debt; but I never 
heard that a ct. of equity is under any obligation 
to follow, as regards personal estate, the analogy 
of a statute which applies to real estate. That 
is not an analogy within the application of the rule 
that equity follows the law (Kay, J.).—-MELLERSH 
v. Brown (1890), 45 Ch. D. 225; 60 L. J. Ch. 
43; 63 L. T. 189; 38 W. R. 732. 

Annotation :—Apprvd. Re Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich, 

[1906] 1 Ch. 67. 

32, —— .|—Lonpon & MIDLAND BANK 
v. MITCHELL, No. 128, post. 

° Joint mortgage of realty & per- 
sonalty—Right to realty barred.|—-Where real 
estate & a life policy have been included in one 
mtge. to secure one indivisible sum, the mtged. 
properties being subject to one & the same proviso 
for redemption, & the mtgee. has been in possession 
of the real estate for more than twelve years with- 
out any acknowledgment of the mtgor.’s title, so 
that the mtgagor.’s right to redeem the real estate 
has become barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 7, his right to redeem the 
policy is also barred, not by analogy to the statute, 

ut because, it having become impossible for the 
mtgor. to require a reconveyance of the real 
estate, it has become equally impossible, according 
to the rules regulating the administration of 
mtges. in a ct. of equity, for him to require a 
reassignment of the policy, the real estate & the 
policy together constituting one security for the 
debt.—CHARTER v. WaTSON, [1899] 1 Ch. 175; 
68 L. J. Ch. 1; 79 L. T. 440; 47 W. R. 2503; 43 
Sol. Jo. 12. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Jauncey, Bird v. Arnold, [1926] Ch. 


34. ——-_- ———- ——- ——_.]—There is no statute 
of limitation applying to a mtge. of personalty 
(SARGANT, J.).—Re WITHAM, CHADBURN v. WIN- 
FIELD, [1922] 2 Ch. 413; 92 L. J. Ch. 223; 128 
L. T. 272. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Jauncey, Bird v. Arnold, [1926] 


35. ——.]—Although the 
right of the mtgee. to the land is barred, he is not 
barred from his right to enforce the security so 
far as he may against any personal estate com- 
prised in the security, & available (RUSSELL, J.). 
—Re JAUNCEY, Birrp v. ARNOLD, [1926] Ch. 471; 
95 L. J. Ch. 377; 184 L. T. 728 ; 70 Sol. Jo. 527. 
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Sect. 2.—To what debits and actions limitation 
applies: Sub-sects.4& 5, A. & B. ; sub-sects. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—ARBITRATION AWARDS. 
See Nos. 17-19, ante. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—ACTIONS OF TORT. 
A. In General. 
Sce Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16). 


B. Actions on the Case. 

58. General rule.]—I am of opinion that Jud. 
Act, 1873 (c. 66), did not alter or touch Statute 
of Limitations at all, & that that statute still 
applies to the circumstances which constituted 
the actions named in it, that is to say, that if the 
circumstances would have constituted an action 
on the case or an action of trespass, although the 
action which involves the remedy sought would 
not now be called an action on the case or an action 
of trespass, yet, notwithstanding, Statute of 
Limitations applies to it, if the facts are such as 
would have supported an action on the case or an 
action of trespass (BRETT, L.J.).—GIBBS v. 
GUILD, No. 1819, post. 

See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 8. 

54. Within Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16).] 
—An action on the case is within above Act.— 
ROBINSON v. WALKER (1650), Sty. 230; 82 E. R. 669. 
Annona Crosier v. Tomlinson (1676), Freem. 


55. Seduction.] Where pltf. complained 
of a plea of trespass for that deft. with force & 
arms assaulted & seduced pltf.’s wife whereby 
he lost the comfort of her society, etc., against 
the peace, etc., to his damage, etc. Whether this 
be trespass or case, & former authorities have 
considered it to be case, at anyrate a plea of not 
guilty infra sex annos is good on general demurrer. 
—MACFADZEN v. OLIVANT (1805), 6 Hast, 387; 
2 Smith, K. B. 486; 102 EK. R. 1335. 

56. ——— Recovery of contribution from local 
authority.]|—The justices of a county, as the local 
authority for the county, neglected between the 
years 1869 & 1878 to recoup to pitfs., as the local 
authority for a borough within the county, the 
proportionate amount contributed by the borough 
to the expenses incurred by the local authority of 
the county, in carrying out the provisions of the 
Contagious Diseases (Animals) Act, 1869 (c. 70), 
which they were bound to repay under sect. 97 
of that Act. After the passing of the Local 
Government Act, 1888 (c. 41), pltfs. sued defts., 
as successors of the local authority for the county, 
to recover the sums which should have been 
recouped :—Held: if any action would lie, it would 
be an action on the case, and not an action for 
debt on a statute, & therefore the Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), was a bar to the claim.— 
SALFORD CORPN. v. LANCASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 
(1890), 25 Q. B. D. 384; 59 L. J. Q. B. 576; 63 
L. T. 409; 55 J.P. 85; 38 W. R. 661; 6T. L. R. 
362, C. A. 





Annotations :—Retd. Aylott v. West Ham Corpn., Sisson v. 


West Ham Corpn. (1926), 96 J. P. 99. Mentd. Bootle-cum- 
Linacre Corpn. v. Lancashire County Council (1890), 60 
L. J. Q. B. 323; Everett v. Griffiths, (1924) 1 K. B. 941. 


57. Breach of duty by director.)}—(1) An 





LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


action for ‘‘ penalties, damages, or sums of money 
ven to the party grieved ”’ a statute within 
ivil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 3, & is not 

subject to the limitation of two years imposed by 

that sect. An action under 53 & 54 Vict. c. 64, 

would under the old forms of pleading have been 

an action on the case for breach of duty, & by 
analogy to the old actions the period of limitation 
would be six years under Statute of Limitations, 

1623 (c. 18), 8. 3. 

(2) A statute of limitations cannot begin to 
run unless there are two things present, a party 
capable of suing & a party liable to be sued 
(VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J.).—THOMSON v. CLAN- 
MORRIS (LORD), [1900] 1 Ch. 718; 69 L. J. Ch. 
337; 82 L. T. 277; 48 W. R. 488; 16 T. L. R. 
296; 44 Sol. Jo. 346; 8 Mans. 51, C. A. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Jarvis v. Surrey County 
Council, [1925] 1 K. B. 554; Aylott v. West Ham Corpn., 
Sisson v. West Ham Corpn. (1926), 20 J. P. 99. Refd. 
Shinman v. Lyons (1922), 38 T. L. R. 560. 

58. Rebate of railway rates.] — CHAR- 
RINGTON, SELLS, DALE & Co. v. MIDLAND Ry. Co. 
(1901), 11 Ry. & Can. Tr. Cas. 222; 17T.L. R. 761. 
Annotation :—Mentd. British Portland Cement Manu- 

eel aa v. G. E. Ry., Thomas v. Mid. Ry. (1914), 111 





SuB-SEcT. 6.—ACTIONS GIVEN BY STATUTE. 


59. Action brought under statute — Within 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 i rs action 
of debt by a railway co. against one of its members 
for calls under Companies Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845 (c. 16), & the special Act is an action 
founded upon a statutory liability; & therefore 
a plea that the action is founded upon contracts 
without specialty & that the alleged causes of 
action did not, nor did any or either of them accrue 
within six years before the suit is a bad plea, the 
proper limitations to such an action being twenty 
years, by Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 3. 

There may undoubtedly be cases where a statute 
enables an action to be brought which neverthe- 
less is not an action on the Act of Parliament. 
There may be statutes which may be in part or 
in whole the foundation of an action of assumpsit 
(MAULE, J.).—CoRK & BANDON Ry. Co. v. GooDE 
(1853), 13 C. B. 826; 1C.L. R. 345; 22 L.5.C. P. 
198; 21 L. T. O. S. 141; 17 Jur. 555; 1 W. R. 
410; 138 BH. R. 1427. 

Annotations :—Apld. Shepherd v. Hills (1855), 11 Exch. 55. 

Distd. Thomson v. Clanmorris, [1900] 1 Ch. 718. Consd. 

Aylott v. West Ham Corpn., Sisson v. West Ham Corpn. 

1926), 95L.J.Ch. 533. Mentd. He Royal Bank of ‘Australia, 

binson’s Exor.’s Case (1856), 6 De G. M. & G. 572; 

Re Manchester & Milford ar (1897) 1 Ch. 276; Shep- 

heard v. Bray (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 633. 

60. Maintenance of pauper lunatic.|— 
Deceased had, for over six years prior to her death, 
been supported as a pauper lunatic at the county 
lunatic asylum. During the whole of this period 
she was, in fact, entitled to an annuity of 
£24 168. 6d., payable by the Comrs. for the Reduc- 
tion of the National Debt. This fact only came to 
the knowledge of the guardians at the time of her 
death, or shortly thereafter :—Held: the i 
were creditors of deceased, within Poor Law 








| Amendment Act, 1849 (c. 103), ss. 16, 17, &, as 


action against directors & promoters of a co. 


under 53 & 54 Vict. c. 64 [see, now, Companies 


such, entitled to administration of her estate. 
The claim of the guardians was not limited to the 
period of twelve months prescribed by Poor Law 


(Consolidation) Act, 1908 (c. 69), s. 84], is not an Amendment Act, 1849 (c. 103), s. 16, but that, 
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in respect of such period, they were entitled 
absolutely to repayment, under the Statute, &, 
as to a urther period, not exceeding five years, 
making six years in all, they were entitled to 
come in & claim as ordinary creditors, notwith- 
standing the fact of their having taken no steps 
to recover payment for such expenditure, during 
the lifetime of the deceased pauper lunatic.— 

LAMBETH GUARDIANS v. BRADSHAW (NEXT OF KIN) 

(1886), 57 L. T. 86; 50 J. P. 472. 

61. -]|—Under Lunatic Asylums 
Act, 1853 (c. 97), s. 104, the guardians of the 
poor of a parish to which a pauper lunatic 
is chargeable are entitled in the event of his 
becoming entitled to property to recover only six 
years’ arrears in respect of the sums paid by them 
for his maintenance in an gg Se NEW- 
BEGIN’s ESTATE, EGGLETON v. NEWBEGIN (1887), 
36 Ch. D. 477; 56 L. J. Ch. 907; 57 L. T. 390; 
36 W. R. 69; 3 T. L. BR. 804. 

Annotations sAple- Re Watson, Stamford Union v. Bart- 
lott, [1899] 1 Ch. 72. Consd, Re Clabbon, [1904] 2 Ch. 
465. istd. Wandsworth Union Grdns. v. Worthington, 
[1906] 1 K. B, 420, Refd. Birkenhead Union Grdns. v. 
Brookes (1906), 70 J. P. 406; Pontypridd Union Gardns. 

v, Drew, [1926] 1 K. B. 567. Mentd. Re Rhodes, Rhodes 

v. Khodes (1890), 44 Ch. D. 94; Laver v. Botham (1894), 

64 L B. 110; Winkle v. Bailey, [1897] 1 Ch. 123; 


J. Q.z 

Re Tye (1890) 81 L. T. 743 

62. ——_— ——— ———.]—A lunatic not so found 
by inquisition was maintained in a pauper lunatic 
asylum by the guardians of the S. Union for 
sixteen years prior to her death in 1898. In 
1895, the lunatic having become entitled to a 
fund, a receiver was appointed in lunacy; & 
thereupon the guardians gave notice of a claim 
for past & future maintenance to the Master in 
Lunacy, who replied that the claim would be 
borne in mind in dealing with the fund. The 
fund was, however, not recovered by the Lunacy 
authorities till after the death of the lunatic, & 
was afterwards transferred to the Ch. Div. In 
an action by the guardians against the legal 
personal representative of the lunatic for arrears 
of maintenance :—Held: that the plaintifis were 
entitled only to six years’ arrears from the com- 
mencement of the action.—Re WATSON, STAMFORD 
UNION v. BARTLETT, [1899] 1 Ch. 72; 68 L. J. 
Ch. 21; 79 L. T. 462; 47 W. R. 359. 
Annotations :—Distd. Wandsworth Union v. Worthington, 


{1906] 1K. B. 420. Refd. Pentypridd Union Gardns. v. 
Drew, {1926}, 1 K. B. 567. 


63. —— Criminal lunatic—Claim by 
Crown.|—Under the Criminal Lunatics Act, 1884 
(c. 64), s. 10 (3), which incorporates by reference 
the language of s. 104 of the Lunatic Asylums Act, 
1853 (c. 97), the cost of the maintenance of a 
criminal lunatic can be recovered by the Crown 
aganst property to which the lunatic has become 
entitled, as being due under an implied obligation 
to pay for that maintenance as a necessary; & 
this is a statutory lability for the whole amount 
expended in respect of which there is no limitation 
against the Crown.—Re J. (A PERSON OF UNSOUND 
MIND), [1909] 1 Ch. 574; 78 L. J. Ch. 348; 100 
L. T. 281; 21 Cox, C. C. 766, C. A. 

64. Breach of duty by director.] 
THOMSON v. CLANMORRIS (LORD), No. 57, ante. 

Paupers.|—See Poor Law. 
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681i. Action for statufory debt—Not 


within Statute of Limitations, 1623 66 ii. 








AR 32 W. L. R. 614;-9 W. W. R. 
152.—CAN, 
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65. —— Wages payable under statutory 
Se ee a borough council, resolved in 
a 1914, to grant to any an ae ee called up or 
volunteering for service with the Forces full civil 
pay less his Service pay & less his separation allow- 
ance, ifany. At that time defts. had no power to 
make such payments. Plitf., A.. who was an 
employee of defts., accepted the offer by enlisting 
in Nov. 1914. In 1916 the Local Government 
(Emergency Provisions) Act, 1916 (c. 12), came 
into force, & by sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, authorised 
any local authority to pay to an employee serving 
with the Forces the amount of his civil remunera- 
tion less his naval or military pay & allowances, 
& by sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, provided that in the case 
of an employee who had enlisted before the Act 
such an offer should be binding on the local 
authority. From Nov. 1914, to pltf.’s demobilisa- 
tion in Mar. 1919, defts. paid to him weekly sums 
calculated on the assumption that his “ full civil 
pay ’’ was the pay that he was receiving at the 
date of his enlistment & not the increased pay that 
he would have received if he had stayed in defts.’ 
employment. In an action brought on Jan. 1, 
1925, to recover payments on the higher basis 
defts. pleaded (inter alia) Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), which makes the period of limitation 
six years in the case of simple contracts, but pltf. 
contended that the action was brought on Local 
Government (Emergency Provisions) Act, 1916 
(c. 12), & that therefore the statute limitations 
applicable was Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 
which prescribes twenty years as the period of 
limitation in the case of an action brought on a 
specialty :—-Held: even if the increase in sal 
to which pltf. would have become entitled if he 
had continued in the employment of defts. were 
included in “full civil pay’ the action was 
brought on a simple contract & not a specialty, 
& therefore Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 
applied.—AYLOTT v. WEST Ham CorpNn., SISSON 
v. WEST Ham CoRPN. (1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 533; 
135 L. T. 424, 427; 90J3.P.165; 42 T. L. R. 516; 
24 L. G. R. 429, C. A. 4 

66. Action for statutory debt—Not within 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16).]|—Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), does ‘not extend to 2 
Edw. 6, c. 13.—TALORY v. JACKSON (1638), Cro. 
Car. 513; 79 E. R. 1043. 

Aaron or efd. Cork & Bandon Ry. v. Goode (1853), 


o 











67. .|\—Cork & BANDON Ry. Co. v. 
Goopk, No. 59, ante. 

68. -| — SALFORD CORPN. v. LAN- 
CASHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL, No. 56, ante. 
Specialty debt.|—-See Part III., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 5, post. 











SUB-SECT. 7.—BILLS OF EXCHANGE. 
See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 3. 
69. Action within statute.|—-The Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), is a good plea to an action 
on a bill of exchange.—RENEW v. AXTON (1687), 


| Carth. 3; 90 EB. R. 607. 


PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 7, 
691i. Action within statute.) — Sr, 


.}—The price of seeds i KER 
(c. 16).}—An action for the recovery supplied under Seed Supply Treland) oe ae YKERT (1884), 10 8. C. R. 
o apie Fairer ease Stole rie mae - ee Rc t me ae 
8 an action for debt upon the statute ; ans, notwithstanding the pe 0 69 ii. ——. ‘ 
Statute of Limitations, 1623, does not more than six years from the striking ANE (1806) SE Le hog NATION AL 
apply to it, & therefore, the right of of the special rate.—MAGHERAFELT : : 
action ig not barred by a lapse of UNION v. 


six years.—PIPESTONE v. 
J.--VOL. XXXII. 


HUNTER Ir. 520 


Se ace (1889), 24 L. R. 


vt. NEAVE 


69 iii. ——_-.] — Haves 
(1821), 1 Nfld. L. R. 259. ; 
Y 


322 LIMITATION 


Sect. 2.—To what debte and actiona limitation 
applies: Sub-sects. 7, 8 & 9, A. & B.; sub- 
sects, 10 & 11.] 

70. .|—CHEVELY v. BOND, No. 48, ante. 
When time begins to run.]—-See Sect. 4, sub-sect. 


2, B., post. 
Conflict of laws.|—-See BILLS oF EXCHANGE, 


Vol. VI., p. 487, Nos. 2813-2816. 





SUB-SECT. 8.—THE CROWN. 

Sce Statute of Limitations, 1628 (c. 16), s. 3. 

71. Whether Crown affected.]—In assumpsit 
against exors., declaration stated that testator 
made bis promissory note, & thereby promised 
to pay J. on demand £200, & delivered the note 
to him, whereby testator became liable to pay, 
but did not pay & at the time of his death was 
indebted to J. for the amount of the sum secured 
by the note, & interest. It then averred, that 
afterwards, & after the death of J., the money 
specified in the note being & remaining wholly 
due & unsatisfied, to wit, on, etc., at, etc., before 
A., one of the coroners for the county of N., it 
was found, upon view of the body of J., then & 
there lying dead, by the oaths of honest & lawful 
men, of, etc., that J. feloniously did kill & murder 
himself, as by the inquisition before the coroner 
remaining of record more fully appeared, by reason 
of which said inquisition, & by force of the felony, 
J. forfeited to the King the promissory note & the 
money due thereon. The declaration then set 
forth a grant under the King’s sign manual to 
pitf. of the note & money due thereon, as men- 
tioned in a certain other inquisition, & that His 
Majesty delivered the note to pltf., of which defts., 
after the death of testator, had notice. Breach, 
non-payment by testator or defts. since his death. 
Plea (a) non-assumpsit testator; (b) the note 
became due & payable to J. in his lifetime, & the 
causes of action did not accrue to him within 
six years before the exhibiting of the bill; upon 
which plea issue was taken & joined; (c) nul tiel 
record of the inquisition taken before the coroner— 
upon which issue was taken ; (d) that there was no 
such grant as alleged in the declaration. On 
motion by pltf. for judgment non obstante vere- 
dicto :—Held: the plea of the Statute of Limita- 
tions, that the causes of action did not accrue 
to J. within six years, was bad, inasmuch as it did 
not show that J. was barred by the statute at the 
time of his death ; & if he was not, then the King, 
not being expressly mentioned in the statute, 
was not within the statute, & his rights were not 
barred.— LAMBERT v. TAYLOR (1825), 4 B. & C. 
138; 6 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 188; 3L.J.0.S. K. B. 
160; 107 KE. R. 1010. 

Annotations :-—Retd. Doe d. Watt v. Morris (1835), 1 Hodg. 
215. Mentd. Plummer v. Loe (1837), 5 Dowl. 755; 
Gwynne v. Burnell (1840); 6 Bing. N. C, 453; R. v. Toole 
(1867), 16 W. R. 439. 

72. -|—Moneys issued b 

army agent for the pay, aap 





the credit of the respective officers, but not paid 


arrangement with them, continue the moneys of 
the Crown in the hands of the agent, for which he 
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711. Whether Crown affected.) 
Statute of Limitations, 1623, does not 
apply to the Crown.——-FISHER v. R. 

00), 28 V. L. R. 460.—AUS. 


711ii.——.}—-Dor d. WEsT ov. 
HowanrD (1837), 5 O. 8. 462.—CAN, 
71 ii, ——-.]}—Vacuum OIL Co. ». 





71 iv. oe 


FOR INDIA v., 


the Crown to an. 
sistence, etc., of | 
officers, & carried in the books of the agent to | 


R. (1890), 2 Exch. C, R, 234.—CAN, 


NER (1899), 31 ok 1007 "20 Oe” 
100.—CAN,. ee . : 


W1v. oe OF assay 
I. L. R. 14 Bom. 213,—IND, : 


71 vi. ——-.}—R,. v. Bayiy (1841), 


or ACTIONS, 


is accountable to the Crown; & ma 
back by the A.-G., as representing 
even after a lapse of more than thirt 
BRUMMELL v. M‘'PHBERSON (1828), 5 
7L.J.0.8. Ch.1; 88 HE. R. 1026, L. C. 


be called 
he Crown, 
years.—— 
uss. 263 ; 





73. | ae entered into an agreement 
with defts. for the use of defts.’ hall for county ct. 
purposes. After some years the term was sur- 


rendered by operation of law, but by inadvertence 
plitfs. continued to pay rent for the hall. To a 
claim by pltfs. to recover the sums so paid as money 
paid under a mistake of fact defts. pleaded the 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16) :—Held: 
notwithstanding the fact that pltfs. were an incor- 
porated body, they were mere agents of the 
Crown in the matter, & as the Statute of Limita- 
tions, 1628 (c. 16), does not bind the Crown, it 
afforded no answer to the claim.—-PUBLIC WoRKS 
Comrs. v. PONTYPRIDD MASONIC HALL Co., [1920] 
2K. B. 2338; 89 L. J. K. B. 607; 123 L. T. 334; 
84J.P.189; 367. L. R. 459; 18 L. G. R. 771. 

74. Debt due to Crown debtor.] — The 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), may be pleaded 
to a sci. fa. issued by the Crown against the drawer 
of a bill of exchange in the hands of the Crown 
debtor & which has been seized by the sheriff under 
an inquisition on the prerogative process. 

I admit that as between the Crown & its imme- 
diate debtor this statute has no application. 
But when the question is what debt was due 
from the deft. to the Crown’s debtor the rule is 
different ; for the Crown is only entitled to its 
debtor’s rights & cannot create or revive any right 
in the person of its debtor if none ever existed or 
it has become extinct. In this case nothing could 
have been recovered by the debtor of the Crown 
against this deft. if the statute had been pleaded. 
I, therefore, consider that it is also a good bar to 
the suit of the Crown who stands precisely in the 
same situation as its debtor & that this is a plea 
which the law allows (RicHaRps, C.B.).—R. v. 
MORRALL (1818), 6 Price, 24; 146 BE. R. 730. 
Annotation :—Distd. Lambert v. Taylor (1825), 4 B. & C. 138. 

75. ——- Mandamus.|— The Crown is not 
limited to any time within which to make such an 
application [mandamus].—Re WoOoTTOoN (INHABI- 
TANTS) (1818), 6 Price, 103; 146 BH. R. 754. 

76. .|—A plea that the alleged 
causes of action did not accrue within six years 
is a bad plea to a declaration for a mandamus, as 
Statute of Limitations does not bar an application 
for such a writ.—WaRpD v. LOWNDES (1859), 1 
EK. & EB. 956; 29 L. J. Q. B. 40; 1 L. T. 268; 
24 J. P. 228; 6 Jur. N. 8. 247; 8 W. R. 81; 120 


E.R. 1168, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :—Consd v. Marshland Smeeth & Fen 
Bb. 155. Refd. Bush v. 


. R. 
District Comrs., ees 1 K. 

Beavan (1862), .& C. 500. Mentd. Smith v. Chorley 

District Council, (1897) 1 Q. B. 532. 

Mandamus generally, see CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 276 et seq. 

77. —— Petition of right.|—Qu.: whether 
the Statute of Limitations applies to a claim by a 
subject against the Sovereign, enforceable only by 
petition of right.—RYVEs v. WELLINGTON (DUKE) 














over to them, & not made the subject of any private (1846), 9 Beav. 679 ; 15 L. J. Oh. 461; 8 L. T. 0.8. 


66; 10 Jur. 697; 50 H.R. 467. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Dyson v. A.-G., [191111 K. B. 410; 
Esquimault & Nanaimo Ry. v. Wilson, (1920) A. C. 358. 


1 Dr. & War. 213.—IR. 
71 vii. ~-——.}—A.-G. iv. 
1914] 1I. R. 124; 481. L. 
71 vill. ——.)—VaN DER Mrnwn ». 
MINISTER OF DEFENCE (1916), O. P. D. 
47.—8, AF. 


W1ix, ——.}—UNION 
v. TONKIN, [1918] App. 


T- How iezy, 
145.— 


L. T. Tt. 


GOVRENMENT 
D. 633,—8. AF, 
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73. —— ——.]— The Statute of Limitations 
coe not opply to a petition of right.—RustomsEE 


Be Q. B. D. 487; 45 L. J. Q. B. 249; 

B4 L Ry ws W. R. 428, D. C.3 on appeal, 
a Q. B. B.D. 69 idee 2 

zer, Irvin f Trade (1925), 

“BLT 73 a Be. ve feutd. Burnard Hodocanach (1880). 

OO ie py Cape Copper Mining Co oy 1888), 6 60 be 

455 i fand Central Gold 0. Re [1905] 


Petition of right generally, see CROWN PRACTICE, 

Vol. XVI., Pp. 236 et seg. 

79. —— ght to benefits of statute—Where 
Crown not expressly memtioned.]—CayzzEr, IRVINE 
& Co. v. BOARD oF TRADE (1925), 95 L. J. K. B. 
134; 42 T. L. R. 163; 70 Sol. Jo. 347; on appeal 
(1926), 05 L. J. K. B. 1054, C. A. 

80. —— ——- ——— J—LAMBERT v. TAYLOR, No. 
71, ante. 
Claim for maintenance of criminal lunatic.] 

-See No. 63, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—CLAIMS RELATING TO LAND. 
A. In General. 

See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 3. 

81. Debt for copyhold fine.}]—-(1) The Sta- 
tute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), does not extend 
to debt for a copyhold fine. 

(2) An award under the hands & seals of the 
arbitrator is not within Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 18).—HopspEN v. Harris (1670), 2 Keb. 
537; 1 Sid. 415; 2 Wms. Saund. 61; .R. 
337 ; sub nom. Hopson vv. Harris, 1 Lev. 273. 
Annollioné: — As ie ALi eetd Curlewis v. Mornington (1858), 


97 L. J. Q. B. 439. AB to (2 ) Apld. Ambrose v. Brooks 
(1738), Bion Dark Hard. 567. Refd. Paget v. Foley 
(1836), 3 ie 120 ; Tobacco Pipe Makers C Co. v. Loder 


(1851), 16 Q. B. 765; Thorne v. Kerr f1855) 25 L. J. Ch. 
ST: Gurlowis 6. Momington (1868), 27 Le 3. Q. B. 439. 
Generally, Mentd. R. v. Morrell 1 (1818), é Price, 24; Scales 

v. Jacob (1826), 11 Moore . 553; Gwynne »v. ‘Burnell 

(1840), 1 Scott N. R, Tih; Tee's. Wilmot (1866), L 

1 Exch. 364; Livvosloy v. Gilmore (1866), Re iC. p 

570; Spacers. Hommerde, (1922] 2 A. C. sor. 

—— When pie begins to run.|—See Sect. 4, 
sub-sect. 2, G., 

82. Mesne eae ae Accounts of rents & 
profits confined to six years by analogy to the 
action for mesne profits. 

(2) You cannot recover more than six years 
mesne profits at law (p per CUR.).— READE v. READE 
(1801), 5 Ves. 744; 31 E. R. 836, L. C. 


errs <<Generally, Mentd. Casterton vw. Sutherland 


9 Ves. 445; Butcher v. Butcher, Gooday v. Butcher 
ie 1 ve & B. ia: Ricketta v. Loftus (1841), 4 Y. & 


apper (1853), 2 W. R. 136; Paske 
v. Haselfoot 1863), OL Pre 7S. 


83. Action eens equitable assignee of lease- 
holds—On covenants in mst liability of an 
equitable assignee of leaseholds is that of simple 
contract, & the Statute of Limitations limits 
his liability to six years after the cause of suit.— 
pe v. BENSON (1841), 4 Beav. 350; 49 


Annotations :—Moentd. Hollingsworth v. shaper pest), 
14 Beav. 492; Cox v. Bishop (1857), 8 De G. M 


84, Simple contract debt charged on and: — 
Where an action is brought to recover a simple 
contract debt, & the money sought to be recovered 
is charged on ‘land, the period of limitation is that 
imposed by Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & 
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Ae erty Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57).—Barnuzs 
LEWTON, [1809] 1 Q. B. 885; 68 L. J. Q. S. 
502 3 80 L. T Peak 4 W. R. 438 ; 16T.L. BR 
36 
295 3 Piper Jo. London & Midland Bank v. Mitchell, 
[1899] 2 Ch. 161. 


B. Arrears of Rent. 

See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 5.3 

85. No application to rent reserved by deed.j]— 
Arrearages of rent reserved by indenture is not 
within Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16).— 
FREEMAN v. STacy (1629), Hut, 109; 123 E. R. 
1135. 

Annotation -—Refd. Paget v. Foley (1836), 3 Scott, 120. 

86. Or will.j—Statute of Limitations, 
1628 (c. 16), as to rents, extends only to customary 
rents between Jord & tenant, & pres to rent arising 
by grant, or a will, whereof the cama oe 
may be shown. —COLLINS v. GOODALL (1691), 2 
Vern. 235; 1 Hq. Cas. Abr. 304; 23 HE. R. 753. 
Aen :—Refd. Stackhouse v. Barnston (1805), 10 Ves. 


87. . Rentcharge.|—-There is no Statute of 
Limitations to bar a legal rentcharge (GRANT, 
M.R.).—STACKHOUSE v. BABNSTON (1805), 10 Ves. 
453; 32 KH. La aah 


‘Annotations :—Co Supit v. Jackson (1824), | M see 495. 
Refd. ae eee v. Clinton (1820), 2 Jac. & 


88. -|—The Statute of Limitations “does 
not bar the demand of a rentcharge.—CupiT v. 
JACKSON oy M‘Cle. 495; 13 Price, 721; 148 


B. R. 207, Bx. C 
Annotations :-—Mentd " Graves v. Hicks (1841), 11 Sim. 536; 
aig oe, 193; 


Philipps My gh nllippe, (18 Get 








Mason (184 White v. James (No. 2) 
859). 26 Beat. 191; Pali v. Bust ete : John. & H. 

Horton v. oar (1874), L. ig aa 7; Kelsey v. 
Koleos (1874), L wat 17 Ka. 1% 5 3 coe oF 1. srexlor Re 
Taylor's Este Act (1874), L 4; Scottish 


Widows’ Fund v. Craig (1882), 20 Ch. 95 cyyilaets 
v. Rushton eee 61 L. J. 136; vie Tucker, Tucker 
v. cate: 2 Hambro », Hambro, [1894] 
3 Ch 564; Re Herbage Rents, Greenwich, Chari ity Comrs. 
v. Green, 1896) 2 Ch. 8 811; Blackburne v. Hope- -Edwardes, 


{1901} 1 Ch. 419. 
.]}—See, now, Real Property Limitation 
1874 (c. 57), & Parts IV. & V., 


Acts, 1833 (c. 27), & 
post. 

89. Former tenancy from year to year——-No act 
of tenancy for six years before action brought.|— 
The Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), is a good 
defence to an action by a landlord for rent against 
one who had once been his tenant from year to 
year, but who had not, within the last six years, 
occupied the premises, paid rent, or done any act 
from which a tenancy could be inferred, although 
the tenancy had not been determined bs a notice 
to quit.— LEIGH v. THORNTON (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 
625; 106 E. R. 230. 





Susp-sEctT. 10.—CONTRACTS BY MARRIED 
WOMEN. 
See HusBaND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., p. 183, 
Nos. 1493-1496. 


SuB-sscr. 11.—SEet-Orr, 
See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 
& on ae of Frauds Amendment Act, fant 
{c. 14), 8 


has not been enlarged to twelve years by the eal Set-off generally.|—_See Ser-Ory. 
P 4 = R. E. D. 197.—CAN. 13.——CAN. 
as pe : oe wits Con Lap, 0) Pa eee] LWW Ee HST AB emaler OF, land. |— 
On r er’s pr EBLES, 
bo Spa WY a TRRMAN v. WILL (1873), 65; 56 D. L. R. 706; 14 Sask. L. R. ares (1917) A. ©, 209. nan 


y 2 
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Sect. 2.—To what debts and actions limitation 
applies: Sub-sects, 11,12 & 18. Sect. 3: Sub- 
sect, 1.] 


90. Whether set-off within limitation rules.}— 
The Statute of Limitations may be replied to a 
plea of a set-off.—REMINGTON v. STEVENS (1747), 
2 Stra. 1271; 93 EB. R. 1175. 

Annotations :—Consd. chepple v. Durston (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 

1; Rawley ev. Rawley (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 460. 

91. .j—Assumpsit & plea of set-off for 
money lent by deft. to pltf. Replication denying 
the set-off. It appears that the loan took place 
thirteen years ago. Although the Statute of 
Limitations is not a legal bar to the action, the 
jury may presume from length of time & other 
circumstances, that the debt has been satisfied.— 
CooPER v. TURNER (1819), 2 Stark. 497, N. P. 

92. .|—Upon the true construction of 
2 Geo. 2, c. 22, 5. 13, & Statute of Frauds Amend- 
ment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 5, a set-off cannot be 
maintained of a debt, contracted by pltf. during 
infancy. & not ratified by him in writing after full 
age 

As long ago as Strange’s Reports the Statute 
of Limitations was held to apply to set-off (DEN- 
MAN, J.).—RAWLEY v. RAWLEY (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 
ae aa J.Q. B. 875; 35 L. T. 191; 24 W. R. 
995, C, A. - 








Annotation :—Mentd. McCreagh v. Cox & Ford (1923), 92 
K. B. 855. 


938. ——— Cross demands accruing at same 
time—Plaintiff’s claim saved from operation of 
statute.|— When there are cross demands between 
parties, which accrued at nearly the same time, 
for which bills are given, both of which would be 
barred by the Statute of Limitations, & pltf. has 
saved the statute by suing out process, but deft. 
has not, deft. may nevertheless set off these de- 
mands.—OrD v. RUSPINI (1797), 2 Esp. 568, N. P. 

94. ——— Only if six years expired before action 
brought.]—-In cases under Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), the Statute of Limitations is not a 
bar to a set-off unless the six years have expired 
before action is brought.—WALKER v. CLEMENTS 
(1850), 15 Q. B. 1046; 16 L. T. O. S. 170; 117 
I. R. 755. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Re Ballard, Lovell vt. Forester, [1890] 

W. ON. 64. 


95. —— ——.]—Re BALuarRD, LOVELL  v. 
Forester, [1890] W. N. 64. 

96. Order for administration of estate— 
Set-off against claim of creditor.|—-Re BALLARD, 
LOVELL v. FORESTER, [1890] W. N. 64. 

97. Bill of costs—Statute-barred {tems—Ap- 





propriation of payment.]—The exor. of a deceased — 


solr. brought an action in 1902 to recover costs 
alleged to be due to his testator’s estate from deft., 
of which a bill had been delivered to deft., together 
with a cash account, on Dec. 2, 1899. The items 
of the bill extended over a period from 1878 to 
1899, &, the Statute of Limitations being pleaded, 
the judge at the trial gave judgment for deft. in 
respect of all items prior to 1893, as being statute- 
barred. He referred the rest of the bill to a master 
for taxation, & to take the cash account from 
1893, directing that credit should be given to deft. 
for all sums of money received by pitf.’s testator 
for or on account of deft., in respect of, or which 
ought to be treated as reducing or discharging, the 
bill of costs so taxed. Upon taxation deft. brought 
in a surcharge in respect of a sum of £66, which 
had been received by pltf.’s testator, as deft.’s 


PART II. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 11. 


901. Whether set-off within limita- 
tion rules.|—PARSONS v CRABB (1875), 


34 U. C. R. 136,—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 2; SUB-SECT. 13. 
{. Action on lien note.}--The right out adding any days of grace.——KEDDY 


or ACTIONS. 


solr. in an action brought by deft., in 1894, & not 
accounted for to deft. No cash account had been 
delivered by pltf.’s testator to deft. except the 
account of Dec. 2, 1899, which, through an inad- 
vertence, contained no entry of the said sum of 
£66. Pitf. claimed that this sum should be 
treated as appropriated to payment or satisfaction 
of items which had accrued due from deft. to pitf.’s 
testator prior to 1893:—Held: the sum of £66 
could not be set off against the statute-barred 
items under the statutes of set-off; &, assuming 
that pltf.’s testator would have had a right to 
appropriate the said sum to these items, yet, there 
having been no such appropriation, it was not, 
having regard to the terms of the judgment of the 
judge at the trial, open to pltf. so to appropriate 
the said sum subsequently to that judgment, & 
the surcharge in respect of the said sum of £66 
must be allowed.—SMITH v. Betry, [1903] 2 K. B. 
317; 72 L. J. K. B. 853; 89 L. T. 258; 52 
W. R. 137; 19 T. L. R. 602, C. A. 

Annctation :—Consd. Seymour v. Pickett, [1905] 1 K. B. 


Pleading to claim of set-off.|—Sce Part IX., 
Sect. 1, post. 


SuB-SECT. 12.—-SOLICITOR’S CHARGES. 

See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 8. 3. 

98. Action within statute.})—- Asswmpsit for 
fees due to pltf. as an attorney. Deft. pleaded 
the Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16):—Held: 
a good plea.—OLtvEerR v. Tromas (1694), 1 Ld. 
Raym. 2; 3 Lev. 367; 91 E. R. 898. 

99. Statute-barred items.|—SmitrH v. BETTY, 
No. 97, ante. 

When time begins to run, see Part II., Sect. 5, 
sub-sect. 2, S., post. 


SUB-sSECT. 13.—OTHER CASES. 


See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 3. 

100. Promise of quiet enjoyment—To Save pos- 
session harmless.]|—-To an action on a promise of 
quiet enjoyment, & to save the possessor harmless, 
deft. may plead the Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16).—PEcK v. AMBLER (1634), Cro. Car. 349 ; 
W. Jo. 329; 79 B. R. 906. 

101. Action for court fees.|—BarBE v. BURTON 
(1677), T. Raym. 243; 83 BE. h. 126. 

102. Debt against sheriff—Money levied on 
execution—Before return to writ.}—Debt lies 
against a sheriff before the return of the writ for 
money levied on a fi. fa. The Statute of Limita- 
tions, 1623 (c. 16), cannot be pleaded to debt 
against a sheriff for money levied on a fi. fa.— 
CocKRAM v. WELBYE (1679), 2 Show. 79; 1 
Freem. K.B. 236; 1 Mod. Rep. 245; 2 Mod. Rep. 
212; 89 H. R. 806. 

Annotations :—Refd. Paget v. Foley (1836), 3 Scott, 120. 
Mentd. Vanghan v. Guy (1729), 1. Barn. K. B. 271; 
Morland v. Pellatt (1829), 7 L. J. O.S. K. B. 54. 

103. Collateral security to mortgage—Not under 
seal.|—-If the collateral security had been a note 
of hand instead of a bond, the statute of limita- 
tions would run against the note, & leave the mtge. 
as it was (Eyre, C.B.).—Topiis v. BAKER (1789), 
2 Cox, Eq. Cas. 118; 30 E. R. 55. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Christopher v. Sparke (1820), 2 Jac. 
& W. 223; Barnes v. Glenton, {1899} 1 Q. B. 885; ndon 
& Midland Bank v, Mitchell, (1899] 2 Ch. 161. Mentd. 


Izon v. Butler (1815), 2 Price, 34; He Gresloy’s Settimt., 
Willoughby v. Drummond, {1911} '1 Ch. 358. 


of action upon a lien note is barred 
by Statute of mitationas in aix 
years from the duo date of it with- 
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104. Debt under decree or order.|—-MILDRED 
v. ROBINSON, No. 19, ante. 

105. Warrant of attorney to confess judgment.] 
—Debtor executes a warrant of attorney to his 
creditor to confess judgment for the balance of 
account as then stated between them. The 
warrant of attorney is not a specialty, which takes 
the case out of the Statute of Limitations.— 
CLARKE v. FigEs (1817), 2 Stark. 234, N. P. 

106. Recovery of penalty—Due under bye-law— 
Made under charter.J—An action of debt for a 
penalty due under a bye-law made by virtue of 
a charter, is ‘‘ an action of debt grounded upon a 
contract without specialty,’ & is barred by 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 3, if not 
commenced within six years after the penalty 
becomes due.—Topacco Pirz— Makers’ Co. », 
LopeErR (1851), 16 Q. B. 765; 20 L. J. Q. B. 4143 
18 L. T. O. 8S. 84; 15 J. P. 723; 15 Jur. 1194; 
117 E. R. 1074. 

Anndation :—Mentd. Re Manchester & Milford Ry., [1897] 


107. Debt recited in deed of assignment—For 
benefit of creditors—Covenant by creditors not to 
sue.|—IVENS v, ELWEs, No. 22, ante. 

108. Debt recited in agreement not under seal.] 
—Firtu v. SLINGsBY, No. 540, post. 

109. Rectification— Of insurance policies.) — A 
firm of insurance brokers effected with an insur- 
ance company a number of open covers for the 
purpose of reinsuring risks taken by their principals. 
The premiums under the open covers were to 
be the same as those received by the original 
insurers less a brokerage to the firm. ‘The brokers 
in declaring risks under the open covers stated 
definite amounts of premiums, without explaining 
what deductions had been made by the original 
insurers, their principals, in order to determine 
the rates received by them. In each case policies 
were drawn up by the co. containing the premiums 
stated by the brokers. The insurance company, 
afterwards learning the facts, disputed the correct- 
ness of these deductions, & sued the brokers for 
breach of duty to the co. in not securing correct 
ens of premium. The brokers acted in good 
aith. 

The insurance co. also claimed rectification of 
the policies as against the brokers so as to comply 
with their view of the effect of the open covers. 
The claim was made more than six years after the 
issue of the policies:~—Held: apart from any 
question under the Statute of Limitations, there 
was no clear evidence of common mistake & the 
pee ought not to be rectified as against the 

rokers in an action to which their principals 
were not parties. Semble: the Statute of Limita- 
tions was a good defence.—EMPRESS ASSURANCE 
Corpn., Lrp. v. Bowrina & Co., Lrp. (1905), 
11 Com. Cas. 107. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Glasgow Assce. Corpn. v. Symondson 
(1911), 104 L. T. 254. 


110. Ageement to settle after-acquired property 
—Claim by trustees.|—-By a marriage settlement 


v. MORDEN (1905), 15 Man. L. R. 629...“ PART II 
—OCAN., 


&-. Foreign judgment.J—A_ judgment 
of a fore ct. is a simple contract (1848), 2 
debt with reference to the applica- 112 ii 
tion of the defence of the Statu 
of Limitation.—WRIGHT v. NAROV- 
CAN? (1920) 1 W. W. R. 681.— 








A. 516.—CAN 
MP v. DANKILLE (1901), 112 iv. 


h, ——.+COa 
8 Nfld. L. R. 491.—NFLD. 

k, Divorce.)—Statute of Limita- 
tions does not apply to suits for divorce 
a vinculo.—Hay v. GORDON (1872), 21 
W. R. 11.— IND, 





112 v. 





for more then 





PART II. SECT. 
1121. Remedy by action barred— 
Right unaffected.}—BRYSON v. GRAHAM 
hom. 271.—CAN. 29 
pana 


HAM (1860), 11 C. I’, 329,—CAN. 


—.]— CARVELL vv. 
WaLiack (1873), 9 N. S&S R. 165.— 
CAN. 


——.J—Pltf. made a 
mortgage on a farm, but paid nothing 
ten years :—Held: 
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dated Oct. 7, 1878, the wife’s property was settled 
upon the usual trusts in favour of the wife, the 
husband, & the issue of the marriage, with an 
ultimate trust in favour of the wife’s next of kin ; 
& it was declared & agreed by the husband & wife 
respectively that after-acquired property of the 
wife should be brought into settlement. In Aug. 
1884, the husband invested £1,000 in stock in the 
wife’s name. In 1909 the wife died intestate & 
without issue, & the stock was transferred to 
her husband as her administrator :—Held: the 
trustees could not enforce the agreement at law, 
their claim on the contract to settle being statute 
barred.—Re PLUMPTRE’S MARRIAGE SETTLEMENT, 
UNDERHILL v. PLUMPTRE, [1910] 1 Ch. 609; 79 
L. J. Ch. 840; 102 L. T. 815; 26 T. L. R. 321; 


54 Sol. Jo. 326. 

Annotations :—Refd. Pullan v. Koe, (1913]1 Ch. 9. Mentd. 
Re Torrington, [1913] 2 Ch. 623; He Cavendish Browne’s 
Settlmt. Trusts, Horner v. Rawle (1916), 61 Sol. Jo. 27 ; 
Ree Pryce, Nevill v. Pryce, [1917] 1 Ch. 234. 


111. Patent rights.|—SADGROVE v. 
(1919), 37 R. P. C. 7. 


GODFREY 


Sect. 3.—EFFECT OF LIMITATION. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


112. Remedy by action barred—Right un- 
affected.|—Statute of Limitations bars the remedy 
only, not the debt, &, therefore, where an attorney 
for a pltf. had obtained judgment, & deft. was 
afterwards discharged under Lords’ Act, but at a 
subsequent period a fi. fa. issued against his goods, 
upon which the sheriff levied the damages & 
costs :—Held: the attorney, though he had taken 
no step in the cause, or to recover the amount of 
his bill of costs, within six years, had still a lien 
on the judgment for his bill of costs, & the ct. 
directed the sheriff to pay him the amount out of 
the proceeds of the goods.—Hicains v. ScotTr 
(1881),2 B. & Ad. 413; 9 L. J. 0.8. K. B. 262 ; 
109 KE. R. 1196. 

Annotations :—Apld. Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 

539. Refd. Dingle v. Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, [1899] 

1 Ch. 726; Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 385; 

Smith v. Betty, [1903] 2 K. B. 317. 

113. .|—The barring of the remedy 
for the recovery of debt does not, however, 
extinguish the debt (LorpD LyNpHURST, C.).— 
COURTNAY v. WILLIAMS (1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 204 ; 
61. T. 0.8. 617, L. C. 

Annotations :—Consd. Dingle v. Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, 

{1899] 1 Ch. 726; Re Bruce, Lawford v. Bruce, (1908 

2 Ch. 682. Refd. Coates v. Coates (1864), 33 Beav. 249; 

Re Morley, Morley v. Saunders (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 594; 

Poole v, Poole (1871), 7 Ch. App. 17; Re Stead’s Settlmt. 

Trusts (1876), 24 W. R. 698 ; Re Milnes, Milnes v. Sherwin 

(1885), 53 L. T. 534; Re Akerman, Akerman v, Akerman, 

1891) 3 Ch. 212; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Wade (1894) 

R. 186; Re Langham, Otway v. Langham (1896), 74 

L. T. 611; Re Watson, Turner v. Watson, (1896] 1 Ch. 

925 ; Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 385. entd. 

Harvey v. Palmer (1851), 4 De G. & Sm. 425; Re Sowell, 

White v. Sewell, [1909] 1 Ch. 806; Re Rhodesia Gold- 

fields, Partridge v. Rhodesia Goldficids, {1910] 1 Ch. 239 ; 

Re National Live Stock Insce., Re National General Insce., 

(1917) 1 Ch. 628. 
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although the remedy was barred the 
debt remained.—NORCKER v. NORCKER 
(1917), 13 O. W. N. 273; 41 0. L. R. 
6; 41 D. t.. R. 138.—CAN. 


112 vi. ——.}—TARRABAIN 0. 





HERVEY v. PRID- 


JAMHA, [1923] 1 D. L. R. 914; 19 

112iii. ————_.}Snerrrrv. Hor- Alta. L. R. 273, [1923] 1 W. W. R. 
COMBE (1863), 13 CG. P. 590; 2 BE. & 204.—CAN. 

A 112 vii. ——- ——.]} CAMPBELL ¥, 


DISTRICT LAND REGISTRAR OF AUCK- 
Ase (1910), 29 N. Z L. R. 332.— 


112 viii. .}~—Re 
[1919] N. Z. L. R. 138.—N.Z, 
1, —— Collateral securities may be 


KIRTON, 
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Sect. 8.—Effect of limitation: Sub-sects. 1 & 2, A., 
B. “se pee 3. Sects. 4 & 5: Sub-sect. 1.) 
114, —— JjJ—Dunpre Harsourn TrRvus- 
.. Ve DOUGALL, No. 5, ante. are 
115. —— ——.)—The Statute of Limitations 
does not destroy the debt but only the remedy for 
it (BOWEN, L.J.).—Re ROWNSON, v. WHITH 
(1885), 29 Ch. D. 858; 564 1L. J. Ch. 950; 52 L. T. 
825; 83 W. R. 604; sub nom. Re Rowson, 
FIrLp v. WHITH, 49 J. P. 759, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Midgley v. Midgley, [(1893} 3 Ch. 
282; Wilson v. Wilson, (1911) 1 K. B, 327. 














116. -}—CURWEN v. MILBURN, No. 
872, post. 

117. ——.]— Re MARGETTs, No. 568, post. 

118. ——- ———.]—WILson v. Witson, [1911] 


1 K. B. 827; 80 L. J. K. B. 296; 104 L. T. 96; 
18 Mans. 18. 

119. —— ——— Revival of remedy.]—Statute 
of Limitations which had incurred against the 
petitioning creditor of a bkpt. before the com- 
mission issued, shall not be en advantage of by 
a third person against the assignees. 

The Statute of Limitations does not extinguish 
the debt but the remedy for the least hint will 
revive it, & it lies only in the mouth of the debtor 
himself to take advantage of it (LORD Mans- 
FIELD, C.J.).—QUANTOCK v. ENGLAND (1770), 2 
Wm. BI. 702; 5 Burr. 2688 ; 96 E. R. 418. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Ex p. Dewdney (1809), 15 Ves. 479. 
Refd. Bickerdike v. Bollman (1786), 1 Term Rep. 405; 
Jellis v. Mountford (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 256; Mavor v, 
Pyne (1825), 3 Bing. 285. 

v. BILLERICAY 


J—BAKER 
UNION GUARDIANS (1863), 2 H. & C. 642; 3 New 


oe 295; 33 L. J. M. C. 40; 9 L. T. 486; 28 
J.P. 24; 9 Jur. N. 8. 1201; 18 W. R. 11; 159 
E. R. 266. 


Annotations :—Mentd. R. ». Stepney Union Grdns. ee 
43 L. J. M.C. 145; Sharpington v. Fulham Grdns. (1904), 
73 L. J. Ch. 777; Chester Waterworks Co. v. Choster 
Union Grdns. (1907), 96 L. T. 566. 

121. —— Manx law.])—Harnis v. QUINE, 

No. 226, post. 
122. 





Effect of failure of all reme- 
dies.|—There is in law no right without a remedy ; 
&, if all remedies for enforcing a right are gone, the 
right has in point of law ceased to exist (CAVE, J.). 
~—-fe HEPBURN, Ex p. Smitu (1884), 14 Q. B. D. 
aoe a L. J. Q. B. 422. 

MNT ALL cae! ° 

owe Pra ae Stephens, Warburton v. Stephens 

123. Remedies other than by action—Summary 
jurisdiction of court over solicitors.|—Where a 
client has voluntarily paid money to his attorney, 
pursuant to an agreement in itself void for cham- 
perty, the ct. will not, after a lapse of thirteen 
years, interfere to compel the attorney to refund 
or deliver his bill, unless sufficient reason is shown 
for not eae an earlier application. 

I apprehend this ct. would not interfere sum- 
marily in a way analogous to the bringing an 
action by the client, unless it appears that he was 
(Er Pod aoe a or - he power of the attorne 

,J.).—Ezx p. YEATMAN 
304; 1Har.& W.510. ella ag a 
"ae :—Consd. Ex p. Sharpe (1837), 5 Dowl. 717. 
*. -|— Where ie 
on his attorney fe & sum of aotey eoshon a 

im in & cause :—Held : 

action being barred by the 














the client’s remedy by 
Statute of Limitations, 


_ the 
greditor to recover a debt be barred by ey i hai 
Fratate of Limitations, he may hold 
collateral securities for such debt 
until paid.—WiLmy v. Lepvarn (1822) a 


Aawn a we 


money received by | 


— Remedy by action 
da 


Overy oO 
limited.J—In an action on the c ; 
nuisance in overflowing pitts lang by 


“!-* was erec 
more than six years before bringing 


or ACTIONS. 


was not a reason to prevent the ct. agp ite 
summ, jurisdiction.—Ha@ p. SHARPE (1887), 5 
Dowl. 717; Will. Woll. & Dav. 854; 1 Jur. 405. 

125. ——- —_—- Exceptional circumstances.|— 
The summary jurisdiction of the ct. over solrs. 
will not, except under very special circumstances, 
be exercised ie enforce a claim which has been 
barred in an action at law.—SITTINGBOURNE & 
SHEERNESS Ry. Co. v. LAwson (1886), 2 T. L. R. 
605, C. A. 

126. —— Appropriation of payments made— 
Payment made on behalf of debtor.|——-WALLER v. 
Lacy, No. 444, post. 

127. Warrant of attorney for ar 
Where a debtor who is under arrest gives to the 
creditor, as the consideration for his discharge, 
a@ warrant of attorney for the whole amount of the 
debt in respect of which he is arrested, together 
with sums justly due from him to the creditor on 
other accounts, the fact of such warrant bein 
given while he is under arrest will not be a groun 
for the interference of the ct., if the arrangement 
bas been entered into by him deliberately, 
advisedly, & with full knowledge of the circum- 
stances. That one of the debts for which such 
warrant is given is barred by Statute of Limita- 
tions will make no difference.—-RiCHARDS v. 
CURLEWIS (1854), 3 Eq. Rep. 278, L. JJ. 

128. ——— Enforcement of equitable charges.]— 
Where a bank had an equitable charge on shares 
in a limited co. to secure a simple contract debt & 
after the debt was barred brought an action to 
enforce their security by foreclosure or sale :— 
Held: the bank were not deprived of their remedy 
against the property by the fact that the personal 
remedy for the debt was barred, &, there being no 
Statute of Limitations applicable to foreclosure of 
a mtge. of personal property, the security was 
enforceable.-—LONDON MIDLAND BANK  v, 
MITCHELL, [1899] 2 Ch. 161; 68 L. J. Ch. 568; 
81 L. T. 263; 47 W. R. 602; 15 T. L. R. 420; 
43 Sol. Jo. 586. 

Annotation :—Refd. Stubbs v. Slater, [1910] 1 Ch. 632. 
Lien.]—See Sub-sect. 3, post. 

Statute-barred debt as  consideration.]|—-See 

Contract, Vol. XII., p. 218, Nos. 1781-1784. 








Sus-sEcT. 2.—IN ADMINISTRATION OF ESTATES. 
A. Right of Statute-Barred Creditors to 
Administration. 

See Executors, Vol. XXIII., p. 158, Nos. 
1684-1685. 


B. Set-Off of Debts Against Legacies. 
See ExrcuTors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 437, 489-441, 
Nos. 5072, 5085, 6101-5109. 


C. Payment or Retention of Statute-Barred Debts. 
Ste of representative to pay.]—See Execurors, 
Vol. XXIII., pp. 856-366, Nos. 4245-4341. 
Right of representative to retain.] — See 
Exxscutors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 379, 882, Nos. 
4490-4492, 4519. 


Sus-s8cT. 3.—On Lien. 


See, generally, LIEN, p. 217, Nos. 16-19, ante. 
Solicitor’s lien.]|—See SoLicrrors. 


the action:—Hed: the effect of a4 
plea of the Statute of Limitations was 
not to bar the action, but only to limit 
we ean Sect ecto 

A v. OLaAGGa 
(1844), 2 Kerr, 446.—OAN. 


Part I].—Srvptz Conrract Depts AND PERSONAL ACTIONS. 


Szor. 4.—PERIODS OF LIMITATION. 


See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 8; 
Civil Procedure Act, 1838 (c. 42), 8. 3. 

129. Slander—Words actionable only on proof of 
special damage.}—Law v. HARWOOD (1628),Oro. Car. 

0; 79 H.R. 724; sub nom. LOWE v. HAREWOOD, 
W.J0.1 963; sub nom. HARWOOD ¥.LOWE, Palm, 529. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Cane v. Golding (1649), Sty. 176; 
Crosse ». Gardner (1688), Comb. 14: Iveson v. Moore 
(1698), 1 Salk. 15; Brown v. Gibbons (1702), 2 Ld. Raym. 
831 ; Perry v. Perry (1732), Kel. W. 71; Turner v. Horton 
ise) Willes, 438; Carter v. Fish (1825), 1 Stra. 645; 

alachy v. Soper (1836), 3 Bing. N. C. 371; Bathishill 
Rood (1856), 25 L. J. C. P. 290 3 Ratcliffe v. Evans, 


Uv. 

[1892] 2 Q. B. 524. 

130. .}|— SAUNDERS v. EDWARDS 
(1662), 1 Sid. 95; 82 EB. R. 991. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Aldridge v. Drake (1686), 2 Show. 493. 

131. Words actionable per se.]|—SAUNDERS 
v. EDWARDS (1662), 1 Sid. 95; 82 E. R. 991. 
«innotation :—Refd. Aldridge v. Drake (1686), 2 Show. 493. 

182. Recovery of money improperly paid— 
Action against company directors—Payment ultra 
vires.J|—In July, 1890, pltfs. contracted with the 
Railways & General co., Ltd., for the sale of certain 
stock in the Wrexham, Mold, & Connah’s Quay 
Railway. The real purchaser, however, was the 
Manchester, Sheffield, & Lincoln Railway, & the 
money was paid by that co. in two sums, the larger 
on Aug. 5, & the smaller on Oct. 10, 1890. These 
payments were then ultra vires. But by their Act 
of 1891 they were authorised to subscribe towards 
the undertaking of the Wrexham co., & to hold 
shares therein, & a resolution authorising the 
Manchester co. to so subscribe was agreed 
the day after the Act passed. The books of the 
Manchester co. did not accurately represent the 
facts. The writ was issued on Aug. 6, 1896, 
claiming against three of the directors repayment 
to the co. of these sums :—Held: the purchase 
was not a subscription within the meaning of the 
Act of 1891, & was therefore ultra vires. As to 
the larger sum, the writ not having been issued 
within six years & no fraud being alleged, Statute 
of Limitations afforded a good defence.—-WHITWAM 
v. WATKIN (1898), 78 L. T. 188; 14 T. L. R. 288. 

138. Enforcement of compensation award— 
Under Lands Clauses Act, 1845 (c. 18).]—The 
period within which an action may be brought 
to enforce an award of compensation made by 
an arbitrator under above Act, is six years from 
the date of the award.—TURNER v. MIDLAND Ry. 
Co., [1911] 1 K. B. 882; 80 L. J. K. B. 516; 104 
L. T. 347; 75 J. P. 283, D. C. 


Annotation:—Refd. Cayzer, Irvine v. Board of Trade (1925), 
42 T. L. R. 731 


To what debts & actions limitation applies.]— 
See Part IT., Sect. 2, ante. 
: beh time begins to run.]—See Part II., Sect. 
» post. 














Sect. 5.—WHEN TIME BEGINS TO RUN. 
SUB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

184, Time runs from accrual of cause of action.) 
—It is lawful to sue out an original against a 
member of the House of Commons although 
Parliament is sitting. From the death of Charles I, 
to the restoration of Charles II., the law did not 


PART IL. MARTIN ¥. 

n. Criminal conversation.J}—~—An ac- 
tion for crim. con. is an action upon 
the case & the period of limitation is 
six years.—GRAY v. QUINN (1921), 64 
D. L. R. 719; 610. L. R. 128.—CAN. 
0. dction on covenant in tndenture 
of mortgage.}--The period of limitation 
for an action upon a covenant contained 
in an indenture of mtge, is ten years.— 


cause of action. 
103.—-IND. 


YOUNGSON 
O. L. R. 658.—CAN 


PART It, SECT. 5, SUB-SECT, 1. 
1341. Time rune from 


}—BaDi-Un- 
SHAMS-UD-DIN (1895), I. L. R. 


184 ii. ——.3—-Faz_-uR-RAHMAN vt. 
SH4H MUHAMMAD Kwan (1908), I. L. R. 
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die; but was only suspended in ite operation by 
the tinpediment of the usurpation. As the law did 
not require pltf. to sue in the cts. set up during 
that time, nor look upon them as cts. & as 12 
Car. 2, c. 3, concerning judicial proceedings is not 
to be extended to confirm the cts. themselves, only 
the acts done in them, the not suing in those cts. 
was & merit not a laches. Nevertheless where the 
cause of action accrued on July 10, 1645, an action 
of the case, brought upon a writ sued forth on 
May 27, 1662, is barred by Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), although deft. was a member of the 
House of Commons from the said July 10, until 
Jan. 30, 1648, & although no legal cts. sat after- 
wards until the restoration. The reason is that 
the lapse of time is a bar in the body of the said 
statute ; & the proviso of exceptions reaches only 
to cases of faiaate, mon compos mentis, femes 
coverts, the imprisoned or beyond the seas, & not 
to persons impeded by the obstruction of justice, 
or otherwise.—BENYON v. H\vELYN (1664), O. 


Bridg. 324; 124 B. R. 614. 
Annotations :—Refd. Hall v. Wybourn (1689), 2 Salk. 420. 

Bent Fag) PAG d Ro oa HS Tener 

orris ‘ ; ~v. Faty ? ° * 

1105; Burdett o. Abbott (1811), 14 Hast, 1; Stockaals 

v. Hansard (1839), 9 Ad, & El. 1. 

185. |J—Goutp v. JoHunson (1702), 2 
Ld. Raym. 838; 2 Salk. 422; 92 E. R. 60; sub 
nom. Bootu v. JOHNSON, 7 Mod. Rep. 143. 
Annotations :—Consd. Tanner v. Smart (1827), 5 lL. J. 0.8. 

K. B. 218: Irving v. Veltch (1837), 3 M. & W. 90. Refd. 

Hickman v. Walker (1737), Willes, 27; Leaper v Tatton 

(1812) 16 East, 420: Chapple v. Durston (1830), 1 


Cr. & 
.|}—Goods having been bailed by 





136. 
pltfs. to deft. for safe custody, deft. wrongfully 
sold them; & pltfs., more than six years after the 
sale, being ignorant of the fact of its having taken 
place, demanded the return of the goods, which 
deft. refused :—Held: Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), ran from the date of the demand & 
refusal, & not from that of the sale, inasmuch as 
pltfs., in such a case, though entitled if they had 
discovered the sale to sue immediately for a con- 
version of the goods, were also entitled to elect 
to sue upon the breach of the bailee’s duty in the 
ordinary course by the refusal to deliver up on 
request. Semble: where an action of detinue 
is founded upon a bare taking & withholding of the 
property of another without any circumstances to 
show a trust for the owner, or to found an option 
to sue either for the wrong or for the breach of the 
original terms of deposit, the statute would run 
from the time at which the property was first 
wrongfully dealt with. 

It is a general rule that, where there has once 
been a complete cause of action arising out of con: 
tract or tort, the statute begins to run, & thai 
subsequent circumstances which would but for thi 
prior wrongful act or default have constituted ¢ 
cause of action are disregarded (WILLES, J.).— 
WILKINSON v. VERITY (1871), L. R. 6 C. P. 206 
40 L. J. OC. P. 141; 19 W. R. 604; sub nom 
WILLIAMSON v. VERITY, 24 L. T. 82. 


Annotations :—Distd. Miller v. Dell, [1891] 1 Q. B. 46% 
Consd. Baker v. Co e (1909), 101 L. T. 854. Ment¢ 
Frost v. Knight (1872), Lu. R. 7 Exch. 111; Bristol & Wes 
of England Bank v. Mid. Ry. (1891), 61 L. J. Q. B. 115 
Coldham 9. Hill, (1919) 1 K. B. 443. 





(1924), 55 30 All. 386.—IND. 

. 134 ii. ——.]—SINGARAPPA v. TaLak 
SANJIVAPPA (1905), I. L. R. 28 Mat 
249.—IND. 

accrual of 134iv. ——.}+—NICHOLL v. NICHOL) 
Nissa v. [1916] W. L. D. 10.—S8. AF. 


17 All, 184v. ——.}+—PaTLANSKY ¢. Pa! 
LANSKY (1), [1917] W. L. 7 Al 

p. When cause of aclion accruce 
Person capable of being sued.}—Gran 
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Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sects. 1&2, 
A., B. & C. (a) & (8).] 

437. When cause of action accrues—Person 
capable of suing.|—Murray v. East InpIA Co., 
No. 1, ante. 

188. -]|—THOMSON Uv. 
(LorD), No. 57, ante. 

139. Amount of claim ascertained.]|—By 
an agreement dated Dec. 24, 1915, made under 
seal, pltfs. let to deft. a small holding, containing 
about 48 acres, 2 roods, 18 poles, in Cheshire, from 
year to year from Feb. 2, 1916, at a rent of £132 10s. 
a year payable by half-yearly payments on Feb. 2 
& Aug. 2 each year. The tenant agreed to pay on 
entry any allowance or compensation which may 
be due from the council to the outgoing tenant 
in respect of feeding stuffs or manures or any im- 
provements mentioned in Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908 (c. 28), Sched. I., Part III. ... Deft. 
entered into occupation of the small holding on 
Feb. 2, 1916. At that date the amount of the 
compensation payable to the outgoing tenant had 
not been fixed, & it was not until Feb. 11, 1918, 
that the amount of compensation was agreed to. 
It was then agreed that the council should pay the 
outgoing tenant £30 17s. 6d. & that sum was paid 
by the council to the outgoing tenant on Mar. 17, 
1921. On Jan. 13, 1923, pltf. council brought an 
action in the county ct. claiming to recover from 
deft. the sum of £30 17s. 6d. under the agreement 
of Dec. 14, 1915. Deft. pleaded that pltf.’s cause 
of action had arisen on Feb. 2, 1916, the date of 
his entry on the holding, & that therefore the claim 
was barred by Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), s. 3, because the action was not brought 
‘within six years next after the cause of such 
action or suit’’:—Held: pltfs.’ cause of action 
against deft. did not arise on Feb. 2, 1916, when 
deft. entered on the holding, but only on Feb. 11, 
1918, when the amount of the compensation was 
ascertained by agreement. Thercfore the time 
only began to run from Feb. 11, 1918, & the action 
was not barred by Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), s. 3.—CHESHIRE CounTy COUNCIL v. 
eee (1923), 130 L. T. 123; 21 L. G. R. 524, 


CLANMORRIS 











Ja 


Annotation :—Retd. Cayzer, Irvine v. Board of Trade (1926), 
95 L. J. K. B. 1054. 


140. Person capable of being sued.]—Cause of 
action is the right to prosecute an action with 
effect ; no one has a complete cause of action until 
there is somebody he can sue (BEstT, C.J.).— 
Dovuauas v. ForREsT (1828), 4 Bing. 686; 1 Moo. 
& P. 663; 6L.J.0.8.C. P. 157; 130 E. R. 933. 
Annotations :—Consd. Musurus Bey v. Gadban, [1894] 2 

Q. B. 352. Refd. Cowan v. Braidwood (1840), 9 Dowl. 

26; Rhodes v. Smethurst (1840), 6 M. & W. 351; Towns 

v. Mead (1855), 16 C. B. 123. Mentd. Don v. Lippman 

(1837), 5 Cl. & Fin. 1; Schibsby v. Westenholz (1870), 

L. R. 6 Q. B. 155; Rousillon v. Rousillon (1880), 14 

Ch. D. 351; Mohamidu Mohideen Hadjiar v. Pitchey, 


{1894] A. C. 437; Kmanuel v. Symon, [1908] 1 K. B. 302 . 
Gavin, Gibson ». Gibson, [1913] 3 K. B. 379. 


v. McDONALD (186 : 2 
CAN. (1860), 8 Gr. 468. 





142 ili, ——-.}—-WaTEROUS ENGINE 
WoRKS CO. v. WILSON (1896), 11 Man. 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


141. ——.]——-THOMSON v. CLANMORRIS 


(LORD), No. 57, ante. 

Persons capable of suing or being sued.]—See 
Sub-sect. 4, post. 

Meaning of cause of action.|—See ACTION, Vol. 
I., p. 18, Nos. 104-108. 





SuB-SECT. 2.—ACTIONS FOUNDED ON CONTRACT. 
A. In General. 

142. From date of breach.]|—Brown v. Howarp, 
No. 197, post. 

143. Damage suffered within six years.]— 
Where A., under a contract to deliver spring wheat 
had delivered to B. winter wheat, & B., having 
again sold the same as spring wheat had, in con- 
sequence, been compelled, after a suit in Scotland 
which lasted many years, to pay damages to the 
vendee, & afterwards B. brought an action of 
assumpsit against A. for his breach of contract, 
alleging as special damage, the damages so 
recovered :—Held: although such special damage 
had occurred within six years before the commence- 
ment of the action by B. against A., vet the breach 
of contract, which, in assumpsit, was the gist of 
the action, having occurred & become known to B. 
more than six years before that period, A. might 
properly plead actio non accrevit infra sex annos.— 
BATTLEY v. FAULKNER (1820), 3 B. & Ald. 288 ; 
106 KB. R. 668. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Brown v. 





Howard (1820), 2 Bro. & 


Bing. 73. Consd. East India Co. v. Oditchurn (1849), 7 
ge is peas 85. pld. Violett v. Sympson (1857), 8 


Refd. Davis v. Bank of England (1824), 2 
Bing. 393; Rhodes v. Smethurst (1838), 4M. & W. 42; 
Collinge v. Heywood (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 633; Gibbs ve. 

Guild (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 296. 

144. Not from time of refusal to perform.] 
—In assumpsit, the breach of a contract is the cause 
of action, & Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 
runs from the time of the breach, & not from the 
time of the refusal to perform the contract.— 
East INDIA Co. v. ODITCHURN PAUL (1850), 7 Moo. 
P. C. C. 85; 5 Moo. Ind. App. 43; 14 Jur. 253 ; 


13 E. R. 811, P. C. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Ruckmaboye v. Mottichund (1853), 22 
L. T. O. S. 203; Spencer v. Hemmerde (1922), 91 L. J. 
K. B. 941. Mentd. Reigate R. D. C. v. Sutton District 

Water Co. (1908), 6 L. G. R. 936. 


B. Banker and Customer. 

145. Current account—-No interest paid by 
banker-—Date of payment in.|—-A banking firm, 
who, on opening an account with a customer, had 
agreed to allow him interest at three per cent. 
on the balances which should from time to time 
be standing to his credit, set up Statute of Limita- 
tions as a defence to a bill filed against them by the 
customer for an account. The account as it 
stood in the bankers’ book showed a considerable 
balance due to pitf., but there being no item in it, 
or evidence of any transaction connected with it, 
or a date within six years prior to the filing of 


WELL (1885), I. L. R. 7 All. 284.— 
IND. 
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tiona will be is fatute of Limita- 
CORNOOK (1888), 16 O. R. 406: affd. 
on appeal (1889), 16 A. R. 632.— 
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142 vii. ——.]—Re CHEN! BASH SHANA 
MURP UL (1879), I. L. 


142 villi. ——.}~—Praai La. v. Max- 


R. PART Il, SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 
t. Current account—From date of 
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the bill, nor any suggestion in the bill, that the 

bankers were bound, by the agreement or other- 

wise, to have actually entered the interest as it 
became due to the credit of the customer in the 
account, or that they had omitted so to do with 

a fraudulent intent, the defence was allowed to 

ela mee! v. HiLn (1844), 1 Ph. 399; 13 
.J. Ch. 182; 2L. T, 0.8. 613; 8 Jur. 347; 41 

KE. R. 683, L. C.; on appeal (1848), 2 H. L. Cas. 

28, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Jackson 'v. Ogg (1859), John. 397. 

. kinson v. Bradford Third Equitable Benefit 

Bldg. Soc. (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 377: Re d, Tidd v. 

Overell, [1893] 3 Ch. 154. Consd. Joachimson 

Bank‘Corpn., (1921) 3 K. B. 110. Refd. Blower v. Blower 

(1858), 6 Jur. N. 8. 33; Teed v. Beere (1859), 33 L. T, O. S. 

26; Burdick vy. Garrick (1870). 5 Ch. App. 233; Banner 

v. Berridge (1881), 18 Ch. D. 254: Seagram v. Tuck (1881), 

44 L. T. 800; How v. Winterton, [1896] 2 Ch. 626; Re 

Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, [1920] 1 Ch. 423. Mentd. 

Pennell v, Deffell (1853), 4 De G. M. & G. 372: 

v. Hurst (1854), 18 Beav. 575; Thomas v. Cooper (1854), 

18 Jur. 688 ; Smith v. Leveaux (1863), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 1; 

Hill v. South Staffordshire Ry. (1865), 12 L. T. 63; St. 

Aubyn v. Smart (1867), L. R. § Eq. 183; A.-G. v. Edmunds 

(1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 381 ; Moxon v. Bright (1869), 4 Ch. App. 

292: South Australian Insce. v. Randell (1869), L. R. 3 

P.C. 101; Blyth v, Whiffin (1872), 27 L. T. 330; Garnett 

v. McKewan (1872), 21 W. R. 57; Summers v. City Bank 

(1874), L. R. 9 CG. P. 580; Re Palmer, Er p. Richdale 

(1882), 19 Ch. 1D. 409; Greenwell v. National Provincial 
k (1883), Cab. & Kl. 56; Marten v. Rocke, Eyton 

(1885), 53 L. T. 946; Royal Bank of Scotland v. Totten- 

ham, [1894] 2 Q. B. 715; Re Derbyshire, Webb ». Derby- 

shire, [1906] 1 Ch. 135; Kerrison v. Glyn, Mills, Currie 

(1911), 81 L. J. K. B. 465; London Joint Stock Bank »v. 

MacMillan & Arthur, [1918] A. C. 777. 

146. -|—(1) Money deposited with a 
banker by his customer in the ordinary way, is 
money lent to the banker, with a superadded 
obligation that it is to be paid when called for 
by cheque; & consequently, if it remain in the 
banker’s hands for six years, without any payment 
by him of the principal or allowance of interest, 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), is a bar to its 
recovery. 

(2) An admission by a bkpt. in his balance sheet 
will not take a debt out of Statute of Limitations, 
1628 (c. 16), as against his assignees. 

(3) An admission in an unsigned letter, written 
& sent by direction of the assignees of a bkpt., by 
an accountant employed by them to wind up the 
affairs of the bkpt. estate, will not take a debt 
of the bkpt. out of Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16).—Potr v. CLEGG (1847), 16 M. & W. 321; 
16L. J. Ex. 210; 8L. T. O.S, 493; 11 Jur. 289 ; 
153 Ih. R. 1212. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Atkinson v. Bradford Third 
Equitable Benefit Bldg. Soc. (1890), 25 _Q. B. D. 377; 
fe Tidd, Tidd v. Overell, (1893] 3 Ch. 154. Consd. Joachim- 
son &. Swiss Bank Corpn., [1921] 3 K. B. 110. As to 
(2) Refd. Re Clendenning (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 291. 
Generally, Mentd. Cooke v, peat rae 17 L. J. Ex. 286; 
Tassell v. ge ay (1850), 9 C. B. 509; Farley v Turner 
(1857), 5 W. R. 666; Seymour v. Brecon Corpn. (1860), 
29 L. J. Ex. 243; R. v. Hassall (1861), 9 W. R. 708; 
Garnett v. M‘Kewan (1872), L. R. 8 Exch. 10; Goodwin 


v. Robarts (1875), 44 L. J. Ex. 157; Arnold v. Cheque 
Bank, Same v, City Bank (1876), 1 C. P. D. 578. 


C. Bills of Exchange and Promissory Notes. 
(a) Payable on Demand. 

Summary procedure under Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1855 (c. 67), see BInts oF EXCHANGE, Vol. V1., 
p. 467 et seq. 

147, Date of making.]—CuristTiz v. FoNsIcK 


(1811), 1 ah Cok N. P., 18th ed. 301. 
Annotation :-—Retd. Re George, Francis v. Bruce (1890), 


v. Swiss 
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148. eRe a note payable with interest on 
demand, Statute of Limitations begins to run from 
the date of the note.—NortTon v. ELLAM (1837), 
2M. & W. 461; Murp. & H. 69; 6L. J. Bx. 121; 
1 Jur. 483; 150 EB. R. 839. She a Be 

i— ‘ v. 1859), John. ‘ 
Ante Bothell, Ad eee cthell CFEa2), ae Ch. D. 561. 

Consd. Re George, Francis v. Bruce (1890), 44 Ch. D. 627 ; 

Re Brown's Estate, Brown v. Brown, [1893] 2 Ch. 300. 

Refd. Bradford Old Bank »v, Sutcliffe, (191812 K. B. 833 ; 

Joachimson v. Swiss Bank Corpn., [1921] 3 K. B. 110. 

149. Necessity for demand.|—Re BRown’s 
EsTATE, BROWN v. BRown, No. 219, post. 

150. —— Note deposited as security for future 
advances.]—C. & S., the latter by way of guarantee, 
gave their joint & several promissory note for £200 
to a banking co., as security for advances to be 
made by the bank to C. A memorandum of the 
same date, & signed by the same parties, accom- 
panied the note, & purported to he a further & 
collateral security for C.’s banking account :— 
Held: the note & memorandum must be construed 
together, & Statute of Limitations did not run 
from the time when advances were first made by 
the bank to C. but from the time when the first 
balance was struck.—HARTLAND v. JUKES (18638), 
1H. & C. 667; 1 New Rep. 480; 32 L. J. Bx. 162; 
7L.T. 792; 9Jur. N.S. 180; 11 W. BR. 519; 158 
KE. R. 1052. 

151. Note deposited with banker to be delivered 
to payee on performance of condition—Right of 
action accrues on receipt from banker.) —A 
promissory note made more than six years ago 
& deposited with a banker, to be delivered to the 
payee, on his producing a certain other note can- 
celled. The cause of the action to the payee on 
the first note, accrues on receiving it from the 
banker, & is not barred either by the lapse of six 
years from the date, or by the bkpcy. & certificate 
of the maker, which intervene between the date 
of the note, & the time of its delivery to the payee. 
—SAVAGE v. ALDREN (1817), 2 Stark. 282, N. P. 

152. What is proof of demand— Payment of 
interest.]—In May, 1857, J. gave to R. a promissory 
note for payment of £150 three months after 
demand, no interest being reserved. J. died in 
1869, & R.in 1878. The note was in Jt.’s possession 
at his death, & he had indorsed upon it receipts 
in Nov. 1857, & Aug. 1858, each for half a year’s 
interest. It appeared that no other interest had 
ever been paid. J.’s estate being administered 
by the ct., R.’s exor. claimed to prove on the 
promissory note :—Held: the admissions by the 
payee of the payment of interest were evidence of 
a demand having been made in 1857 so as to make 
the £150 immediately payable, & Statute of 
Limitations was a bar to the claim. 

Payment of interest implies that a debt is due, 
interest being paid in forbearance of a debt 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—Re RUTHERFORD, BROWN v. 
RUTHERFORD (1880), 14 Ch. D. 687; 49 L. J. Ch. 
654; 43 L. T. 105; 28 W. R. 802, C. A. 


Annotations :—Reld. Bradford Old Bank v. Sutcliffe, [1918] 
2 es ae Mentd. Woodcock v. Eames (1925), 69 
ol. Jo. ; 





(b) Payable at Sight. 
153. On presentment.) — No debt accrues on a 
bill payable after sight, until it is presented for 
payment. Therefore Statute of Limitations, 1623 


44 Ch. D. 627. (c. 16), is no bar to such a note, unless it has been 
%. DEANE (1917), 17 S. R. N.S. W. b-—— -——.}—-IsHuR CHUNDER PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT 2.— 
562; 34 N.S. W. W. N. 212.—AUS, BHADURI  , pele Kumari Bipi Cc. (a). 

a. Depostt account—From date of (1888), I. L. R. 16 Cale 25.—IND. d. Note payable to ‘* A. or bearer.’’ 
demand.}—Nasm Bin ABDUL HABIB 0. ——— ———.]—PERUNDEVITAYAR -—The right of action on a note payable 


Fazal ov. ABHAI ITCHACHAND 


Day AMMAL v. 
1873), 10 Bom. 800.—IND, * 


Na 
I. L. R. 18 Mad. 


MMALVAR CHETTI (1895), to A. or bearer, d 
390.—IND. 


oes not accrue to a 
third person as bearer till an actual 


830 LIMITATION 


Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 2, C. 
(b), (c), (2) & (¢), D. & EF.) 

presented for payment six years before the action 

commenced.—HoOLMES v. KERRISON (1810), 2 

Taunt. 323; 127 E. R. 1102. 

Annotations :—Apld. Thorpe v. Booth (1826), RY. 


& M. 388. 
Consd. Norton v. Elam (1837), 1 Jur. 433, efd. Dixon 
v. Nuttall (1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 307. 


154, ———.]—In 1872, B. drew a bill of exchange 
at sight to her own order; she lived from that 
time to her death in 1878 at Marseilles with G. 
as his wife; she indorsed the bill to G. In 1876, 
G. indorsed it to C. The bill was presented for 
payment in 1880:—Held: time did not begin 
to run for the purpose of barring the right of action 
on the bill till presentation.—Re Bors, CROFTON 
v. CROFTON, CANONGE’S CLAIM (1886), 83 Ch. D. 
ee 56 L. J. Ch. 185; 55 L. T. 891; 35 W. R. 

Time for presentment of bills.|——See BILLs oF 
EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 227, 228, Nos. 1421-1431. 


(c) Payable at Fixed Date. 

Bills of exchange, generally, see Biuts or 
EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 1 et seq. 

155. Date of maturity.] — BuckLER v. Moor 
(1672), 1 Mod. Rep. 89 ; 2 Keb. 874; Freem. K. B. 
22; 86 BH. R. 754; sub nom. PUCKLE v. Moor, 
1 Vent. 191. 

156. -}— Semble: an instrument in the 
following terms is a promissory note: ‘‘I have 
received the imperfect books, which, together with 
the cash overpaid on the settlement of your 
account, amounts to £80 7s., which sum I will pay 
in two years’ :—Held: such instrument was 
evidence of an account stated of debts, which would 
become due in two years, & Statute of Limitations 
did not begin to run until the expiration of the two 
years.—WHEATLEY v. WILLIAMS (1836), 1 M. & W. 
533; 2 Gale, 140; Tyr. & Gr. 1043; 5 L. J. Bx. 
237; 150 BK. R. 646. 

Annotations :—Refd. Jarvis v. Wilkins (1841), 7 M. & W. 
410; Spong v. Wright (1842), 9 M. & W. 629; Fryer v. 


Roe (est) 12 C. 437. entd. Turquand ¢. Knight 
Tee »2M. & W. 98; Cleave v. Jones (1852), 21 L. J. Ex. 


157. .|—K. being indebted to pltfs. & to 
deft. & also to a banking co., it was agreed between 
all the parties that, for the purpose of securing 
K.’s debt to the co. deft. should draw upon K. 
three bills of exchange, payable to pltfs., & that 
pltfs. should indorse the bills to the co. The bills 
became due in 18438, & were dishonoured. In 
1847 the banking co. sued pltfs. on the bills, & 
pltfis., in 1851, paid the amount :—Held: pltfs. 
were barred by Statute of Limitations from suing 
deft. as drawer of the bills —WapstTerR v. KIRK 
(1852), 17 Q. B. 944; 21 L. J. Q. B. 159; 19 
L. T. 0.8. 46; 16 Jur. 247; 117 BE. RB. 1548. 

158. ——.]—A promissory note was given by 
deft. to pltfs. in 1840, payable, five years after 
date, for value received Feld : it was evidence 
of an account stated, against which Statute of 
Limitations did not commence running until the 
maturity of the note.-—FRYER v. Rok (1852), 12 
C. B. 437; 188 BE. R. 977; sub nom. FRR v. 
Rog, 19 L. T. O. S. 168. 

159. ——- Note given as security.]|—-STAFFORD 
: dene ve) 10 Mod. Rep. 311; 88 E. R. 742, 

nno — ; : ; 

Matthews v. Spier criss oe nes PETERS EY: 


delivery to him.—SHaw v. MATTHI 
(1833), 3 O. 8, 74.--CAN. Paros. toe. 
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GOMERY v. M'Narr (1850), 2 All. 31. (1882), 1 O. R. 287.—CAN, 


or ACTIONS. 


160, —— armen gba pei a bill of excha 
is drawn payable at a certain future period for the 
amount of a sum of money lent by the ing to 
the drawer at the time of drawing the bill, the payee 
may recover the money in an action for money 
lent although six years have elapsed since the time 
when the loan was advanced; Statute of Limita- 
tions beginning to operate only from the time when 
the money was to be repaid, é.e., when the bill 
became due.—WITTERSHEIM Vv. CARLISLE (LADY) 


WMOUBILON F——EVOLUe at vag ve eee eee 

161. Days of grace.]|—The three days of 
grace allowed by the custom of merchants for pay- 
ment of bills of exchange, are allowable on bills 
drawn & payable in Scotland ; the limitation of an 
action on such bill therefore only begins to run 
from the third or last day of grace.—FERGUSSON 
v. Doveias, Heron & Co. (1796), 6 Bro. Parl. Cas. 


v. Orr Ewing (1885), 10 App. 


¥ wavwee 





Cas. 453. 

162, ——- —— Last day Sunday—R. 8S. C., Ord. 64, 
r. 8.|—Pltf. in the action sued on a promissory 
note at three months, dated Mar. 11, 1874; the 
note was therefore primd facie due on June 14, 
of the same year; June 14 was a Sunday. The 
writ in the action bore date June 14, 1880, which 
was a Monday. It was contended that the right 
of action was barred by Statute of Limitations :— 
Held: the action was barred, & the mercantile 
usage in the matter of days of grace had the 
effect of law, it had the like effect on the custom 
of bills & notes falling due on a Sunday becoming 
payable on the previous Saturday, & Ord. 567, 
r. 3, of Jud. Act, 1875 (c. 77) [now R. 8. C., Ord. 
64, r. 3], did not apply to such a case as the present 
one, as it was not intended to extend the time fixed 
by the Statute of Limitations —Morris  v. 
RICHARDS (1881), 45 L. T. 210 ; 46 J.P. 37. 
Annotation :—Folid. Gelmini v. Moriggia, [1913] 2 K. B. 549. 

163. ——— Note due on Saturday—R. 8. C., Ord. 
64, r. 3.]|—The time for payment of a promissory 
note expired on Saturday, Sept. 22, 1906. The 
writ in an action upon the note against the makers 
was issued on Monday, Sept. 23, 1912 :—Held: 
(1) inasmuch as the cause of action was complete 
at the commencement of Sept. 23, 1906, that day 
must be included in calculating the six years within 
which the action could be brought under Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), therefore the six years 
expired on Sunday, Sept. 22, 1912, & the writ 
was issued too late; & (2) although for the purpose 
of calculating the time for doing anything required 
to be done by R. S. C., Ord. 64, r. 3, if the time 
expires on a Sunday the following Monday, if the 
offices are open, is to count as if it were the Sunday, 
the rule has no effect upon the operation of Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & did not prevent the 
issue of the writ being out of time.—GELMINI 
v. Moriaata, [1913] 2 K. B. 649; 82 L. J. K. B. 
949; 100 L. 1.77; 29 T. L. R. 486. 

164. —— Note payable at specified period after 
demand.|—Where a promissory note was made 
payable “two years after demand” :—Held: 
Statute of Limitations did not begin to run until 
two years after demand had elapsed.—_THORPB ¥. 
CooMBE (1826), 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 847. 

- .) — Statute of Limitations is 
no bar to an action on a promissory note, payable 
61i. — 8 0 ace. }-—- BANK 
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“ twenty-four months after demand,” if presented L. J. Ch. 884; 56 L. T. 92; 85 W. BR. 830; 8 
for payment within six years before the action TT. L. R. 296. 


ee v. Boora (1826), Ry. & M. 
166, ——- ——.]—_Re RUTHERFORD, BROWN v. 
RUTHERFORD, No. 152, ante. 


(d) Accepted in Blank. 

167. From time blank filled up.] — In the 
case of a blank acceptance Statute of Limitations 
runs from the time the bill became due as filled up, 
& not from the time it would have become due if 
completed when it was accepted in blank.— 
MOUNTAGUE v, PERKINS (1853), 1 C. L. R. 579; 17 
Jur. 557; sub nom. MontAaGueE »v, PERKINS, 22 
L. J.C. P. 187; 211. T. 0.8. 185; 1 W. R. 487. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Hatch v. Searles (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 
147; Harvey v. Cane (1876), 34 L. T. 64; London & 
South Western Bank v. Wentworth (1880), 5 Ex. D. 96; 
Carter v. White (1882), 20 Ch. D. 228. 


(e) Dishonour by Non-Acceptance. 

168. From time of non-acceptance.] — The 
holder of a bill of exchange, on non-acceptance, 
& protest & notice thereon, has an immediate right 
of action against the drawer, & does not acquire 
a fresh right of action on the non-payment of the 
bill when due. Statute of Limitations, therefore, 
runs against him from the former & not from the 
latter period —WHITEHEAD v. WALKER (1842), 
as reported in 9 M. & W. 506; 11 L. J. Ex. 168; 
152 EK. R. 214. 

Annotation :—Refd. Hemp v. Garland (1843), 4 Q. B. 519. 


D. Cheques. 

169. Cheque given to be presented on con- 
tingency—Fallure of contingency.|—(1) In an 
action commenced in 1885 for the administration 
of B.’s estate, on inquiries for creditors, P. brought 
in a claim to be paid a sum of £541 16s. 7d. which, 
as to £441 16s. 7d. was for commission & moneys 
lent before Mar. 1878, & which, as to £100 was for 
payment of a cheque, undated, given by B. in 
Mar. 1878, & accepted by P. in discharge of a 
larger sum. B. was sent to the Cape of Good 
Hope in Mar. 1878, & died there in 1884. He, 
while on board ship, wrote a letter in which he 
asked P. to make out his account, & send it to 
him: ‘I will send it you as soon as possible.” 
The account was sent in Mar. 1878, & B. afterwards 
wrote letters to P. in which he said, ‘‘ I will send 
you a cheque as soon asI can ”’ & ‘‘ J will send some 
coin home as soon as ever I can”’ :—Held: as to 
the £441 16s. 7d. there had not been an acknow- 
ledgment sufficient to enable the ct. to infer an 
absolute promise to pay. 

(2) As to the cheque, B. had not at the time of 
drawing it sufficient moneys at his bank to meet it, 
& was negotiating a loan, which he expected 
shortly to complete, out of which the cheque 
would be paid. The loan was not completed. P. 
was informed of that fact. The cheque remained 
undated & was never presented for payment :— 
Held: Statute of Limitations baie the claim, 
as the six years began to run when the letter was 
received stating that the loan would not be com- 
pee & had long since elapsed.—Re BETHELL, 

ETHELL v. BETHELL (1887), 84 Ch. D. 561; 56 


A to (1) oe Barrett v. Davies, Barrett v. 


nnotation :—As 

Withers (1904), 90 L. T. ‘ 

Time for presentment of cheques.|—Sce BILLs 
OF ExcHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 228-230, Nos. 1432- 


1450. 


E. Contracts Dependent on Contingency. 


170. Whether from happening of contingency.] 
—REYNOLDS v. CowPER (1726), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 
73; 5 Vin. Abr. 524, pl. 47; 22 E. R, 64. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. Fenton v. Emblers (1762), 3 Burr. 1278. 

Refd. Wells v. Horton (1826), 12 Moore, C. P. 177. 

171. .|—Statute of Limitations in case of 
a contingency does not run from the time of making 
but from the contingency happening.— FENTON v. 
EMBLFRS (1762), 3 Burr. 1278; 1 Wm. BI. 353; 
97 E. R. 831. 


Annotations :—Consd. Davey v. Shannon (1879), 4 Ex. D. 81. 
Refd. Wells v. Horton (1826), 4 Bing. 40. Mentd. Donelian 
vw. Read (1832), 3 B. & Ad. 899; Souch v. Strawbridge 
(1846), 2-C. B. 808; Hanau v. Ehriich, [1911] 2 K. B. 


172. Death of promissor.]-— A person 
borrowed a sum of money in the year 1807. In 
the year 1815, he stated, by parol, to the attorney 
of the party entitled to it, that he had made 
provision by his will, & had directed his exors. 
to pay it at his death. He died in the year 1825, 
without having made any such provision. In an 
action against the exor. :—He the promise 
was good, & the money recoverable ; neither Stat. 
Frauds nor Statute of Limitations applied to the 
case; & a moral obligation to pay was a sufficient 
consideration for the promise.—WELLS v. HORTON 
(1826), 2 C. & P. 383, N. P. 3 subsequent proceedings, 
4 Bing. 40. 


Annotations :—Refd. Souch v. Strawbridge (1846), 2 C. B. 
808. Mentd. O’Sullivan v. at BY 1866), 14 W. R. 407 ; 
'D. 42 








Knowlman v. Bluett (1874 xch. 307 ; McGregor 


v. McGregor (1888), 21 Q. B. D. 424; Hanau v. Ehrich, 


[1911] 2 K. B. 1056. 

178. .}—A promissory note was given 
more than six years before action, with a memo- 
randum, indorsed on the back, by the payees, to 
the effect that they undertook that no demand 
should be made for payment during the life of the 
maker. An action being brought, within six 
years after the death of the maker against his exors., 
he pleaded Statute of Limitations :—Held: pltfs. 
were entitled to recover, if not upon the note itself, 
at all events on a special count setting forth the 
effect of the arrangement.—WaATKINS v. FIGG@ 
(1863), 11 W. R. 258. 

174. Capacity to pay.]— Deft., being 
drawer of two bills of exchange of which pltf. was 
holder, gave him a written promise that, in 
consideration of pltf. having agreed not to proceed 
against him, deft. thereby debarred himself of 
all future plea of Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), in case of his being sued, & thereby promised 
to pay the bills, ‘‘ whenever my circumstances may 
enable me to do so, & I may be called upon for 
that purpose.’’ In an action of special assumpsit 
on this agreement :—Held: under Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 3, the limitation of 
action ran from the time of deft. becoming able 
to pay, though pltf. had made no demand, & had 
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Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 2, E., 
F., G. & H. (a).] 

not been informed by deft., or otherwise had know- 

ledge, of such ability.— WATERS Vv. THANET (EARL) 

(1842), 2 Q. B. 757; 2 Gal. & Dav. 166 ; l1LL. J. 

Q. B. 87; 6 Jur. 708; 114 E. R. 295. 

175. —— .|—In May, 1849, an order was 
made to wind up a co., & in the ensuing Oct., the 
solrs., who had acted for the co., carried in a claim 
against them for costs. In Nov. 1850, the solrs., 
on the application of the official manager, delivered 
to him the co.’s books & papers, on which they had 
a lien for their costs, upon the official manager at 
the same time undertaking, in writing, to pay them 
the amount of their bill out of the first funds which 
might come into his hands. That undertaking 
received the sanction of the master. In 1859 
the official manager recovered a sum of money, 
& the solrs. subsequently thereto sent in to him a 
larger bill of costs against the co. :—-Held : having 
regard to the undertaking of the official manager 
of Nov. 1850, the solrs. claim was not barred by 
Statute of Limitations.—Re GLOUCESTER, ABERY- 
STWITH & CENTRAL WALES Ry. Co. (1860), 2 Giff. 
47; 29 L. J. Ch. 383; 1L. T. 8320; 6 Jur. N.S. 
116; 8W.R.175; 66 E. R. 20. 

176. }—A debtor wrote to his 
creditor, “‘ I will pay you as soon as I get it in my 
power’ :—Held: Statute of Limitations did not 
commence running until the debtor became of 
ability to pay.—HamMonp v. SmitH (1864), 33 
Beav. 452; 9 L. T. 746; 10 Jur. N..S. 117; 12 
W. R. 328; 55 EB. R. 443. 


Annotation :—Mentd. He McHenry, McDermott v. Boyd, 
Barker’s Claim (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 741. 


F. Copyhold Fines. 

Copyholds generally, see CopyHOLDS, Vol. XIII., 
pp. 9 et seq. 

177. Lord entitled to arbitrary fine on admit- 
tance—Time runs from admittance.]—The lord of 
& manor was entitled to an arbitrary fine on the 
admittance of a tenant to copyhold. He brought 
an action for the fine more than six years after the 
admittance, but less than six years from the assess- 
ment & demand of the fine :—Held: the period 
of limitation began to run from the time of the 
admittance, & the lord’s right was therefore barred 
by Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8s. 38.— 
MONCKTON v. PAYNE, [1899] 2 Q. B. 603; 68 
L. J.Q. B. 951; 81 L. 1.204; 48 W. R. 44; 15 
T. L. R. 531; 43 Sol. Jo. 706, N. P. 


“~~ tation :—Refd. Cheshire t : 
23), 130 L. T. 123, otess enneh we SAonley 


; cea now, Law of Property Act, 1922 (c. 16), 











G. Co-Trustees. . 

See, generally, TRusTs & TRUSTEES. 

178. Right of contribution—From time claim 
of cestui que trust established.|—The principle 
established in Wolmershausen v. Gullick, No. 188, 
post, that Statute of Limitations does not begin 
to run against a surety suing a co-surety for 
contribution until the liability of the surety is 
established, applies equally to the case of a trustee 
claiming contribution against his co-trustee in 
respect of a liability incurred from loss occasioned 
to the trust estate by their joint default. In such 
a case, therefore, time does not begin to run as 
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between the co-trustees until the claim of the 
cestui que trust has been established against one 
of them. 

Pitf. who was trustee of a marriage settlement 
allowed the trust fund to be in the hands of deft., 
his co-trustee, forinvestment. Deft. entrusted the 
whole fund to an ‘‘ outside’’ stockbroker who 
applied a portion of it to his own uses. In an 
action by pltf. & infant cestui que trust under th 
settlement, deft. denied his liability & claimed 
contribution against pltf. trustee:—Held: as 
between the two trustees time did not begin to run 
under Statutes of Limitation until the date of the 
judgment in the action.—ROBINSON v. HARKIN, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 415; 65 L. J. Ch. 773; 741. T. 777; 
44 W. R. 702; 12 T. L. R. 475; 40 Sol. Jo. 600. 


H. Guarantee. 
(a) Surety and Creditor. 


Liability of surety generally, see GUARANTEE, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 62 et seq. 

179. From time of surety’s liability to creditor.] 
—H. gave pltfs. a guarantee for the value of coals 
to be supplied to N., on condition that no applica- 
tion should be made to H. for payment but on 
failure of the ‘‘ utmost efforts & legal proceedings ”’ 
of pltfs. to obtain payment from N. Coals were 
supplied under the guarantee, & remained unpaid 
for till Apr. 1820, when H., in consideration of 
pltfs. giving N. ‘‘ two years & upwards ’’ for the 
liquidation of his then debt, agreed to reserve to 
pltfs. all claim that they might have upon him, H., 
by virtue of the former security, & ‘‘ to be bound by 
the consequence thereof, if, at the expiration of 
such period,’’ pltfs. should not have been paid. 
N. never paid the debt. In Apr. 1824, he went to 
France, but was occasionally in England, privately, 
& for short periods, from that time till 1830, when 
he finally returned. Pltfs. issued process against 
him in June, 1826, & continued it till 1830, when 
they arrested N. upon it, on his return to England. 
Soon afterwards he took the benefit of the Insolvent 
Debtors’ Act. In July, 1828, pltfs. commenced 
an action against H., on his guarantees; that action 
abated by his death in 1829, & in June, 1829, 
pltfs. brought an action upon the guarantees 
against his exors., who pleaded Statute of Limita- 
tions. Issue was tendered & joined on that plea: 
—Held: assuming that the first guarantee was 
incorporated with the second, & that a reasonable 
time must be allowed after the expiration of the 
two years for pltfs. to endeavour to obtain payment 
from H., nevertheless pltfs., having allowed two 
years to pass without proceeding against N., after 
which he went abroad, had at all events exceeded 
such reasonable time, & were barred of their 
remedy against H. by Statute of Limitations in 
July, 1828.—Ho.Lz v. HADLEY (1835), 2 Ad. & Hl. 
758; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 515; 4. J. K. B. 126; 
111 E. R. 292. 

180. .|—In 1816 G. shipped goods on board 
& vessel chartered by him for Calcutta & B. & co. 
made advances to enable him to do so, under an 
arrangement that the goods should be transmitted 
to the agents at Calcutta of B. & co., who were to 
dispose of the outward cargo there, & send the 
proceeds in goods or bills to B. & co. in London, 
who were to reimburse themselves their charges, 
& hold the balance at the disposal of G. In Nov. 


TRaLiA, LTD. v. BARRY (1897), 23 
V. L. R. 505.—AUS. 
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1817, G. being in difficulties & indebted to defts. 
in £850, defts. & G. applied to B. & co. to pay off 
this debt by a further advance to G. on his con- 
signment, defts. gave B.. & co. the following 
guarantee : Messrs. B. & co., you having ex- 
pressed some doubts of the propriety of paying G.’s 
draft on you for £850 in our favour, we hereb 
engage, if you will pay us the same, that we wi 
reimburse you the amount on demand, with interest 
in the event of your finding it necessary to call 
upon us to do so, either from the state of G.’s 
pending account with you, or from any other 
circumstances.”” B. & co. thereupon accepted & 
paid a bill for £850, drawn by G. on them in favour 
of defts. The vessel returned to England with a 
cargo in Apr. 1818, when OC. the owner, G. having 
become bkpt., gave notice to the Hast India co., 
in whose docks she lay, not to deliver any part of 
the cargo without his authority ; they thereupon 
sold the cargo, & paid the owner’s demand for 
freight, &, in consequence of conflicting claims 
from G.’s assignees & from B. & co., filed an inter- 
pleader bill, & paid the balance of the proceeds into 
ct. Proceedings at law & equity were continued 
between all the above parties, under legal advice 
up to the year 1837, when the result was, that B. 
& co. were obliged to pay C.’s costs. In 1838, B. 
& co. demanded of defts. the £850 due by the 
guarantee, with interest & their share of the 
expenses incurred in the law proceedings, & on their 
refusal to pay, brought an action against them on 
the guarantee :—Held: Statute of Limitations 
began to run against pltf., not from the termination 
of the legal proceedings in 1837, but from the 
return & sale of the cargo in 1818, when all the facts 
were ascertained upon which defts.’ legal liability 
depended, & therefore it was a bar to the action.— 
COLVIN v. BUCKLE (1841), 8 M. & W. 680; 11 
L. J. Hx. 33; 151 BE. R. 1212. 

181. Guarantee to pay on demand—Time runs 
from demand.|—/’e Brown’s EstaTE, Brown v. 
Brown, No. 219, post. 

182. -|—In 1894 pltfs. agreed to grant 
aco. a fixed loan of £3,600 & to allow an overdraft 
of £2,500 on the co. depositing debentures for 
£6,100 & procuring a guarantee from two of its 
directors. The debentures were deposited, & the 
directors gave a guarantee, which was expressed 
as being given to protect pltfs. from loss on the 
realisation of the debentures, agreeing to pay to 
pltfs. on demand all sums owing by the co., the 
amount ultimately recoverable under the guarantee 
not to exceed £6,100 with interest ‘‘ from the time 
of default of payment by the co. or from the time 
of your demanding payment thereof from us.” 
In 1898 F., one of the guarantors, became insane, 
& pltfs. had notice of this in 1899. The co. con- 
tinued to bank with pltfs. until 1907, when pltfs. 
amalgamated with another bank under the name 
of the United Counties Bank, Ltd., selling to the 
new bank all its debts & the benefit of all securities 
& guarantees. The £6,100 debentures remained 
registered in the name of pltfs. The new bank 
continued to use the books of the old bank, a note 
being made therein to the effect, ‘‘ United Counties 
Bank, Ltd., as from Feb. 13, 1907.’ The co.’s 
accounts were transferred in those books to the 
name of the new bank, & the co. paid interest on 
the loan account by cheques drawn on the current 
account in favour of the new bank. In 1912 pltfs. 
demanded payment from the co. of the amounts 
owing & commenced an action to enforce the 
debentures, in which they realised a certain sum ; 
& in 1915.they commenced an action on the 

arantee against deft. as the committee of F. 
or the amounts accrued due on the loan account 
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& current account less the amount realised on the 
debentures :—Held: pltfs.’ claim was not barred 
by Statute of Limitations, as no cause of action 
arose against the surety until demand had been 
made by pltfs., & no demand was made till 1912.— 
BRADFORD OLD BANK v. SUTCLIFFE, [1918] 2 K. B. 
833; 88L.J.K.B.85; 119L. T. 727; 347.1. R. 
619; 62 Sol. Jo. 753; 24 Com. Cas. 27, O. A. 

183. Guarantee of mortgage debt-—-Time runs 
after reasonable time for repayment.]—On Jan. 20, 
1881, E., in consideration of an advance of £2,000, 
mortgaged certain real estate to G., & cove-- 
nanted to pay £2,000 & interest at five per cent. 
per annum on July 20, 1881, & to pay interest 
at the like rate half-yearly on the £2,000, or so 
much of it as should for the time being remain 
owing, until the same should be fully paid. On 
May 9, 1882, C. executed a document in the 
following terms: ‘I, C.,’’ for the consideration 
therein mentioned, ‘‘ do hereby guarantee to the 
said G. repayment of the sum... of £2,000, & 
interest for the same ”’ at five per cent. per annum. 
This guarantee was referred to in the correspondence 
relating to the execution thereof as ‘‘ the guarantee 
of H.’s mtge.’”’ Interest was regularly paid by EH. 
until July 20, 1891. EH. died on Sept. 13, 1891, 
& the proceeds of his estate & the property com- 
prised in the mtge. were sufficient to pay £600 
only of the mtge. debt. Upon non-compliance by 
C. with a notice to pay the balance of £1,400 & 
interest, the mtgee. brought an action against C., 
& thereby sought to recover from him £1,400 
& interest, as sums payable by him under his 
guarantee :—Held: (1) the liability of C. was 
confined to the payment of £2,000 & interest, in 
accordance with the terms of the mtge. deed ; 
(2) in the absence of an agreement not to sue for 
a definite time, the mtgee. could at the most be 
presumed to have agreed not to sue for a reason- 
able time; & (3) such time had elapsed prior to 
the commencement of six years before the bringing 
of the action, & consequently the mtgee.’s claim 
against C. was barred by Statute of Limitations.— 
HENTON v. PADDISON (1893), 68 L. T. 405; 9 
T. L. R. 333; 3 R. 450. 

184. Guarantee as to safety of money lent— 
Time runs from time advance jeopardised.|—In 
1879 defts. wrote to pltf., by letter dated Sept. 15: 
‘We hereby guarantee the safety of the above 
investments ;”’ &, by letter dated Sept. 16: ‘‘ We 
acknowledge to have received from you the sum 
of £710 as under: a mtge. on the estate at T. the 
property of B., £360; a mtge. on the estate at F., 
the property of A., £350.” Pltf. C. advanced 
to B. on mtge. of the estate at T. the sum of £360 
through defts. In 1891 pltf. C. conveyed & 
transferred to the pltf. D., in consideration of £300, 
the benefit of the mtge. In 1896 pltfs. sued defts. 
to recover the sum of £360 from them as guarantors 
of the mtge. 


The breach arose within six years before action 
brought, for it was not till then that the invest- 
ment was shown to be unsafe (Lopgs, L.J.).— 
SuEpErs v. THIMBLEBY & Son (1897), 76 L. T. 709 ; 
138 T. L. R. 451; 41 Sol. Jo. 558, C. A. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Stokes ». Whicher, [1920] 1 Ch. 411: 

Wade v. L. & N. W. Ry., [1921] 1 K. B. 582. 

185. Continuing guarantee of bank account— 
Advance made more than six years before action— 
Interest & commission accrued due within six 
years.|—In an action on a guarantee it a peared 
that deft. had guaranteed to plitfs., a b g CO. 
payment of all ragaert ty which might be owing to 
them in account with a customer with interest, 
commission, & other banking charges; & it was 
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ect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 2, H. 
(a), (b) & (c), _ ee 
ded that the guarantee shou & con- 
Ene guarantee & should not be withdrawn 
except by six months’ written notice from the 
guarantor. Plitfs. made advances to the customer 
by honouring his overdrafts from time to time 
down to a period more than six years before the 
action, but made no advances subsequently to that 
period, & the customer paid sums in to his account 
with the bank against his liability from time to 
time down to a period within six years before the 
action. At the end of each half year pltfs. debited 
him in account with the interest for the half year 
on the amount owing by him from time to time & 
carried forward the balance to his debit ag the 
amount owing at the commencement of the next 
half year :—Held: pltfs.’ right of action upon the 
guarantee in respect of the sums advanced by them 
to the customer was barred by Statute of Limita- 
tions, but the action was maintainable in respect 
of interest which had accrued due from the customer 
within six years before the action & had not been 
paid.— Park's BANKING Co. v. Yarus, [1898] 2 
Q. B. 460; 67 L. J. Q. B. 851; 79 L. T. 821; 47 
W. R. 42, C. A. 


Annotations >—Retd. Ascherson v. Tredegar Dry Dock & 


Wharf Co.,[1909]2 Ch. 401; Bradford Old Bank b. Sutcliffe, 


[1918] 2K. B. 833. 


(b) Surety and Principal Debtor. 
Sureties’ rights against principal debtor, generally, 
see GUARANTRE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 121 et seg. 
186. From time of making payment to creditor.] 
— DAVIES v. HUMPHREYS, No. 187, post. 


(c) Co-Sureties. 

Rights & liabilities of co-sureties inter se, sce 
GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 139 et seg. 

187. Where more than proportion paid—-From 
time of payment of excess..—By a promissory 
note, E., D., & H., jointly & severally promised to 
pay to J. £300, with interest. D. having after- 
wards paid J. £280 on account of the note, J. 
made the following indorsement upon it: 
‘* Received of D. the sum of £280, on account of 
the within note, the £300 having been originally 
advanced to E.” In an action brought by D., 
who had paid the whole amount due, against H., 
to recover contribution from him “ as a co-surety,”’ 
it appeared that the amount of principal & interest 
was paid by pltf. more than six years before the 
commencement of the suit, with the exception of 
£30, which was paid by him within that period. 
Statute of Limitations having been plea 
Held: (1) pltf. was entitled to recover only to the 
extent of £30, which had been paid within the six 
years, & Statute of Limitations was a bar to the 
rest, as the right of action attached as soon 
as pltf. had paid more than his proportion ; 
(2) in an action on the same note against B., the 
principal, Statute of Limitations was a bar to all 
except £30, as pltf. had a right of action against 
the principal the moment he paid anything, for 
s0 much money paid to his use.—Davins v. 
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Humpureys (1840), 6 M. & W. 158; 9 L. J. Bx, 
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Snowdon (1881), 17 Ch. D. 44; Stirling ©. Burdett, (1911) 
188. Not till Hability of surety ascertained— 
Though time run as between principal creditor & 
co-surety.|--The Statute of Limitations does not 
begin to run against a surety suing a co-surety for 
contribution until the liability of the surety is 
ascertained, é.e., until the claim of the principal 
creditor, has been established against him ; 
although at the time of the action for contribution 
the statute may have run as between the principal 
creditor & the co-surety.—WOLMERSHAUSEN v. 
GULLICK, [1898] 2 Ch. 514; 62 L. J. Ch. 773; 68 
L. T. 753; 9 T. L. R. 437 ; nae a ae ae 
“Monta. Piiis pe er MET 1. B. 426; Re Blackpool 
90k] Oho 7? Shephenrd o Br poe motor Cnr 938° 
Kechecuony Teedarer: Dock & Wharf Co.,[1909] 2 Ch. 
401; Re Law Guarantee Trust & Accident Soc., Liverpool 
Mortgage Insce. Co.’s Case, [1914] 2 Ch. 817. 
Application of rule to co-trustees.|—<See 
Sub-sect. 2, G., avite. 


I. Husband and Wife. 

Contracts of wife generally, see HUsBAND & 
Wire, Vol. XXVII., pp. 175 et seq. 

189. Ante-nuptial debt of wife—Time runs in 
favour of husband from date of debt.}—A judg- 
ment having been recovered by pltf. in an action 
brought against a married woman under Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), s. 18, for a 
debt incurred by her before marriage, but such 
judgment remaining unsatisfied because she had 
no separate estate, an action for the debt was 
afterwards brought by pltf. against the husband 
who had acquired property from his wife, to an 
amount exceeding the debt:—Held: (1) the 
judgment recovered against the wife was no 
defence to the action against the husband; & (2) 
@ husband cannot be made liable under Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), 88. 14, 15, 
for an ante-nuptial debt of the wife which accrued 
due against the wife more than six years before 
the commencement of the action. 

The Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), ran 
from the time the cause of action rose against 
her. Any acknowledgment by her of the debt 
before the marriage would be available as against 
her; but no acknowledgments or acts of hers 
after the marriage would be available against 
either of them (LINDLEY, L.J.).—BEcK v. PIERCE 
(1889), 23 Q. B. D. 316; 58 L. J. Q. B. 516; 61 
L. T. 448; 64J.P.198; 38 W.R.29; 5T.L. RB. 
672, C. A. 

Annotation :—As to (2) BRefd. Re Parkin, Hill v. Schwarz, 

{1892} $ Ch. 510. 

J. Indemnity. 

Indemnity, generally, see GUARANTEE, 
XXVI., pp. 221 e¢ seq. 


I. L. T, 7, 9.—IR. 
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Part I].—Simptz Contract Dresrs aND PERSONAL ACTIONS. 


190. Time when damnification ocours.)— 
BROWNE v. HANCOCKE (1628), as reported in 
Het. 111; 124 H.R. 888. 

Annotation :—Retd. Chapple v. Durston (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 1 


191. ——.]—-S. & co., the owners of a ship of 
which H. was captain, despatched the latter to 
Miramichi, with instructions to purchase a cargo 
of timber, & draw upon them for the amount. 
H. proceeded to Miramichi accordingly, & there 

urchased some timber from one . for 
£154 11s. 1ld. & drew a bill upon S. & co. for the 
amount, at sixty days’ sight, in favour of the 
seller or his order. ‘The bill was dated Sept. 4, 
1826, &, on Nov. 21, it was duly presented for 
sae ea & protested for non-acceptance. Pitf. 
was in Liverpool, with the ship under his command, 
from Oct. 1826, until Apr. 1827. It was not 
proved that pltf. received any notice of the dis- 
honour of the bill, either from the then holder or 
from defts. who had got the cargo. In 1832, 
Bite: was arrested pon this bill at Miramichi, 
paid it, in order release himself from the 
arrest. In a special action of asswmpsit, brought 
by pltf. against defts. for not paying the bill, for 
not accepting it, & for not indemnifying pltf. 
from, all loss, etc., sustained by him from having 
drawn the bill:—Held: a promise to indemnify 
was the promise which the law would, in this case, 
imply, & as there was no danunification till 1832, 
Statute of Limitations did not apply.—HuntTLEyY 
v. SANDERSON (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 467; 3 Tyr. 
469; 2L. J. Ex. 204; 149 E. R. 483, Ex. Ch. 

192. -|—On a contract to indemnify pltf. 
against costs, which he is afterwards called upon 
to pay, the cause of action arises when he pays, 
not when the costs are incurred, or the attorney’s 
bill delivered to such pltf. Therefore Statute of 
Limitations runs from the time of payment.— 
COLLINGE v. HEywoop (1839), 9 Ad. & El. 638; 
1 Per. & Dav. 502; 2 Will. Woll. & H. 107; 8 
L. J. Q. B. 98; 112 E. R. 1352. 


Annotations :-—Oonsd. Smith v. Howell (1851), 6 Exch. 730. 
Refd. Reynolds v. Doyle (1840), 2 Scott, N. R. 45; Blyth 
», Fladgate, Morgan v. Blyth, Smith ». Blyth, [1891] 1 
Ch. 337; Re Richardson, Ha p. St. Thomas’ Hospital, 
chee ae B. 705. Mentd. Spark v. Heslop (1859), 1 





193. ——-.]—A party who requests another to 
‘lend his acceptance,’ impliedly engages to take 
up the bill at maturity, & to indemnify the acceptor 
against the consequences of non-payment. Upona 
contract to indemnify an accommodation acceptor, 
Statute of Limitations begins to run from the time 
at which the plitf. is damnified by actual payment. 
—REYNOLDS v. DOYLE (1840), 1 Man. & G. 753; 
Drinkwater, 1; 2 Scott, N. R. 45; 4 Jur. 992; 
133 BH. R. 536. 
bal :~—Mentd. Bateson v. King (1859), 4 H. & N. 


194. -]—When a party is called upon to 
pay the debt of another, his remedy over against 
such other runs from the time of actual payment 
by him, & not from the time when he became 
merely liable to pay. 

A, was the accommodation acceptor for B. of 
a bill of exchange, which became due in 1856; 
he was sued upon it, & paid the amount some time 
within the last six years; he thereupon sued B. 
for the same, & upon B. pleading Statute of Limi- 
tations :—Held: the statute commenced to run 
against A. only from the time of payment by 
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him, & therefore he was entitled to recover.— 
ANGROVE v. TIPPETT (1865), 11 L. T. 708. 

195. .j|—-Under a deed of indemnity of 
Oct. 1841, in the nature of a ey ee 
K. the younger & an exor. of testator W., was in- 
demnified by the rest of the family from any claim 
in respect of having allowed the investment of 
@ considerable portion of testator’s estate to two 
of the sons, G. & C. on their promissory notes. 
These promissory notes have been barred by 
Statute of Limitations, no interest having been 
demanded in respect of them nor any acknow- 
ledgment taken. A creditor’s suit had been in- 
stituted to administer the estate of G., & a claim 
to be indemnified against any claim in that suit 
had been carried into chambers in respect of the 
said £400 so formerly advanced to the sons. This 
claim was disallowed :—Held: such claim was not 
barred by Statute of Limitations, & same allowed 
with costs to be added thereto.—TUNSTALL v. 





BARTLETT, KNOWLES v. BARTLETT (1866), 14 
L. T. 400. 
K. Insurance. 
Insurance, generally, sce INSURANCE, Vol. 


XXIX., pp. 36 et sen. 

196. Barratrous sale of ship—Time runs from 
delivery to purchaser.|—If the captain of a ship 
insured barratrously carries her out of the course 
of the voyage, procures her to be condemned in a 
Vice-Admlty. ct., sells her, & delivers her up to 
the purchaser, it is only from this last event that 
Statute of Limitations begins to run as between 
the assured & the underwriter.—HIBBERT v. 
MaRTIN (1808), 1 Camp. 538, N. P. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Dixon v. Sadler (1839), 9 L. J. Ex. 
48; Small v. Gibson (1849), 14 L. T. O. S. 290. 





L. Money Had and Received. 

197. Purchase of void annuity—Money laid out 
on fraudulent security.|Where plitf. in a declara- 
tion of assumpsit, stated that he employed deft. 
to invest & lay out pltf.’s money in an annuity, 
on a good & sufficient security, which he promised 
to do, & assigned for breach that he laid it out on 
an invalid & fraudulent security :—Held: (1) 
Statute of Limitations was a good bar to pltf.’s 
recovery, a8 the promise of deft. was the gist 
of the action; although the action was com- 
menced within the period of six years from the 
time it was discovered that the security was in- 
valid, & deft. knew it to be so at the time the 
annuity was granted. (2) Semble: in cases of 
fraud, Statute of Limitations only runs from the 
time the fraud is discovered.—BROWN v. HowARD 
(1820), 2 Brod. & Bing. 73; 4 Moore, C. P. 508; 
yee nad Apld. G G 

J — 0) * er v. Geo 
an On 140," Reta. Wowrell °. Young (1820) 5 B&O. 

259; East India Co. v. Oditchurn Paul (1849), 7 Moo. 

P. C. ©. 85. 48 to (2) Refd. Davis v. Bank of England 

1824), 2 Bing. 393; Philpott v. pele ned 3 Ad, & 

1.106; Gibbs v. Guild (1882), 46 L. T. 248. Generally 
Refd. Re Triston (1850), 1 L. M. & P. 74. 


198. ——— Time runs from date of annuity being 
set aside.|—In an action for money had & received, 
to recover the consideration money of a void 
annuity, where the annuity was granted more 
than six years before the action brought, but was 
treated by the grantor as a subsisting annuity 
within that period, although subsequently avoided 
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1901, Time when damnification When pitf. is actually damnified. 
oneal there is a period of three Prin v. OnUNDER SEEKUR MOOKER- ft. Action for non-delivery of policy.) 
years’ tation for a suit upon any JEE (1880), I. L. R. 5 Calc. 811; 6 —ROoOBERTSON v. LOVETT (1877), 11 
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Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 2, L., 
M., N., O., 

at his instance :—Held: Statute of Limitations 

did not begin to run until the annuity had been 

avoided.—COWPER v. GopMOND (1833), 9 Bing. 

748; 3 Moo. & S. 219; 2L. J. C. P. 162; 131 


E. R. 795. 
tations :-—Apld. Churchill v. Bertrand (1842), 3_Q. B. 
i etd, Hecgins v. Coates (1843), 5 Q. B. 432. Mentd. 
Molton v. Camroux (1849), 4 Exch. 17. 


199. -]—Intestate granted an annuity 
to pltf. After his death, his administratrix caused 
the annuity to be vacated for a defect in the 
memorial. Pltf., to recover the balance of con- 
sideration money, brought indebitatus assumpsit 
against the administratrix for money had & re- 
ceived by intestate to pltf.’s use, stating promises 
by intestate & by deft. :—Held:; although a right 
to recover the consideration money became vested 
in pltf. on the refusal to continue the annuity, 
such right did not go back, by relation, to the 
time when that money was originally paid: & 
therefore counts in the above forms were not 
applicable.—CHURCHILL v. BERTRAND (1842), 3 
Q. B. 568; 2 Gal. & Dav. 548; 11 L. J. Q. B. 
270; 6 Jur. 855; 114 E. R. 625. 

Ammolalion :—Mentd. Molton v. Camroux (1849), 4 Exch. 


200. .]—If any one of the securities 
for an annuity be set aside, the grantee may re- 
cover back the purchase money in an action for 
money had & received, for failure of consideration. 
Though it does not appear on what ground the 
security was set aside, nor whether the objection 
to it affects the validity,of the annuity. As where 
a rule was obtained by the grantor to set aside 
the warrant of attorney & proceedings thereon, 
on grounds some of which would, & some would 
not, affect the validity of the annuity; & the rule 
was made absolute in terms not showing which 
objection prevailed; & no evidence was given 
on the point. In such an action, the facts appear- 
ing as above stated, Statute of Limitations runs 
from the time when the security is set aside, it 
not appearing that the consideration has failed 
before that time; & the statute does not attach 
if the security was set aside within six years, 
though six years have elapsed since the annuity 
was last paid.—HuGGINS v. COATES (1843), 5 
Q. B. 482; 1 Dav. & Mer. 483; 13 L. J. Q. B. 
a L. T. O. S, 227; 8 Jur. 334; 114 E. R. 
Aa :—Mentd. Burn v. Manning (1842), 12 L. J. 

201. Money paid to avoid seizure.}]— From 
Sept. 1900, to June, 1912, pltf. carried on business 
as a dealer in produce in the vicinity of Spital- 
fields Market. As soon as he commenced business 
deft., who was the owner of the market, demanded 
tolls from him under threat of seizure of his goods 
if he refused to pay, & on the first occasion pltf. 
objected to pay & actual seizure took place. 
Pitf. then consulted a solr. & upon learning that 
other dealers outside the market paid tolls he, 
acting upon the solr.’s advice, paid the tolls under 
protest, & thereafter, he, or his agents acting upon 
his instructions, always paid the tolls under pro- 
test. Subsequently, whenever pltf. challenged 
deft.’s right, or disputed the amount of tolls, in 
particular cases there was a seizure or threat of 
seizure followed by payment under protest :— 
Held: pltf., throughout the period of years 
showed that he only paid to avoid seizure of his 
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goods & never made the payments voluntarily, 
or intended to give up his right to the sums paid 
or close the transaction & he was entitled to re- 
cover under this head of claim the sums paid 
during the last six years immediately preceding 
this action, the earlier payments being barred by 
Statute of Limitations.—MASKELL v. HORNER, 
([1915] 8 K. B. 106; 84 L. J. K. B. 1752; 138 
L. T. 126; 79 J. P. 406; 81 T. L. R. 332; 59 
Sol. Jo. 429; 73 L. G. R. 808, C. A. 

Annan :—Mentd. Brocklebank v. R., [1924] 1 K. B. 


M. Money Lent. 

See, generally, MONEY & MONEY-LENDING. 

202. Money repayable on demand—Time runs 
from date of advance.|—(1) Where money was 
advanced to a firm to be repaid on demand with 
compound interest :—Held: Statute of Limita- 
tions ran from the date of the advance. 

(2) Entries made in the books of the firm 
crediting the person who advanced the money 
with interest from time to time, on the footing of 
periodical rests :—Held: not to bar the statute.— 
JACKSON v. OGG (1859), John. 397; 34 L. T. O.S. 
6; 5 Jur. N. S. 976; 7 W. R. 730; 70 EB. R. 
476. 

Annotation :-—Generally, Mentd. Re George, Francis v. 

Bruce (1890), 44 Ch. D. 627. 


203. Loan by cheque—Time runs from pay- 
ment of cheque by bankers.]—-Pitf. having agreed 
to lend deft. a sum of money, gave him a cheque 
for the amount, which deft. paid into his bankers, 
receiving credit for it. ‘The cheque was not paid 
by pltf.’s bankers till some days later. In an 
acrion for the money so lent:—Held: Statute 
of Limitations only ran from the time of the pay- 
ment of the Sg by pitf.’s bankers.—GARDEN 
v. Bruce (1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 300; 37 L. J. C. P. 
112; 17 L. T. 545; 16 W. R. 366. 

Anno :—Refd. Ie Georgo, Francis v. Bruce (1890), 63 


204. Money repayable upon condition—Time 
runs from compliance with condition.|—~(1) A. 
lent money to a building society upon the terms, 
in writing, that the sum lent should be repayable 
after the lender had given notice of his intention 
to withdraw it, & that no money would be paid 
out by the society except on production by the 
lender, personally, or by some one with a written 
authority, of a loan pass-book given to him when 
the loan was made :—Held: the condition as to 
the production of the book was a condition pre- 
cedent to the liability of the society to.repay the 
money ; so until that condition had been complied 
with, Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16) did not 
begin to run against the lender. 

(2) If a creditor dies intestate on the day a 
debt becomes payable to him, & there is no evi- 
dence to show whether he died before or after 
the moment when the debt became payable, the 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), does not run 
against his administrator until letters of adminis- 
tration have been taken out.—ATKINSON v. BRAD- 
FORD THIRD EQUITABLE BENEFIT BUILDING 
Society (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 377; 59 L. J. Q. B. 
360; 62 L. T. 857; 38 W. R. 630, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Tidd, Tidd v. Overucll, 


1893} 3 Ch, 154. ally, Mentd. Joachimson v. Swiss 


ank Corpn., [1921] 3 K. B. 110. 

205. Money repayable at fixed date—Time runs 
from fixed date—Not from date of realisation of 
securities.,—By a memorandum of deposit, dated 





to devise land—Time runa from date of 
loan.}---FRIAR v. WILMOT (1880), 19 
N. B. R. 520. CAN. 





on promise 


Part I].—Srete Contract Dests AND PeRsoNAL ACTIONS. 


in 1882, of bonds to secure the repayment in 1883 
of an advance, the borrower authorised the lender 
to sell the bonds for the purpose of repaying the 
advance, & undertook to pay the lender any 
difference between the proceeds of the bonds & 
the amount of the advance. In 1889 the lender 
sold the bonds, but the proceeds were not sufficient 
to repay the whole of the advance. In 1891 the 
borrower died without having given any acknow- 
ledgment of the debt :—Held : the cause of action 
in respect of the whole of the debt accrued in 1883 
& not in 1889, & therefore a claim for the differ- 
ence by the lender against the estate of the bor- 
rower was barred by the Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16)—Re McHENRY, McDERMOTT v. 
BoypD, BARKER’s Cuaim, [1894] 3 Ch. 290; 63 
L. J. Ch. 741; 71 L. T. 146; 43 W. R. 20; 10 
T. L. R. 576; 38 Sol. Jo. 616; 7 R. 527, C. A. 

Money repayable by instalments.|—See Sub- 
sect. 2, O., post. 


N. Money Paid by Mistake. 

Mistake, generally, see MISTAKE. 

206. Mistake of fact—Time runs from date of 
payment-—-Demand of repayment.]—(1) Where in 
answer to an action to recover back money paid 
under a mistake of fact deft. relies on Statute of 
Limitations, the statute must be taken to have run 
from the date of payment, & not from the date of 
the discovery of the mistake, nor from the date 
when pltf. might have discovered it by the exercise 
of reasonable diligence. 

(2) Where money has been paid under a mistake 
of fact which was shared by both the party paying 
& the party receiving it, in order to entitle the 
payor to maintain an action for the recovery 

ack of the money so paid it is not necessary that 
he should have given the payee notice of the mis- 
take & demanded repayment. In such a case the 
cause of action is complete the moment the money 
is paid.— Baker v. CourRAaGE & Co., [1910] 1 
K. B. 56; 79 L. J. K. B. 3133; 101 L. T. 854. 


«Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Jones v. Waring & Gillow, 
[1925] 2 K. B.612. Generally, Refd. Re Robinson, McLaren 
v. Public Trustee (1911), 104 L. T. 331. 


207. -|—A legal personal represen- 
tative handed over assets to the wrong person 
more than six years before the commencement 
of proceedings by the person entitled to recover 
the same :—Held: the claim was barred.—Re 
re aaa HINCKS v. ROBERTS (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, 
1920) 1 Ch. 423. Mentd. Re Blow, Bartholomew’s 
ospital v. Cambden, [1914] 1 Ch. 233. 


208. Mistake of law.|—Semble: the money 
sought to be recovered was paid under a mistake 
of law. Qu.: whether, in any event, claimants 
could have recovered over-payments more than 
for six years back.—STANLEY BROTHERS, LTD. v. 
NUNEATON CorpPNn. (1913), 108 L. T. 986; 77 
J. P. 349; 57 Sol. Jo. 592; 11 L. G. R. 902, C. A. 


O. Money Repayable by Instalments. 

208. Debt repayable by instalments—Time runs 
from default of payment of instalment.]—Deft. 
gave a warrant of attorney to secure a debt pay- 
able by instalments, pltf. to be at liberty, in case 
of any default, to have judgment & execution for 
the whole, as if all the periods for payment had 
expired :—Held: deft. might show, under a plea 
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of Statute of Limitations, that the first default 
was made more than six years before action ; 
& this was a complete defence, not ag as to 
instalments due more than six years ago, but also 
as to those due within that period.—HEmMP v. 
GARLAND (1848), 4 Q. B. 519; 3 Gal. & Dav. 402 ; 
12L. J. Q. B. 154; 7 Jur. 802; 114 B. BR. 994. 


Annotations ;—Apprvd. Reeves v. Butcher, [1891] 2 Q. B. 
re Retd. Coburn v. Colledge (1897), 66 L. J. Q. B. 


210. ——— .|—Pltf. lent money to deft. 
under a written agreement, which recited an agree- 
ment for a loan for five years, ‘‘ subject to the 
power to call in the same at an earlier period in 
the events hereinafter mentioned.’’ Deft. agreed 
to pay interest quarterly, & pltf. agreed not to 
call in the money for five years if deft. should 
regularly pay the interest. It was provided that 
if deft. should make default in payment of any 
Pesala | payment of interest for twenty-one 

ays pltf. might call in the principal. No interest 
was ever paid. Pltf. commenced his action within 
aA ale from the end of the term of five years : 
—Held: Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 
was a good defence, for that the time began to 
run from the earliest time at which pltf. could 
have brought his action, i.¢., twenty-one days 
after the first instalment of interest became due. 
—REELVES v. BUTCHER, [1891] 2 Q. B. 509; 60 
L. - Q. B. 619; 65 L. T. 329; 389 W. R. 626, 
C. A. 
Annotations :—Expld. Coburn v. Colle f [1897} 1 Q; 


702. Refd. Henton v. Paddison (1893), 68 L. T 
Bradford O]d Bank v. Sutcliffe, [1918] 2 K. B. 833. 





B. 
5: 


’ 


0 


P. Negligence. 
See, generally, NEGLIGENCE. 
211. Rule same as in actions of tort.j}— 
HowELL v. Youna, No. 250, post. 
Actions of tort.|—-See Sub-sect. 3, post, 


Q. Partners. 

212. General rule.J|—It is settled that after a 
partnership has ceased any claim on simple con- 
tract by one former partner against the others 
in respect thereof is primd facie subject to be 
barred after the expiration of six years. On the 
other hand, while a partnership is continuing 
there is no authority for suggesting that a claim 
between the partners is affected by the statutes. 
In a case of exclusion time would begin to run 
from the act of exclusion (KAy, J.).—BARTON v. 
NortTH STAFFORDSHIRE Ry. Co. (1888), 38 Ch. D. 
458; 57 L. J. Ch. 800; 58 L. T. 549; 86 W. R. 
754 5 4 T. wie noe . ; 

Annotations : onsd. e Pongola 

Refd. Re Severn & Wye & Rover Brive ae 1g06} 4 

Ch, 559. Mentd. Barton v. L. & N. W. Ry., Same v. 

Scinde, Punjaub, & Delhi Ry. (1889), 5 T. L. R. 644: 


Oliver v. Bank of England, {1902] 1 Ch. 610; ; 
England v. Cutler, (1908] 2 K. B. 208. 0; Bank of 


See, generally, PARTNERSHIP. 

Claims for account.]—See Part VII., Sect. 2, 
sub-sect. 2, B., post. 

ee are by partner.|—See Sub-sect. 3, 
post. 


R. Promise to Pay on Demand. 

2138. From time of demand.]—SHutrorp & 
BorovuGn’s Case (1628), Godb. 487; 78 BE. R. 
257; sub nom. SHUTFORD v. PENOW, Cro. Car. 





PART Il. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—N. 
k, Mistake of fact.}—Assxts Co., LTD. v. R. (1902), 22 N. Z. L. R. 459.—N.Z. 
PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—R. 
213 i. From time of demand.}—Day v. Day (1889), 17 A. R. 157.—CAN. 
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Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 2, R., 
S. & 7.) 


ye sub nom. SHUTFORD v. PERCOWE, W. Jo. 

194. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Manby v. Scot (1663), 1 Keb. 80. 
Mentd. Aldridge v. Drake (1686), 2 Show. 493. 
214, ——-.|—BiLu v. Lake (1629), Hut. 106; 

Het. 188; 123 EB. R. 1184, 

Annotation :—Refd. Manby v. Scott (1663), 1 Keb. 80, 
337, 383. 

215. ———.]—-WEBB v. MARTIN (1661), 1 Lev. 
48; 83 E. R. 291; sub nom. WEB v. MaRTIN, 1 
Keb. 177, 197. 

Annotation :—Mentd. St. Germains v. Willan (1823), 3 Dow. 
& Ry. K. B. 441. 


K 
216. gned to a 





Factor.|—If goods are consi 
factor for sale on commission, the law will raise a 
contract to account for such as are sold, to pay 
over the proceeds, & to re-deliver the residue 
unsold, on demand, & an action does not lie against 
him for not accounting, till after a demand made 
of an account. Therefore Statute of Limitations 
runs only from the time of a demand made.— 
Mare Mt BRADDICK (1809), 1 Taunt. 572; 127 


Annotations :—Refd. Crawford v. Crawford (1867), 16 W. NR. 
At. Mentd. Farr v. Hollis (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 


217. ——— Bailee.]|—Time does not begin to run 
under Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), against 
a person who has entrusted money to another 
person for safe custody until demand, though it 
was contemplated that the bailee might use the 
money in business.—Re Tipp, Tipp v. OVERELL, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 154; 62 L. J. Ch. 915; 69 L. T. 
255; 42 W. R. 25; 9 T. L. R. 550; 37 Sol. Jo. 
618; 3 R. 657. 

Annotation :—Refd. Joachimson v. Swiss Bank Corpn., 
[1921) 8 K. B. 110. 

218. From promise to pay.J—CoLLins v. 
BENNING (1701), 12 Mod. Rep. 444; 3 Salk. 227 ; 
88 BE. R. 1440. 

Annotations :—Consd. Topham v. Braddick (1809), 1 Taunt. 

572. Refd. Re Brown’s Estate, Brown v. Brown, [1893] 


2 Ch. 300. Mentd. Re George, Francis v. Bruce (1890), 
44 Ch. D. 627. 


219. Present debt—Promise to pay collateral 
sum—From time of demand.]—(1) Where there is 
@ present debt & a covenant or promise to pay 
on demand, the demand is not considered a con- 
dition precedent to bringing the action; but 
where there is a covenant or promise to pay a 
collateral sum, on demand, e.g., in a covenant by a 
surety for the principal debtor, then request 
must be made before action brought, or before 
the money can be considered as owing by the 
collateral debtor, 

Mtge. of Sept. 1867, contained a joint & several 
covenant by a father & his son to pay mtgee. 
£3,000 “‘on demand,” & that they would, “in 
the meantime from the date hereof,’ pay interest 
on the same, at the rate therein mentioned. The 
father, who had joined as surety only, died in 
Nov. 1872, & his estate was being administered 
In an action commenced in Apr. 1880. No 
claim was made vara the father’s estate in 
respect of his liability on the covenant in the 
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mtge., until July, 1889. Mtgee. now claimed to 
be let in as a creditor of the father’s estate, in 
respect of the amount due on the mtge., which 
the son was unable to pay :—Held: the right of 
action did not accrue against the father’s estate 
until July, 1889, when demand was first made, 

& consequently mtgee. was entitled to come in 

& prove his claim against the father’s estate, 

without disturbing any dividends already dis- 

tributed. 
(2) The law is quite settled that with regard to 

& promissory note payable on demand, no demand 

is necessary before bringing an action & indeed 

Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), begins to run 

from the making of the note (Curry, J.).—Re 

Brown’s ESTATE, BRown v. Brown, [1893] 2 

Ch. 300; 62 L. J. Ch. 605; 69 L. T. 12; 41 

W. R. 440; 37 Sol. Jo. 354; 3 R. 463. 

Annotations :—-As to (2) Apprvd. Bradford Old Bank v. 
Sutcliffe, [1918} 2 K. B. 833. Refd. Edwards v. Walters, 
[1896] 2 Ch, 157. 

Statutory obligation to pay.|—See LlicgHwAys, 

Vol. XXVI., p. 499, Nos. 2075-2076. 


S. Sale of Goods. 

See, generally, SALE OF GooDs. 

220. Goods sold on credit—From expiration of 
credit.|—Goods were sold at six months’ credit, 
payment to be then made by a bill at two or three 
months, at the purchascr’s option :—Held: this 
was in effect a nine months’ credit, & consequently, 
an action for goods sold & delivered commenced 
within six years from the end of the nine months 
was in time to save Statute of Limitations.— 
HELPs v, WINTERBOTTOM (1831),2 B. & Ad. 431; 


9L.J.0.8.K. B. 258; 109 H. R. 1203. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Rugg v. Weir (1864), 16 C. B. N.S. 


221. Goods warranted—From time of delivery 
of goods—Not from breach.}|—In an action by a 
tradesman against the manufacturers of an iron 
safe, for the breach of an alleged warranty that 
it was strong enough to resist all attempts that 
might be thereafter made to force it open, it having 
in fact been broken open by burglars more than 
six years after the sale & delivery, & there being 
evidence that it was broken open easily, & that it 
was far less strong & secure than it ought to have 
been :—Held: the warranty, as declared upon & 
set up at the trial, was an absolute warranty of 
perfect security for all time to come, was one so 
extensive, even if it would be valid, that it re- 

uired cogent evidence of express warranty to 
that extent, & was not sustained by proof of 
mere representations that the safe would be strong 
enough to resist burglars. Semble: even assuming 
that such a warranty had been given, though it 
had certainly been broken, Statute ran from the 
time of the delivery of the safe, not from the 
burglary.—WaALKER v. MILNER (1866), 4 F. & F. 


745. 
T. Solicitor’s Charges. 
Costs of solicitor generally, see SOLICITORS. 
222. From termination of work—Some items 
outside statute.|—(1) Semble: Statute of Limita- 
tions does not begin to run against an attorney’s 


PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 2.—8. 
220i. Goods sold on credti—From 
tances of credit. }—WILSON v. HOWE 
(1903), 23 C. LT. 187;5 0. L. R. 323 ; 
1 0. W. R. 272; 20. W. BR. 52.—CAN. 
{. Goods warranted—From ti 
of aeieery Of cone, ot from breach.} — 
v. WELLINGT 
A. R. 630.—CAN. en at 
1. Goods misrenpresented—From dis- 
covery of misrenresentation. }—RAMIAH 
& Co. v. Sapasiva MUDALIAR (1925), 


I. L. R. 48 Mad. 925.—IND. 

m. Hire-purchase — From payment 
of last 4 ment.}—In an action on 
a Diep purehare agreement :—Held : 
the od of prescription began to 
run from the date of payment of the 
last instalment.—MITOHELL’S PraNO 
SaLoOns v. THEUNISSEN, [1919] T. P. 
dD, 392.—8, AF. 
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2221. From termination of work— 


Some tems outside statute.}-——Re PERRIN 
(1850), 15 L. T. O. 5. 187.—IR. 


222 ii. -}—MILLAR v. KANADY 
(1903), 5 0. L. R. 412.—CAN. 

222 tii. ——. An action was brought 
on a solr.’a account for work in con- 
nection with the formation of a co. 
Some items of the work were done more 
& some less, than six years before 
action. The instructions were given 
for the work as a whole :—Held: the 
account was not barred by the Statute 
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bill on his client for costs in a cause, until the ter- 
mination of the cause. : 

_ (2) Where the action is not brought until after 
six years from the termination of the cause, a few 
items arising out of the cause, & within six years, 
will not serve to take the demand out of the 
statute.—ROTHERY v. MUNNINGS (1830), 1B. & Ad. 
15; 8L. J.0.8. K. B. 386; 109 BK. R. 693. 

Sa ally eater to (2) Reid. Harris v. Quine (1869), 20 


L. T. 947. Generally, Mentd. Bonsey v. Wordsworth 
(1866), 18 C. B. 325. 
223. -.|—Where a client employs an 








attorney to conduct a suit, it is an entire contract 
to carry on the suit to its termination, & deter- 
minable by the attorney only on reasonable 
notice; & where no such notice has been given, 
Statute of Limitations is no bar to that part of the 
demand which is for business done more than six 
years before the commencement of the action by 
the attorney for business done in the suit, whic 
was not brought to a termination till within six 
years of the commencement of the action.— 
HARRIS v. OSBOURN (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 620; 4 
Tyr. 445; 3L. J. Ex. 182; 149 BE. R. 912. 


Annotations :—Apld. Whitehead v. Lord (1852), 7 Exch. 
691. Refd. Harris v. ae (1869), L. R. 4 7: B. 6533 
Hie Hall & Barker (1878), 9 Ch. D. 538. Mentd. Robins 
v. Bridge (1837), 6 Dowl. 140; Nicholls v. Wilson (1843), 
2 Dowl, N. 8. 1031; Re Romer & Haslam, (1893] 2 Q. B. 
286; Underwood & Piper v. Lewis, [1894) 2 Q. B. 306. 


224. .|—Where costs are incurred in 
a suit Statute of Limitations does not begin 
to run against the earlier items until the suit is 
terminated.— MARTINDALE v. FALKNER (1846), 2 
O. B. 706; 3 Dow. & L. 600; 15 L. J.C. P. 91; 
6L. T. O. S. 372; 10 Jur. 161; 1385 BE. R. 1124. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Ivimey v. Marks (1847), 16 M. & W. 
843; Anderson v. Boynton (1849), 13 Q. B. 308; Dimes 
v. Wright (1849), 8 C. B. 831; Keene v. Ward (1849), 13 
Q. B. 515; Cook v. Gillard (1852), 1 E. & B. 26; Cozens 
v. Graham (1852), 12 C. B. 398; R.v. Tewkesbury Corpn. 
Se . 3 Q B. 629; Trench v. Nolan (1872), 27 


225. .|—An attorney or solr. retained in a 
suit at law or in equity is bound to carry it on to 
its termination, unless he gives a notice that he 
shall discontinue if he be not paid or supplied with 
the necessary funds, or the client dies; & Statute 
of Limitations does not begin to run against his 
right to sue for his bill of costs until the happen- 
ing of one of those events. 

Pitf. had, prior to 1840, been retained by A., 
whose administratrix deft. was, to appear for her 
in a suit in equity to which she had been made 
deft. by bill of revivor. In 1840 the suit was 
heard, & a supplemental bill ordered to be filed 
to make certain next of kin parties, but such bill 
was not filed nor any other step taken in the cause 
prior to the death of A., which took place in June, 
1851 :—Held: Statute of Limitations did not 
begin to run until the death of A.—WHITEHEAD 
v. Lorp (1852), 7 Exch. 691; 21 L. J. Ex. 239; 
19 L. T. O.8. 118; 155 H.R. 1126. 
Annotations :—Dis Nera 











td. Beck v. Pierce 
Refd. Re Oartwright (1873), L. R 
Stokes v. Trumper (1855) K. & J. 232; Re Hall & 
Barker (1878), 9 Ch. D. 538; Re Romer & Haslam, [1893] 
aOR, B. 286; Underwood & Piper v. Lewis, [1894] 2 Q. B. 


226. ——— Same solicitor employed to conduct 
appeal.|—Plitfs., attorneys in the Isle of Man, 
were retained by deft., in 1858, to conduct a suit 
of Limitations.—Maokay, HaNnLEY & CHUNDER GHOSE ». 
Boyp v. FRASER (Alta.) (1922), 69 
D. L. R. 848; [1922] 3 W. W. R. 421. 
—CAN. 


23 Q. B. D. 316, 
q. 469. Mentd. 


609.—IND. 
130)"19 8. O 404 
222 iv. ———.}—In the case of an P un. 0. 
attorney’s ae the cause of action STs. AF. 


when the work for which he was 
ead is completed, & limitation 
to run from that time.—ATUL 


2321. Addition _o 
re 


DER SEN (1909), I. L. R. 


f subsequent items 
-}—~Items of an attorney’s 
bill for work done, subsequently to the 
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in one of the Manx cts. in which he was deft. 
The suit was dismissed in Apr. 1861; in Sept. 
1861, pltf. in the suit appealed to a superior ct., 
& plitfs. continued to act for deft. & conducted the 
appeal on his behalf up to Oct. 1, 1862. By the 
anx statute law an action on simple contract 
brought in the temporal cts. of the island must 
be commenced within three years of the cause of 
action. Pltfs. brought an action in one of the 
Manx cts. more than three years after Oct. 1862, 
& the ct. decided that the action was barred by 
the statute. Pltfs. commenced an action in this 
country in Jan. 1868, to which deft. pleaded 
(a) the judgment of the Manx ct.; (b) the English 
Statute of Limitations :—Held: (1) as the Manx 
statute barred the remedy only & did not ex- 
tinguish the debt, the judgment of the Manx ct. 
was no bar; (2) in the circumstances, there was 
a continuous employment of pltfs.; & therefore 
none of the items were barred by Statute of 
Limitations.—HARRIS v. QUINE (1869), L. R. 4 
Q. B. 653; 10 B. & S. 644; 38 L. J. Q. B. 331; 

20 L. T. 947; 17 W. R. 967. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Casanova v. Meier (1885), 1 
13; Re Low, Bland v. Low, [1894] 1 Ch. 147. 


T. L. R. 213 
As to (2) Apld. Baile v. Baile (1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 497. 
Generally, Refd. Turner v. Mid. Ry. (1911), 104 L. T. 


227. Solicitor’s name continuing on record.] 
—Statute of Limitations will not begin to run as 
against a solr. in respect of his claim for costs 
under Solicitors Act, 1860 (c. 127), s. 28, while 
the proceedings are still going on, & his name 
is still on the record as solr.—-BAILE v. BAILE 
(1872), L. R. 13 Eq. 497; 41 L. J. Ch. 300; 26 
L. T. 283; 20 W. BR. 534. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Briscoe v. Briscoe, [18 
543; Re Turner, Wood v. Turner, {1907} 2 Ch. 


228. Other work not completed.|—-Work 
finished six years before the commencement of the 
action will be barred by the statute [Statute of 
Limitations], but as to work in progress & not 
completed at that date, the statute, of course, has 
no application, however long ago the work may 
have been begun (CAVE, J.).—HANROTT’S TRUSTEES 
v. EVANS (1887), 4T. L. R. 128. 

22 Not from expiration of one month 
from delivery of bill of costs.|—-In the case of a 
solr.’s costs the cause of action arises when the 
work is completed, & therefore Statute of Limita- 
tions, 1623 (c. 16), begins to run from that time, 
& not from the expiration of a month from the 
delivery of the bill of costs.—CoBURN v. COL- 
LEDGE, [1897] 1 Q. B. 702; 66 L. J. Q. B. 462 ; 
76 L. T. 608; 45 W. R. 488; 13 T. L. R. 321; 
41 Sol. Jo. 408, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bradford Old Bank vw. Sutcliffe, [1918] 


2 K. B. 833; Wild v. Simpson, [1919] 2 K. B. 544 


e . > ] ° e + 
Cheshire County Council v. Hopley (1923), 130 L. T. 1233 


Cayzer, Irvine v. Board of Trade (1926), 95 L. JI.K. B.1054. 

230. From death of client.|}—WHITEHEAD v. 
Lorp, No. 225, ante. 

231. From notice of refusal to act further— 
Unless supplied with necessary funds.]|—WHITE- 
HEAD v. LORD, No. 225, ante. 

282. Addition of subsequent items after judg- 
ment.|—-ROTHERY v. MUNNINGS, No. 222, ante. 

288. Solicitor’s employment not continuous— 
Later items do not bar statute.|—Deft. employed 
pltf., an attorney, in several transactions, &, 





92] 3 Ch. 
126. 








LAKSHMAN CHUN- 


judgment, in opposing the taxation of 
36 Calc. 2 


the opponent’s costs, although done 
on his client’s instructions, will not 


ALKER v. FRNELE take the matter out of the Limitation 
; 12C. T. RB. 660, Act. ADMINISTRATOR-GENERAL OF 
BENGAL v. CHUNDER CANT MOOKERJEE 

. (1893), I. L. R. 22 Cale. 952.—IND. 


n. From date of  settlement—Not 
from date of retainer.}—In an action to 
Zz 2 
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Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 2, T. 
é& U.; sub-sect. 8, A,, B. & C.J 
among others, in procuring him money to pay off 
a tne: In an action against deft. on ithe bill 
of costs, it appeared, by items in the bill, that 
he had made applications in several quarters 
for this purpose, but without success, after which 
he wrote to pltf., informing him what had been 
done, & requesting to know his wishes. This 
item bore date more than six years before action 
brought. The next, dated within six years, was: 
‘‘ Paid the postage of your answer.’’ By subse- 
quent items it appeared that further endeavours 
were made by plitf. to raise the money. Ulti- 
mately it was obtained :—Held: the transaction 
was not one in which the attorney’s employment 
was continuous, & the latter items did not draw 
after them the previous ones, so as to take these 
out of Statute of Limitations.—PHILLIPS v. 
BROADLEY (1846), 9 Q. B. 744; 16 L. J. Q. B. 
72; 8L. T. O. 8.185; 11 Jur. 264; 115 E. R. 


1461. 
Annotation :—Refd. Harris v. Quine (1869), 10 B. & S. 


U. Work Done. 


234. Work done—Completion of work.] — A 
local turnpike Act enacted that all moneys, etc., 
should be vested in the trustees, to be applied in 
the order & manner following: first, in paying 
costs, charges, etc., in obtaining the Act, etc. ; 
in the second place, in defraying the expenses of 
erecting or providing ie cate toll-houses, & 
other buildings, & repairing the same, & of erecting 
& making necessary & convenient bridges, etc., 
& of repairing the road, etc., & otherwise executing 
the purposes, etc., of the Act; & lastly, in paying 
the interest & reducing the principal of the money 
subscribed, etc. In 1823, pltf. contracted with 
the trustees to build a toll-house, which he accord- 
ingly completed in 1824. In 1829, the trustees 
had a meeting, & verbally ordered that money 
should be raised, & the tradesmen paid :—Held : 
the right of action accrued when the work was 
done, & not when the trustees were in funds; & 
Statute of Limitations was a bar, nowithstanding 
the order in 1829.—EmErRyY v. Day (1834), 1 Cr. 
M. & R. 245; 4 Tyr. 695; 3 L. J. Ex. 307; 149 
E. R. 1071. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bush v. Martin ee?) 2H. &C. 31. 

Mentd. Kondal) v. King (1856), 17 C. B. 483. 

235. Proviso for payment from special 
{und—Time runs from time of existence of fund.]— 
A Board of Trade warrant of abandonment of a 
railway, under Abandonment of Railways Act, 
1850 (c. 83), & Railway Companies Act, 1867 
(c. 127), was made with a condition that moneys 
deposited in the Ct. of Ch. as security should be 
applied as part of the assets of the co. The 
special Act gave a right to sue the co. for the 
costs of obtaining the Act, & it incorporated 
Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 16). 





recover costs as between attorney & 
client :—Held: the Statute of Limita- 
tions commenced to run from the date 
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2341. Work done — Completion of 
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By Companies Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 
(c. 16), s. 65, the money raised by the co. is to be 
applied first in payment of such coste :—Held: 
Statute of Limitations did not run against creditors 
in respect of such costs until the co. had assets 
to meet the claims.—Re KENSINGTON STATION 
Act (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 197; 32 L. T. 183; 23 
W. BR. 463. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Hereford & South Wales Waggon 
& Engineering Co., Head & Walter’s Claims (1876), 45 
L. J. Ch. 461; Re Birmingham & Lichfield Junction Ry. 
(1885), 28 Ch. D. 652; Re Skegness & St. Leonard’s 

Tram. Co., Ez p. Hanly (1888), 41 Ch. D. 215. 


SuB-sectT. 3.—AcCTIONS OF TORT. 


A. In General. 
Tort generally, see Tort. 
236. Tort continuing de die in diem.] — 


Statute of Limitations has no application to an 
action of tort where the tort complained of is 
something which goes on de die in diem.— LONDON 
GENERAL OMNIBUS Co., Lip. v. LAVELL (1900), 
as reported in 83 L. T. 453; 18 R. P. C. 74, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Alaska Packers’ Assocn. v. Crooks 
(1901), 18 R. P. OG. 129; Bourne v. Swan & Kdgar, Re 
Bourne’s Trade Mks., [1903] 1 Ch. 211; Hennessy v. 
Keating (1908), 25 R. P. C. 125; R. v. De Grey, Ex p. 
Fitzgerald (1913), 109 L. T. 871. 


Protection of public authorities—Under Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893 (c. 61).]—See 
PUBLIC AUTHORITIES. 


B. Damage Part of Cause of Action—Con- 
tinuing Cause of Action. 

See, generally, DAMAGES, Vol. XVII., pp. 87-— 
91, Nos. 58-91; MINES. 

237. Time runs from date of damage—Not from 
date of act causing damage—Subsidence.}—The 
right of a person to the support of the land 
immediately around his house is not in the nature 
of an easement, but is the ordinary right of enjoy- 
ment of property; & till that is interfered with 
he has no legal ground of complaint, although, in 
fact, something may have been done which, 
without his knowledge, has occasioned results that 
will afterwards affect his property. 

A. was the owner of certain houses standing 
on land which was surrounded by the lands of 
B., C. & D. E. was the owner of mines running 
underneath the lands of all these persons. He 
worked the mines in such a manner, without 
actual negligence, that the lands of B., C. & D. 
sank in; & after more than six years’ interval 
their sinking occasioned an injury to the houses 
of A. :—He a right of action accrued to A. 
when this injury actually occurred, & his right 
was not barred by Statute of Limitations. 

Suppose a slander to be uttered, which is not 
actionable in itself, but under which special 

e may arise & does arise to somebody 
afterwards, the person complaining of that special 


tions begins to run from the time of 
the seduction, not from the birth of the 
child.— McKay v. BuRLEY (1859), 18 


of the settlement, & not from the 
da of the re Y.—GOURLEY v. 
Hoe OURy (1897), 29 N. 8S. R. 319.— 


0. From date of judgment.J—An 
attorney ts entitled on the ciel ae of 
judgment to sue for his bill, & the 
se ue of Se ae then begins to 

0.—LIZARS OFARLANE v. D 
(1873), 32 U. C. R. 237.—CAN. ae 


p. ———.]}—Re Warp, Ex pvp. R 
& Day (goa 13 Ne, Lee BEE 


work.}—-NaRO GANESH DATAR v. Mu- 
ee KHAN (1872), 9 Bom, 280.— 


2351.—— Proviso for payment 
from special fund—Time runs from 
time of existence of fund.}—SHatT- 
FORD v. FOLEY GOLD MINES CO 
(1925) 3D. L. R 


221; affo., [1926 ee ie Sae7 i 
OL. S30 -—CAN, ae Ns 


PART IL SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 
q. Seduction.]—Statute of Limita- 


VU. C. R. 251.—OAN. 
Yr. -———-.] -—- Cross v. GOODMAN 
(1860), 20 U. C. R. 242.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 3.—B. 

t. Time runs from date of damage 
— Not from date of act causing da 8.) 
-—SNURE vt. GREAT WESTERN RY. bo. 
(1858), 13 U. GC. R. 876.-——-CAN. 

a. ——— + ——~.}—WI8MER 0. GREAT 
WESTERN Ry. Co. (18586), 18 U. C. R. 
383.—CAN. 


-}—CaRRON v, GREAT 
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damage can bring no action till he has sustained 
actual damage (LORD CRANWORTH, O.).—BaAcK- 
HOUSE v. Bonomi (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 503; 34 
L. J. Q. B. 181; 4 L. T. 754; 7 Jur. N. S. 8093 
9 W. R. 769 ; ll EB. R. 825, H. Ta. 3 affg. S. C. 
sub nom. Bonomi v. BACKHOUSEH (1859), BE. B. & 
K. On: Ex. ae 
Annotations :—— - Whitehouse v. Fellowes (1861), 10 
©. B. N. 8. 765. Consd. Spoor v. Green (1874), L. R. 9 
Exch. 99; Eccl. Comrs. for Baalend vw. N. E. Ry. (1877), 
4 Ch. D. 845; Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell (1886), 
11 App. Cas. 127. efd. Rowbotham v. Wilson (1860 
8 H. L. Cas. 348; Todd »v. Flight (1860), 9 C. B. N. 8 
377; Croft v. L. & N. W. a 5 (1863), 3 iB. & 8. 436; 
Lamb v. Walker (1878), 3 Q. B. D. 389; Colley v. L. & 
N. W. Ry. (1880), 49 L. J. Q. B. 575; Dalton v. Angus 
6 App. Cas. 740; Bean v. Wade (1885), Cab. & 
. 619. Crumbie vy. Wallsend L. B. (1891), 60 L. J. Q. B. 
Greenwell v. Low Beechburn Coal Co., [1897] 2 
- B. 165; Hall v. Norfolk, {1900) 2 Ch. 493; Weat 
Leigh Colliery Co. ». Tunnicliffe & Hampson, [1908] 
A. C. 27; Nash v. Rochford R. C., (1917) 1 K. B. 384. 
Mentd. Hunt v. Peake (1860), John. 705; Fletcher v. 
Rylands (1865), 3 H. & CO. 774; Smith v. Thackerah 
(1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 564; Metropolitan Board of Works 
v. Mot. Ry. (1868), L. R. 3C. P. 612 ; Mason v. Shrewsb 
& Hereford Ry. (1871), 25 L. T. 239; Eadon v. Jeffcoc 
(1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 379; Bower v. Peate (1876), 1 
- B. D. 321. Birmingham Corpn. v. Alien (1877), 6 
Ch. D. 284; Bell v, Love (1883), 10 Q. B. D. 547; A.-G. 
v. Conduit Colliery Co., [1895] 1 Q. B. 301; Edinburgh 
& District Water Trustees v. Clippens Oil Co. (1902), 
87 L. T. 275; Harrington v. Derby Corpn., [1905] 1 Ch. 
205; Hague v. Doncaster R. D. C. (1908), 73 J. P. 69; 
Aynsley v. Bedlington Coal Co. (1918), 87 l. J. K 


s e B. 
1031; Davies v. Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co. (1920), 36 
T. L. R. 358. 


238. .]—Lessees of coal under 
resp.’s land worked the coal so as to cause a 
subsidence of the land & injury to houses thereon 
in 1868. For the injury thus caused the lessees 
made compensation. They worked no more, but 
in 1882 a further subsidence took place causing 
further injury. There would have been no further 
subsidence if an adjoining owner had not worked 
his coal, or if the lessees had left enough support 
under resp.’s land :—Held: the cause of action 
in respect of the further subsidence did not arise 
till that subsidence occurred, & resp. could main- 
tain an action for the injury thereby caused, 
although more than six years had passed since 
the last working by the lessees.—DARLEY MAIN 
COLLIERY Co. v. MITCHELL (1886), 11 App. Cas. 
127; 551. J. Q. B. 529; 54 L. T. 882; 517. P. 
148; 2 T. L. R. 301, H. L.3 affg. 8S. C. sub nom. 
MITCHELL v. DARLEY Main COLLIERY Co. (1884), 
14 Q. B. D. 125, C, A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Crumbie v. Wallsend L. B., [1891] 
1 Q. B. 503. fd. Greenwell v. Low Beechburn Coal 
Co., [1897] 2 Q. B. 165; Hall v. Norfolk, [1900] 2 Ch. 
493; Markey v. Tolworth Joint Hospital District Board 
(1900), 69 L. J. Q. B. 738; Carey v. Bermondsey B. C. 
(1903), 2 L. G. R. 219; West Leigh Colliery Co. v. Tunni- 
cliffe & Humpron, [1908] A. C. 27; Huyton & Roby Gas 
Co. v. Liverpool Corpn., [1926] 1 K. B. 146. entd. 
Brunsden v. Humphrey ay , 14 Q. B. D. 141; Serrao 
v. Noel (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 549; A.-G. ».Conduit Colliery 

Co., [189 i . B. 301; Jordeson v. Sutton, Southcoates, 

& Drypool Gas Co. (1898), 67 L. J. Ch. 666; Harrington 

v. Derby Corpn., [1905] 1 Ch. 205; Manley v. Burn, 

{1916] 2 K. B. 121; Nash v. Rochford R. C., (1917) 1 

K. B. 384; Boynton v. Ancholme Drainage & Navigation 

roe 2 K. B. 213; Kennard v. Cory (1922), 91 
. e s 5 e 
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WESTERN Ry. Co. (1856), 14 U. C. R. 
192.—CAN. obstruction caus 
1873 constitutes a 





0. ———.]— MOGILLIVRAY ¥. 
GREAT WESTERN Ry. Co. (1865), 25 
= 69.—CAN. 


U.CGAR 
d.———- -——.}—BAILEY v. 


8, ~——, m vv. TEMI- 
scouaTa Ry. Co, (1906), 1 E. L. R. 
524; 87 N. B. R. 608.—GAN. 

f. weet ee .J—Defts., in 1866, 
wrongfully obstructed a stream flowing 
Nae pitf.’*s lands, & continued the 
obstruction down to 1878, when it 
caused the flooding of his lands :— 


KING (1875), L 





2411. False 





Held: the continuance of the wrongful 


in 1873, & Statute of Limitations began 

to run from the time of th 

1873.—DEVERY v. GRAND CANAL Co. 
.9C. L. 194.—IR. 
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241 ii. —— ——.}—Where a prisoner 
has been arrested under a warrant on a& 
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239. .]—The surface owner has 
no cause of action against the owner of the sub- 
jacent stratum for the removal thereof until 
actual damage results from such removal. If 
damage is caused, the surface owner may recover 
for that damage as & when it occurs, & Statute of 
Limitations is no bar to the recovery of damages, 
however long a time has elapsed since the removal. 
—West LEIGH COLLIERY Co., Lrp. v. TUNNI- 
CLIFFE & Hampson, Lrp., [1908] A. C. 27; 77 
L. J. Ch. 102; 98 L. T. 4; 247. L. R. 146; 52 
Sol. Jo. 93, H. L.; revag. S. C. sub nom, TUNNI- 
CLIFFE & HAMPSON, Ltp. v. WEesT LEIGH COLLIERY 
Co., Lrp., [1906] 2 Ch. 22, C. A. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Wednesbury Corpn. v. Lodge Holes 
Colliery Co., [1907] 1 K. B. 78. 


240. .\—A local authority were 
the owners of the surface of land & of the schools 
erected thereon. The minerals underlying their 
land & the adjoining lands had been for many years 
worked by defts. The surface of pltf.’s land 
subsided with consequent injury to the schools 
& pltfs. sued defts. claiming an injunction & 
damages for the injury caused by their workings. 
Defts. alleged that the subsidence & injury had 
been occasioned by old workings, &, alternatively, 
that pltfs. were only entitled to relief in respect 
of damage, if any, caused since 1909, 7.e., within 
six years before the issue of the writ :—Held: 
subsidence & damage had been occasioned by 
defts.’ workings since 1909, & pltfs. were entitled 
to an injunction & an inquiry as to damages on 
that footing—DuRHAM CouUNTY COUNCIL vw. 
SouTH MEDOMSLEY COLLIERY, Lrp. (OWNERS) 
(1918), 80 J. P. 343. 




















C. False Imprisonment and Malicious 
Prosecution. 


See, generally, MALICIOUS PROSECUTION ; TRES- 
PASS. 

241, False imprisonment—Time runs from time 
of release.|—-It was ruled that where one was 
falsely imprisoned for thirteen years together, 
Statute of Limitations shall not run upon him 
whilst in prison, but he shall have six years to 
bring his action after enlargement; so, though 
the wounding was above six years ago.—ALDRISH 
v. DUKE (1686), Comb. 26; 3 Mod. Rep. 110; 
90 BE. R. 322; sub nom. ALDRIDGE v. DRAKE, 2 
Show. 493. 

242. —_—- —-—— Damages for time within 
statute.|—CovENTRY v. APsSLEY (1691), 2 Salk. 
420; 91 HE. R. 366. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Eggington v. Lichfield Corpn. (1855), 

24 L. J. Q. B. 360. 

243. Maliclous prosecution — Time runs from 
close of prosecution.|—Action for wilfully & mali- 
ciously procuring E., as creditor of pltf., to oppose 
the discharge of pltf. by the Insolvent Debtors 
Ct., & for wilfully & maliciously obtaining from 
E. an affidavit containing, to deft.’s knowledge, 
a false statement, & for using the affidavit in the 
opposition ; by reason of which pltf. was adjudged 


criminal charge, & is released on bail 

sanding a hea of the charge, & 
the warrant is subsequently set aside, 
the time for bringing an action for false 
imprisonment runs from the date of 
the release on bail, & not from the date 
of the warrant being set aside.—SYED 
MAHAMAD YUSUF-UD-DIN v. SECRE- 
TARY OF STATE FOR INDIA IN COUNCIL, 
(1903), 19 T. L. R. 496.—IND. 


2481. Malicious prosecution—Time 
runs from close eo osecuiton.}—In an 
action for cious prosecution :— 
Held: the Statute of Limitations com- 
menced to run from the date of 


fresh damage in 
h cause of action 


e damage in 
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Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 8, C., 
DE. FG, W170. & KE 


to be discharged as soon as he should have been 
in custody sixteen months from the date of the 
order at the suit of E.; & that, by reason of the 
premises, & of a detainer lodged by deft. at the 
suit of KE. while pltf. continued in custody & before 
the expiration of the sixteen months, pltf. did 
not enjoy the benefit of the Act so soon as he other- 
wise would, & was detained in prison. The 
action was commenced more than six years 
from the order of the ct. & the lodging of the 
detainer, but within six years of the termination 
of the imprisonment :—Held: the action was 
barred by Statute of Limitations.—VIOLErT ». 
SYMPSON (1857), 8 HE. & B. 844; 27 L. J. Q. B. 
138; 30 L. T. O. 8S. 114; 8 Jur. N. 8. 1217; 6 
W. RR. 12; 120 E. R. 128. 


D. Fraud and Fraudulent Misrepresentation. 
See Part VIII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, post. 


E.. Fraudulent Concealment. 
See Part VIII., Sect. 2, sub-sect. 2, post. 


fF. Libel and Slander. 

See, generally, LIBEL & SLANDER, pp. 1 et seq., ante. 

244, Slander—Words actionable without special 
damage—Time runs from altering the words.]— 
SAUNDERS v. EDwarps (1662), 1 Sid. 95; 82 
ii. R. 991, 

245. ——— Words actionable on proof of special 
damage—Time runs from occurrence of damage.]— 
SAUNDERS v. EDWARDS (1662), 1 Sid. 95; 82 
EB. R. 991. 

246. —— ———- ——.]—-LITTLEBOY v. WRIGHT 
(1662), 1 Lev. 69; 1 Keb. 328; T. Raym. 63; 
y Boye 85, ae kg Eh aah 301. 

nnotations :—Reld. Nicklin v. Willia 

259; Darley Main Colliery Co. e. Mitebell Gesen i 

App. Cas. 127. 

247, ——- ——— -———.]—BAackHoUusE v. Bono, 
No. 237, ante. a 

248. Libel—Time runs from date of last pub- 
lication.]—The first count, in an action for a libel, 
was In respect of a newspaper published more 
than seventeen years before action brought. 
Statute of Limitations being pleaded :—Held : 
the plea was negatived by proof that a single 
copy had been purchased from deft. for pltf., by 
pitf.’s agent, within the six years.— BRUNSWICK 
(DUKE) v. Harmer (1849), 14 Q. B. 185; 19 
L. J.Q. B. 20; 14 L. T. 0.8. 198; 14 Jur. 110; 
117 E.R. 75. 


e 
e 
9 


G. Mines—Wrongful Taking of Minerals. 
See Part VIII., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, B., post. 


H. Negligence. 
See, generally, NEGLIGENCE. 
249. Time runs from date of negligent act.]— 
(1) Declaration in assumpsit stated as a breach, 
that deft. did not diligently & sufficiently make a 


acquittal, when the proceedings bec 

terminated, before which pit?, had "6 

Pubitae rae & not from the date of 
—~——CR NDALL Vv. 

30 C. P. 497,.—CAN, Sree ee TSED) 
ii, —- ——,j—Narayy : 

Hayya (1899), I. L. R. 23 Mad eee 


matter.— MAHOMED 
4 7 ——IND e 


PART II. SECT. 5, 
2491. Time runs 


act.}—In an acti 
ae advice as to ‘ay 


runs from ti ving 
time of inn oh rds eek ~~ 
Lewis (1896), 22 V.L. R. 410.—-AU8, 

249 fi. ——.}—Pltfs, sued defts. for 


es IL SECT. 5, SUB-SECT, 3.—F. 
i, Libel—Time rune from date of 
ne Publication.}—A cause of action Aah 
ARES for defamation of character 
arises on the date of the publication of 


oF ACTIONS. 


search at the Bank of England to ascertain whether 
certain stock was standing in the name of certain 
persons, deft. having been aren We as an attorney 
so to do: the omission to search took place more 
than six years before action brought, although it 
was not discovered by pltf. till within the 
six years. Statute of Limitations having been 
pleaded :—Held: upon this form of declaration, 
pltf. was not entitled to recover. 

(2) On the discovery being made deft. said the 
neglect arose from the omission of his clerk, & that 
he was responsible :—Held: upon this record, 
such an acknowledgment was not sufficient.— 
SHorT v. M‘CarTuy (1820), 8 B. & Ald. 626; 106 


E. R. 789. 
Annotations :— As to (1) Apld. Brown v. Howard (1820), 4 
Moore Consd. 


©. P. 508. Howell v, Jeune (1826), 5 
C. 259.  Refd. Whitehead v. Howard (1820), 2 Brod. 
Davis v. Bank of England (1824), 2 Bing. 
393; Granger v. George (1826), 5 B. & O. 149; East 
India Co. v. Oditohurn (1849), 7 Moo. P. C. C. 85; Ke 
Triston (1850), 1 L. M. & P. 74; Imperial Gaslight & 
Coke Co. v. London Gaslight Co. (1854), 2 ©. L. R. 1232 ; 
Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 296; Turner v. Mid. Ry. 
(1911), 104 L. T. 347 


250. ——.]—Declaration stated that pltf. had 
contracted with A. to lend him the sum of £3,000 
at interest; the repayment, with interest, to be 
secured by a warrant of attorney & certain 
mtges. of freehold & leasehold premises, provided 
they should be found to be a sufficient security for 
the same ; that pltf. retained deft. as an attorney, 
to ascertain whether they would be a sufficient 
security ; that deft. accepted such retainer, & 
that it became his duty to use due care & diligence 
to ascertain whether the warrant of attorney & 
mtges. would be a sufficient security for the ne ie 
ment of the £3,000 & interest. Breach, that deft. 
did not use due care & diligence in that behalf, 
but wholly neglected so to do, &, on the contrary, 
falsely represented to pltf., that the warrant of 
attorney & mtges. would be a sufficient security 
for the repayment of the £3,000 with interest, 
whereupon pltf. lent the £3,000 to A.; that they 
were not a sufficient security, by reason whereof 
plitf. had wholly lost the interest due & payable on 
the said sum of £3,000 amounting to a large sum, 
to wit, the sum of £1,000, & was likely woe. to 
lose the said principal sum of £3,000. At the trial 
it appeared, that in the year 1814 deft. had been 


B. & 
& Bing. 372 ; 





retained by tua to ascertain whether the warrant 
of attorne mtges. were a sufficient security for 


the £3,000 & interest, & that at that time he 
re ideas they were so. In the year 1820, the 
interest to that time having been regularly paid, 
it was discovered that the warrant of attorney & 
mtges. were not a sufficient security :—Held: the 
misconduct or negligence of the attorney con- 
stituted the cause of action, & Statute of Limita- 
tions began to run from the time when deft. had 
been ty of such misconduct, & not from the 
time when it was discovered that the securities 
were insufficient.—-HOWELL v. YOUNG (1826), 5 
B. & C. 259; 2C. & P. 288; 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
14; 4L.J.0.8S. K. B. 160; 108 KB. R. 97. 


Annotations :—Retd. Philpott v. Kelley (1835), 3 Ad. & FE). 
106; Smith v. Fox (1848), 6 Hare, 386; Re Triston 





the letter containing the caer triad 
BHEIKH AMEER ALY (1867), 2 


80 negligently constructing their rail- 
way. as to ohetrnat a watercourse b 

which his land had been drained, 
thereby causing the same to overflow 
& injure his crops :—Held: an action 
would lie, & might be brought within 


ImpapD LI ©. 
Agra, 
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six months from the ury.-~VAN- 
from cm oF ii- HORN v. GRAND TRUNK Ry. Co. (1859), 


249 fii, ————-, }—-BURD ©, MACAULAY, 
[1924] 2D. L. R. 815; 3 W. W. BR. 
93; 20 Alta. L. R. 369; affy, fuged) 
1D. L. R. 811; 1 W. W. RB. 369.— 


Part I].—Stmetz Contract DEBTS AND PERSONAL ACTIONS. 


eee: 1L. M. & P. 74; Violett ». Sympson (1857), 27 
. J. Q. B. 138; Gibbs ». Guild (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 296; 
Bean v. Wade (1885), 2 T. L. R. 157; Blyth v. Fladgate, 
Morgan ¥. Blyth, Smith v. Blyth, [1891] 1 Ch. 337; Re 
Somerset, Somerset v. Poulett, [1894] 1 Ch. 231. Mentd. 
Re pany & Hawksford, Norton v. Cooper (1856), 26 
L. J. Ch. 313 ; Hughes v. Twisden (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 481. 
_ 251. --]|—Demurrer to a bill of discovery, 
in aid of action on the case for negligence, allowed ; 
it appearing by the bill that the cause of action 
had not arisen within six years before the suit. 

In an action on the case, against an attorney 
for negligence :—Held: the cause of action arose 
at the time the negligence occurred, & not at the 
time the negligence was discovered, or the con- 
sequential damages ensued.—-SmiTH v. Fox (1848), 
6 Hare, 386; 17 L. J. Ch. 170; 10 L. T. O. S. 
363 ; 12 Jur. 1380; 67 BH. R. 1216. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Bean v. Wade (1885), 2 T. L. R. 157. 
Menta. Hie Many. & Hawksford, Norton v. Cooper (1856), 


252. .]—In order to perfect the title of an 
assignee of an equitable interest in trust funds 
notice of the assignment must be given to the 
trustees of those funds. Therefore, if new trustees 
have been appointed in a settlement of a rever- 
sionary interest of funds bequeathed in trust under 
a will, & the person who has acted as solr. to the 
new trustees from the date of their appointment 
fails to give notice of the appointment to the 
trustees of the will, & loss is thereby caused to the 
settlement fund, the solr. is liable to an action of 
negligence at the suit of the new trustees. Insuch 
a case the right of action arises from a breach of 
contract, & therefore Statute of Limitations runs 
in favour of deft. from the date of the breach of 
duty, 7.e., from the time when the notice should 
have been given.—BEAN v. WADE (1885), 2 
T. L. R. 157, C. A.; varying, 1 T. L. R. 404. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Blyth v. Fladgate, Morgan wv. Blyth, 
Smith v. Blyth, [1891] 1 Ch. 337. 


253. -]— In 1869 P., a member of a firm 
of solrs., by his advice induced pltf. to invest 
moneys upon the security of an equitable mtge. 
of a lease which he represented as renewable, & 
which had previously been renewed by custom 
every fourteen years but the future renewal whereof 
was prohibited by statute passed in 1868. In 1875, 
P. fraudulently, & without the knowledge of his 
partners, gave a legal mtge. of the lease to a third 
party without notice of pltf.’s mtge. The security 
proved insufficient, & P. having absconded, pltf. 
sought to make P.’s firm liable for the loss sus- 
tained by him :—Held: since the transaction of 
-1869 was within the ordinary limits of the partner- 
ship business, the firm was liable for negligence in 
respect thereof, but the remedy against them was 
barred by Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16).— 
HUGHES v. TWISDEN (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 481; 64 
L. T. 570; 34 W. R. 498; 2 T. L. R. 482. 
Though negligence concealed.] — 
In an action against a solr. for negligence, con- 
cealment of the negligence until within six years 
before action is no answer to the defence of Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), if deft. has not been 
guilty of fraud.— ARMSTRONG v. MILBURN (18886), 
64 L. T. 723; 2 T. L. R. 615, C. A. 
Ste A at Osgood v. Sunderland (1914), 111 


255. -.]}— Where a client claimed 
against her solr. for negligence in having advised 
an investment on a mtge., which proved in- 
sufficient, without disclosing that there had been 
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no independent valuation on behalf of the mtgee. : 
—RHeld: the client’s right of action arose when the 
negligent act was committed, & not when it was 
discovered by the client, it not being a duty on 
the part of her solr. continuing day by day to 
disclose his negligent act.—Woop v. JONES (1889), 
61 L. T. 551. 

256. ——- Wrongful certification of lunacy.|— 
Pitf. was in 1912 certified as a lunatic by deft., 
a medical man, under Lunacy Act, 1890 (c. 5), 
gs. 4 (2), & a reception order was then made, under 
which pltf. was detained & was taken to a 
licensed house. In an action brought in 1922 for . 
negligence in giving the certificate deft. denied 
negligence & pleaded Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), s. 8, which bars actions on the case six 
years after the cause of action. The jury found 
that when the certificate was given pltf. was not 
of unsound mind & that deft. did not use reason- 
able care, & they awarded piltf. es :-—Held : 
the action was barred by Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), s. 3, & pltf. could not rely on the 
protection given by sect. 7 of that Act to a person 
who when the cause of action accrued was non 
compos mentis, inasmuch as the jury had found that 
at the time he was of sound mind.—HARNETT v. 
FisHER (1926), 1385 L. T. 724; 42 T. L. R. 745; 
70 Sol. Jo. 917, C.A. 


I. Subsidence. 
See Sub-sect. 3, B., ante. 


J. Trespass. 

See, generally, TRESPASS. 

257. Time runs from each cause of action.|— 
STRANGE v. ATTHOWEH (1628), Het. 116; 124 
EB. R. 387. 

258. —— Account of rent & profits.|REeaDE 
v. READE, No. 82, ante. 

Continuing cause of action.|—See Sub-sect. 3, 
B., ante. 


K. Trover and Detinue. 
(a) Of Goods. 

See, generally, TROVER. 

259. Detinue — Goods held with consent of 
owner—Time runs from refusal to return.|—Mon- 
TAGUE v. SANDWICH (LORD) (1702), 7 Mod. Rep. 
99; 87 E. R. 1121. 

260. ——- —-— -———.]—In the case of an 
action of trover if goods are left in the hands of 
another Statute of Limitations does not begin to 
run from the time of delivery but from that of the 
demand & refusal (LORD KENYON).—COMPTON. v. 
CHANDLESS (1801), 4 Esp. 18, N. P. 

a olelion :—Mentd. Bernie v. Read (1845), 14 L. J. Q. B. 


261. -|—A.’s furniture was 
seized under an execution by the sheriff, who 
assigned it to the judgment creditor. <A.’s friends 
afterwards purchased it from the judgment 
creditor, & the sheriff’s officer then retired & left 
the goods in A.’s possession, who remained in 
undisturbed enjoyment for more than six years. 
After his death, the furniture was claimed by his 
friends who had purchased it, & adversely by his 
administratrix :—Held: the rights of the former 
were not barred by Statute of Limitations, & es 
A.’s possession was rightful, the statute could only 
apply from six years from a conversion.— EDWARDS 
v. CLAY (1860), 28 Beav. 145; 54 E. R. 821. 


PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 3.—K. (a). 
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Sect. 5.—When time Ls tal to run: Sub-sect. 3, K. 
(a) & (b), & L.; -sect. 4, A. & B.] 

262. -—- -—— ——— Not from date of sale.|— 
WILKINSON v. VERITY, No. 136, ante. 

268. Trover—Time runs from date of conver- 
sion.]|—SwAYN v. STEPHENS, No. 297, post. 

264. If no fraudulent concealment.|— 
Declaration entitled generally of Michaelmas term. 
Plea, that the cause of action did not accrue 
within six years before the exhibiting of pltf.’s 
bill :—Held: (1) deft. might give evidence of the 
day on which the bill was actually filed, in order to 
support his plea; & (2) Statute of Limitations was 
a bar to an action of trover, commenced more than 
six years after the conversion, though pltf. was 
ignorant of the conversion till within the elx years ; 
deft. not having committed any fraud to prevent 
pltf.’s earlier knowledge.—GRANGER v. GEORGE 
(1826), 5 B. & C. 149; 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 729; 
108 E. R. 56. 

Annotations -—As to (2) Refd. ead a v. Kelley (1835), 4 
Nev.’ & M. K. B. 611. Generally, Mentd. Lester v. Jenkins 
(1828), 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 429. 

265. —— ——.]—In trover Statute of Limita- 
tions runs from the time of conversion, & not from 
the time of sale.—-DENYs v. SHUCKBURGH (1840), 
4Y.&C. Ex. 42; 5 Jur. 21; 160 E. R. 912. 


Annotations :—Refd. Eccl. Comrs. for England v. N. E. Ry. 
eds 4 Ch. D. 845; Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 
96; Baker v. Courage, {1910] 1 K. B. 56. Mentd. 
Roberts v. Eberhardt (1853), 2 +9 Rep. 780; Adair v. 
a ae oo & Metropolitan Water Board (1908), 25 


266. 
136, ante. 

267, ——- ———.] —In Sept. 1889, pltf. pledged 
& piano with the husband of deft. The same year 
he converted it to the knowledge of pltf. In Mar. 
1897, he died, & pltf. then tendered the money to 
present deft., his extrix. & widow, & demanded 
the return of the piano :—Held: deft. could not 
be liable, &, as she never had possession of or any 
property in the piano, no action of conversion 
would lie against her. 

More than six years have elapsed since the sale 

of the instrument, & the knowledge of its sale. 
It is contended that pltf. need not sue until the 
money had been offered & it had been refused, & 
that that was the conversion, & that the six years 
under Statute of Limitations only ran from the 
tender of the money . . . which was the real act 
of conversion, that is the refusal to give up on 
that tender. I do not think so (Day, J.).— 
HINCHCLIFFE v. SHARPE (1898), 77 I. T. 714. 
_, 268. Goods converted in part.]—Semble : 
if a bailee of wine draws off & converts part of it 
without the owner’s knowledge, & at the end of 
six years is sued in trover for the whole quantity, 
he cannot set up his conversion of part as a con- 
version of the whole, to support a plea of Statute 
of Limitations.—Pnitpotr v. KELLEY (1835), 3 
Ad. & El. 106; 1 Har. & W. 134; 4 Nev. & 
M. K. B. 611; 4L. J. K. B. 139; 111 EB. R. 353. 


Annotations :—Refd. Plant v. Cotterill (1860), 5 H. & N. 430. 
Mentd. Parry v. Roberts (1835), 3 AGL & ta 118. 


(0) Of Title Deeds. 
269. Time runs from demand & refusal.] — 
The lord of a manor granted a lease of the manor 
to A. to hold for three lives, & deposited with A. 











——.]— WILKINSON v. VERITY, No. 





263i. Trover—Time runs from date 


}—ScotT v. McAL- 





es 


268 fi 
PINE ( 


263 ili, ——-——,.}—Brooxegr v. Bow- = refusal 


eres (1895), 13 N. ZL. Rf. 


PART Il. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
1857), 6 C. P. 302._-CAN pate. 

° 2691. Time runs from demand & 
}-After the redemption of a 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


the ct. rolls. In 1820 the lease expired by the 
death of the survivor of the lives. In 1822 the 
grantor by letter requested A.'’s representative to 
deliver up the ct. rolls. No notice was taken of 
this letter nor was any further application made 
by the grantor till the year 1844, when he filed a 
bill against A.’s representatives to recover the ct. 
rolls & title deeds of the manor. Deft. by his 
answer relied on Statute of Limitations :—Held : 
the bill was filed too late-—WELLS (DEAN & 
CHAPTER) v. DODDINGTON (1845), 2 Coll. 73; 14 
lL. J. Ch. 304; 5 L. T. O. S. 170; 9 Jur. 768; 


63 EH. R. 642. 
Annotation :--Refd. Beaumont v. Jeffery, [1925} 1 Ch. 1. 
270. ——— Unless defendant legally in possession 


of land.|—B. having become bkpt. in 1828, while 
5 Geo. 2, c. 30, was in force, an assignee was 
appointed who died in 1840. In 1844, & after 
the passing of 1 & 2 Will. 4, c. 56, certain lands 
came to bkpt. by descent, which he conveyed to 
defts. in the following beset Bkpt. died in 1853 
without ever having obtained a certificate. In 
1858 pltfs. were appointed assignees under the 
bkpcy., & recovered the land in question by eject- 
ment. In detinue for the title deeds :—Held: (1) 
by 12 & 18 Vict. (c. 106), ss. 4, 142, on the appoint- 
ment of pltfs. as assignees, the property in the 
lands & deeds relating to it vested in them; & 
(2) inasmuch as until the appointment of pltfs. as 
assignees there was no detention of the deeds 
adversely to them, Statute of Limitations was no 
answer to pltfs.’ claim.—PLANT v. COTTERILL 
(1860),5 H. & N. 430; 209 L. J. Ex. 198; 21. T. 
20; 8 W. R. 281; 157 KE. R. 1249. 

271. —— Deeds fraudulently deposited with 
defendant.|—Title deeds were fraudulently de- 
posited by a person not having the right to their 
custody with a solr., who, with no knowledge of the 
fraud, advanced money on the security of such 
deposit :—Held: until the delivery of the deeds 
had been demanded from the innocent & bond 
fide holder & refused, there was no conversion; & 
Statute of Limitations began to run only from such 
demand & refusal._—_SPACKMAN v. FOSTER (1883), 
11Q. B.D. 99; 562L. J. Q. B. 418; 48 L. T. 670 ; 
47J.P.455; 31 W. R. 548, D.C. 


Annotations :—Folld. Miller v. Dell, [1891] 1 Q. B. 468. 
Refd. Baker v. Courage, [1910] 1 K. B. 56; Clayton v. 
Le Roy, [1911] 2 K. B. 1031. Mentd. Re Sale Hotel & 
Botanical Gardens, #zx P: Heskoth (1898), 78 L. T. 368; 
Sparenners v. Edinburgh Life Assce. (1911), 81 L. J. K. B. 


272. ———- ———.]—A lease belonging to pltf. 
was fraudulently taken from him by his son, & 
was deposited, without pltf.’s knowledge, with B. 
in 1881 as security for repayment of money lent 
by B. B. held the lease without knowledge of the 
fraud. B. having become bkpt., his trustee in 
1889 assigned the debt to deft. & handed the lease 
over to him. Subsequently pltf. demanded the 
lease of deft., & upon his ref to return it brought 
an action for detinue & conversion, to which deft. 
pleaded the Statute of Limitations :—Held: the 
Statute of Limitations began to run from the time 
when pltf. first had a complete cause of action 
against deft., irrespective of the question whether 
he had a previous cause of action against B.; the 
statute therefore only began to run from the date 
of the demand & refusal, & was no answer to the 
action.——MILLER v. DELL, [1891] 1 Q. B. 468; 60 


mtge., the title deeds of the mortgaged 

premises were left with the mtgee. who 

refused to return them on amen made 
: : e 

the date of the m 


refusa]._—_SUBBAKKA t. MARUPPAKKALA 
(1891), I. L. KR. 15 Mad. 157.—IND. 


Part II.—Sirmpte Contract Depts AND PERSONAL ACTIONS. 


L. J. Q. B. 404; 63 L. T. 693; 39 W. R. 342; 7 
T. L. R. 155, C. A. 


tons :—Refd. London & Midland 
Ch. 161; Clayton v. Le Ro 
> Bradford Old Bank v. Sutcliffe, 


L. Waste. 

See AGRICULTURE, Vol. II., p. 114, Nos. 964- 
967; LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 
350 et seq., &, generally, REAL PROPERTY; SETTLE- 
MENTS. 

273. Timber wrongfully cut-— Time runs from 
receipt of money by tenant for life—In action for 
money had & received.|—-No action lies by the 
reversioner & owner of the inheritance to recover 
the value of timber cut by the deceased tenant for 
life after a fine levied by her, whereby she acquired 
a base fee, & before the avoidance of such fine & 
base fee by the entry of the reversioner for that 
purpose ; such entry not revesting the reversioner’s 
old estate by relation during the continuance of the 
base fee thus created, so as to entitle him at law 
to the timber & other mesne profits taken during 
that interval. Even supposing that after Statute 
of Limitations had run against the appropriate 
action, by the reversioner against the tenant for 
life for mesne profits, or for waste, upon the 
original wrongful act of cutting down & converting 
the trees, an action of assumpsit for money had & 
received for the purchase-money of the trees sold, 
which was in fact paid to the former tenant for 
life within the six years, was maintainable against 
her representatives after her death.—HUGHEs v. 
THOMAS (1811), 13 Hast, 474; 104 E. R. 454. 

274. Time runs from cutting of trees.|— 
(1) If a tenant for life impeachable for waste cuts 
timber without the leave of the ct., he will never 
be permitted to derive any advantage from his 
wrongful act. In such a case, the act being wrong- 
ful, Statute of Limitations begins to run against 
the remainderman from the time of the cutting. 

(2) If after Statute of Limitations has begun to 
run, the right to sue & the liability to be sued meet 
by act of law in the same person, the running of 
the statute is suspended. Where a debtor takes 


Bank v. Mitchell, 
{1911) 2 K. B. 


fois) 2 K. B, 833. 





out administration to his creditor, the running of | 


the statute will be suspended during the administra- 
tion.—SEAGRAM v. KNIGHT (1867), 2 Ch. App. 
oer oS Ne J. Ch. 918; 17 L. T. 47; 15 W. RB. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Dashwood v. Magniac, [1891] 





3 Ch. 306. 48 to (3) efd. Re Benzon, Bower v. Chetwynd 
(1914), 83 L. J. Ch. 658. 
275. ———.]—-A tenant for life was extrix. 


of a preceding tenant for life, both being impeach- 
able for waste, & both having committed waste by 
cutting timber :—Held; Statute of Limitations 
began to run against the remaindermen in fee from 
the time when the timber was cut, & not from the 
time of the death of the tenant for life.—H1GaGin- 
BOTHAM Vv. HAWKINS (1872), 7 Ch. App. 676; 41 
L. J. Ch. 828; 27 L. T. 828; 20W. R. 055, L. JJ. 
Annotation :—Refd. Dashwood v. Magniac, [1891] 3 Ch. 306. 

276. ——— Tenant for life also ultimate remain- 
derman—Time runs from death of tenant for life.]|— 
Where a tenant for life, impeachable for waste, 
cut timber, but there was no one to bring an action, 
because he also happened to be owner of the first 
estate of inheritance, & died :—Held: (1) a bill 
for an account would lie against his estate, at the 
suit of a tenant for life in possession, on the 
; that cts. of equity will interfere where 
they find collusive waste going on between a 
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tenant for life & the owner of the first estate of 
inheritance; & so, also where the two characters 
of tenant for life & remainderman in tail or in fee 
happen to meet in the same person; (2) such a bill 
also must be brought within six years of the death 
of the tenant for life-—BrrcH-WOLFE v. BIRCH 
(1870), L. R. 9 Hg. 688; 39 L. J. Ch. 346; 23 
L. T. 216; 18 W. R. 594. 


SuB-sECT. 4.— DISABILITIES. 


A. To What Actions Applicable. 

See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 73 
Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 97), 
ss. 10-12, 14. 

277. Assumpsit.|—The privileges by reason of 
infancy & other impediments are saved, in an 
action on the case on assumpsit, by Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & that action is within 
the equity of the saving clause thereof, though it 
is named in the limiting clause only. LER 
v. VILETT (1670), 2 Wms. Saund. 117; 1 Sid. 
453; 85 EH. R. 833. 

Annotations :—Reld. Roche v. Hepman (1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 
172; © v. Bulkeley (1745), Ridg. p. H. 278; 
Piggott v. Rush (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 912; Rhodes v. 
Smethurst (1840), 6M. & W. 351; Inglis v. Haigh (1841), 
8M. & W > Towns v. Mead (1855), 16 C. B. 123. 


. 7693 
Mentd. R. v. Drake (1705), 2 Salk. 660; Collins ». Brook 
Nnearn H. & N. 700; Sinclair v. Brougham, [1914] 


278. ——.]—The proviso in Statute of Limita- 
tions, 1623 (c. 16), saving the rights of infant 
pltfs., extends to actions of assumpsit.—CROSIER 
v. TOMLINSON (1676), Freem. K. B. 208; 2 Mod. 
Rep. 71; 89 E. R. 147. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Piggott v. Rush (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 
912; Towns v. Mead (1855), 16 C. B. 123. Tut 
1 Lut. 


279. .|— Gerry v. CoKE (1692), 
242; 125 E.R, 127. aes 
280. .|—[An action of] assumpsit is within 
the equity of the exception in Statute of Limita- 
tions, 1623 (c. 16).—ANON. (1729), Fitz-G. 81; 
94 KB. R. 663. 








281. ——_.]—-RocuHE v. HepMAN (1729), 1 
Barn. K.B.172; 94 E.R. 118. 
282. ——.]—An action of assumpsit for un- 


liquidated damages is within the saving clause of 

Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 7.— 

Piacort v. RusH (1836), 4 Ad. & Hl. 912; 2 Har. 

& W. 28; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 376; 6L. J. K. B. 

272 ; 111 EB. R. 1027. 

Annotations :—Refd. Story v. Fry pee?) 1 VY. & C. Ch. Cas. 
603; Towns v. Mead (1855), 16 C. B. 123; Harnett v. 
Fisher (1926), 135 L. T. 724. 

283. All actions on the case.]—-CHANDLER v. 

Vitetrt, No. 277, ante. 

Extent of application of limitation generally, 
see Part II., Sect. 1, ante. 


B. Disability of Co-Plaintiff. 

284. Time runs from accrual of cause of action.] 
—If one pltf. be abroad, & the others in England, 
the action must be brought within six years after 
the cause of action arises. 

This statute [Limitations, 1623 (c. 16)] having 
been always considered as a beneficial law for the 
public, we ought not to extend the exceptions 
in it to a case which does not require it (ASHHURST, 
J.).—PERRY v. JACKSON (1792), 4 Term Rep. 516; 
100 B. R. 1150. - 

Sob: 


Annotat :— Expl. Fannin v. Andergon (1845), 7 
Reta. erham v. 


811, v. Ra (1824), 2 Bing. 
Towns v. Mead (1855), 16 C. R123. } 


PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 3.—L. 
Timber wrongfully cut—Time runs from opriation of timber—Not from time of cutting. —AIrvaPpa REDDI 0. EKup- 
~ Reppr (1905), I. L. R. 28 Mad. 20--—IND. 
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Sect. 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-aect. 4, C. 


C. Particular Disabilities. 
(a) Absence Beyond the Seas. 
i. In General. 


285. Mean of ‘‘beyond the sea: _ 
words in Biataee of Limitations, 1623 ae Raat 
. 7, ‘ beyond the seas,’”’ are synonymous, eg 
; 7 the words ‘‘ out of the realm,” oO 
* out of the territories,” * 


en ee 


import, with 
out of the land,” or 

are not to be construed literally. 

y, LULLOoBHOY MorricHuND (1852), 8 Moo. 

Pp.c.C. 43 5 Moo. ae App. 284; 22 L. T. O. 8. 

903; 14 KE. R. 2, P.C. 

"36. What countries included—Ireland.]— 

Dublin or any other place in Ireland is beyond 

sea within the meaning of Statute of Limitations. 

NIGHTINGALE v. ADAMS (1688), Holt, K. B. 

426; 1 Show. 91; 90 E. RB. 1135. 

Annotations :—Refd. Battersby t. Kirk (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 
584; Lane v. Bennett (1836), 1M. & W.70; Ruckmaboye 
" Lulloobhoy Mottichund (1852), 8 Moo. P. C. C. 4. 

287. .J—Ireland is beyond sea, 
within Statute of Limitations—ANON. (1688), 1 
Show. 91; 89 BH. R. 471. 

Annotation :-—Retd. Ruckmaboye v. Lulloobhoy Mottichund 
(1852), 8 Moo. P. C. C. 4. : 

288. ——.]—Ireland is still a place 
beyond the seas, within 4 Ann, c. 3, s. 19, not- 
withstanding the Act of Union, & Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 7 (a). LANE v. BENNETT (1836), 
1M. & W. 70; 1 Gale, 368; Tyr. & Gr. 441; 150 
E. BR. 350; sub nom. LANE v. CONNELL, 5 L. J. Ex. 98. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ruckmaboye v, Lulloobhoy Motti- 

chund (1852), 8 Moo. P. C.C. 4. Mentd. Mather v. Brown 

(1876), 1 C. P. D. 596. 

289. —— Scotland.]—(1) Statute of Limi- 
tations. 1623 (c. 16), extends to persons in Scotland. 

(2) The Statute of Limitations ought to be con- 
strued liberally (Wi1LMOT, J.).—KING v. WALKER 
(1761), 1 Wm. Bl. 286; 96 E. R. 159. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Lane v. Bennett (1836), 1 M. & W. 
70; Ruckmaboye v. Lulloobhoy Mottichund (1852), 8 
Moo. P. C. C. 4. 

.|—See, now, Mercantile Law Amendment 

Act, 1856 (c. 97), 8. 12. 

290. Mercantile Law Amendment -Act, 1856 
(c. 97), s. 12—Whether retrospective.]— FLoop v. 
PATTERSON, No. 310, post. 

291. Effect of temporary presence in England.} 
—-Where a debtor, at the time of contracting a 
debt, is abroad, his return to this country, though 
for a very short time, a day or two, for instance, 
without any intention to remain, & without the 
knowledge of the creditor, is yet a return within 
the meaning of 4 Ann. c. 3, 8. 19; & the time 
reckoned by Statute of Limitations will thereupon 
begin to run.—GREGORY v. HURRILL (1826), 5 
B. & C. 341; 8 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 270; 4L.5.0.8. 
K. B. 262; 108 E. R. 127. 

Annotation :-—Consd. Harnott v. Fisher (1926), 135 L. T. 724. 
292. -]|—Where a debtor has resided abroad 

for some years, but came to Dover for two days 

only, viz. one Saturday & Sunday in the year 

1838, so landing in England is not such a cessation 

of residence abroad beyond the jurisdiction of the 

ct. as that Statute of Limitations would run from 

that period.—Re BULLER (1846), 8 L. T. O. 8. 4. 


PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
Cc. (8) i. 





























2851. Meaning of “ beyond the seas."") to 
—‘ Beyond the seas,” in the various 
Imperial Statutes of Limitation, is to 
be read “out of the territory.’”— 
GRIFFITH ¥. 
294.—AUS. 

285 il. ——.}—The oxpression “ be- 


= ON v. 
L. R. 1.—OAN. 


hat the seas” in the Statutes of 
imitation means ‘‘ out of the terri- 

»” or *“ beyond the jurisdiction.” 
OLLEY (1871), 1 Man. 


PART II, SECT.-5, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
C. (a) il, 


LimrraT1on OF ACTIONS. 


208, ——.] — A. & Ba bankers at Frankto 
sued OC, on a Fi egeeree a ch became d ie 
Deo. 2, 1848. Deft. pl ‘Statute of vamta- 
tions; to which pitts. replied, that, at the time of 
the accruing of causes of action, they were 
Beyond the seas, & they did not, nor did 
either of them, come to this country until within 
six years before the commencement of the action. 
In support of the replication, A. was called. IIc 
sta that he was not in Hngiand at any time 
between the maturity of the bill & the year 185) . 
* that his partner, H., had never been in England’ 
Upon cross-examination, he admitted that B. was 
occasionally absent from Frankfort for three or 
four days, & sometimes for a week or a month 
together :—Held: this was evidence to go to the 
jury; & it was necessary to call B. h If to 
negative his having been in England.—Koci « 
GoGEL v. SHEPHERD (1856), 18 C. B. 191; 27 
L. T. 0. 8.108; 4 W. R. 529; 199 EB. R. 1340. 


ii. Of Credttor. 
See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 5. 7; 
&, now, Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 


c. 97), s. 10. 
204. Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 
(c. 97), s. 10—No disability.}—CoRNILL v. Hup- 


SON, No. 317, post. 
29 








‘ eee above sect. is retro- 
spective; & therefore, even where the cause of 
action has accrued before the statute was passed, 
no person is enfftled to any time within which to 
commence an action beyond the time fixed by 
Statute of Limitations, Le reason of such person 
being beyond the seas when the cause of action 
accrued.—PaRDO v. BINGHAM (1869), 4 Ch. App. 
735; 89 L. J. Ch. 170; 20 L. T. 464; 34 J. P. 


88; 17 W. R. 419, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Chapman, Cocks v. Chapman, 
[1896] 1 Ch. 323; West v. Gwynne (1911), 80 L. J. Ch. 
578; R. «. Southampton Income Tax Comrs., Az p. 
Singer, [1916] 2 K. B. Mentd. Hicks v. Powell 
1869), 4 Ch. App. 741; In the Goods of owing (1881), 6 

» D. 19; O'Grady v. Wilmot, [1916] 2 A. C. 231. 

296. Former law.]—ROCHTSCHILT v. LEIBMAN 
(1729), 2 Stra. 836; S rriTHOoRST v. GRAEME 
(1770), 3 Wils. 145; WiLit1aMs v. JONES (1811), 
13 East, 439; Le VEUx v. BERKELEY (1844), 5 
Q. B. 836; TowNnsEND v. DEACON (1849), 3 
Exch. 706; Laronp v. Ruppock (1853), 18 C, B. 
813; RErmeERs v. Druck (1857), 23 Beav. 158, n. 


iii. Of Debtor. 


See Statute of Limitations, 1628 (c. 16), s. 7; 
4 & 5 Ann. c. 3, 8s. 19; Mercantile Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1856 (c. 97), 8. 11. 

297. Whether statute runs in favour of debtor.]} 

(1) In trover & conversion pltf. may reply, to a 
plea of Statute of Limitations, that deft. trans- 
ported the goods beyond the sea by consent, & 
that he afterwards converted them to his own use, 
& remained in parts beyond the seas, by reason 
of which pltf. could not sue him. Qu.: if Statute 
of Limitations operates while a debtor is abroad. 

(2) Trover is an action within Statute of 
Limitations. 

(83) Request & non-delivery of goods sold abroad 
is a new conversion of them when deft. comes to 

a deft., beyond the seas at the time 

the cause of action accrued, to be sued 


within six yeare after his return, is not 
affected by pltf.’s absence from the 
jurisdiction or the fact that pltf. has 
never been within the jurisediction.— 
Kasson v. Howiry (1871), 1 Man. 


L. R. 1.—CAN, 


h. No disability.|—The lability of 


Part 1L—Smevt Cowreacr Dents arp Prrsonat, Actions. 


England.—SwAvn v. Stepan (1698), Cro. Car. 
24, 8383; W. Jo. 252; 79 EB. R. 815, 892, 
Annotations -—4s to (1) Apld. Roche ». Hepman {1729), 1 

GREE, Ad’ £108, “clneruip Montd Cage's, tod 
ttit3s 12 Mod. Rep. 288. és ‘ 

-}— Davis v. Yate (1699), 2 Lut. 

$46; 125 BE. R. 628. 
sry ia —~—Mentd. Mostyn v. Fabrigas (1775), 1 Cowp. 


299. ———.|—If the creditor is beyond the sea 
Statute of itations will not take place. So it 
is by 4 & 5 Ann, if debtor is beyond the sea.— 
JOLLIEFH v. Pirr (1715), 2 Vern. 694; 23 BE. R. 
1050, L. O. 

Annotations :—Reld. Murray v. East India Co. (1821), 5 
B. & Ald. 204. Moentd. Douglas v. Forrest (1828), 4 
Bing. 686 ;" Rhodes v. Smethurst (1840), 6 M. & W. 351. 
800. ——- Time runs from return to jurisdic- 

tion.|—BEVEN v. CLAPHAM (1664), 1 Lev. 143; 

83 H.R. 339; sub nom. BEVIN v. CHAPMAN, 1 Sid. 


228; 1 Keb. 799. 
Annotations :—Retd. Kinsey v. Heyward (1698), 1 Ld. 
v. Atkins (1726), 2 Ld. Ra . 1427. 








Raym, 431; Story 
Mentd. Holyday v. Fletcher (1727), 1 Barn. K. B. 29. 
301. -|—If a debtor be beyond sea 


at the time the cause of action arises, the creditor 

may sue after his return within the times limited 

by Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16) & 4 & 5 

Ann. c. 3.—HALL v. WYBANK (1690), 8 Mod. Rep. 

311; Carth. 186; 2 Salk. 420; 1 Show. 98; 87 

EB. R. 205. 

Annotations :—Reld. Davis v. Yale ite?) 2 Lut. 946; 
Roche v. Hepman (1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 1723 Beckfor 
v. Wade (1805), 17 Ves. 87. 

302. -—To an assumpsit brought on 

& promise to pay May 1, deft. pleads Statute of 

Limitations. Qu.: if a replication stating that 

he was beyond sea when the cause of action 

accrued, & that the action was begun within six 

years after his return, be good.—AUBRY v. 

ale (1714), 10 Mod. Rep. 205; 88 E. R. 


Annotation :—Retd. Beckford v. Wade (1805), 17 Vos. 87. 


803. .J—A creditor by 4 Ann. [c. 3] 
has the same privilege of debtor’s being beyond 
sea as he had by Statute of Limitations, on his 
being beyond sea himself. These statutes must 
be so considered as if the clauses in the last had 
stood originally in the first. 

Where a creditor who has been out of the king- 
dom returns, the time will run, & his going abroad 
again will give him no privilege, for that was gone 
by his having once returned after cause of action 
accrued.—STURT v. MELLISH (1743), 2 Atk. 610; 
26 EK. R. 765, L. C. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Wilson v. Bury (1880), 5 Q. B. D. 518. 


304. ——. -|—A replication under 4 Ann. 
c. 3, 8. 19, to a plea of Statute of Limitations, 
need not allege that deft. has returned to this 
country, or that the action was commenced within 
six years after his return. 

According to the true construction of the statute, 
the one party is not barred of his action unless the 
other party has returned & six years have elapsed 
since his return (ALDERSON, B.).—FoRBES 2. 
SMITH (1855), 11 Exch. 161; 30. L. R. 1304; 24 

















PART II. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
©. (a) iii. 

8001. Whether statute runs in favour 

of debtor—Time runs from ae to 
LOCH 


Te oepemeaamenl 


jurtediction.}] — GRIFFITH »¥. 
(1878), 4.0 LR. Leek AVS. must 


plies aa against @ de Yr who as 
never been within the jurisdiction at not essential, 
all.——-KAsson 9, nOLLEE (1871), 1 (1897), 24 A. R. 
Man. lL. R. — 800 v. 





300 iii, ————. ]—MuRPH 
NEY, 20 C. L. T. Occ. N. 338. 





800 iv. -}—-T 
Statute of Limitations 
favour, his return from beyond the seas 
e open & of 

duration to have enabled the creditor, 
8, if he had known of It to bring an action, 

though the creditor’s knowledge is 
—-BOULTON ¢. LANGMUIR 
618.—CAN. 


——.}—UNITED! STATES 
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L. J. Bx. 269; 25 L. T. 0. 8, 148; 1 Jur. N.S. 
508; 8 W. R. 476; 156 BE. R. 628. 
5. —— Debtor dying abroad.]—A n, in 
satisfaction of a abla debt due from gave 
his creditor a bill of exchange, & before the bill 
arrived at maturity went to India, whence he never 
returned. As soon as circumstances would it 
after his death in India his will was proved by his 


exors. in England; & within six years after his 
death a creditors’ bill was tiled against the exors. : 
—Held: pltf. was not b by Statute of 
Limitations. 


Qu. : whether, when a debtor dies abroad & the 
cause of action or suit has not accrued in his life- 
time, a suit may not be instituted for the adminis- 
tration of his effects at any time within six years 
after probate of his will—Srory v. Fry (1842), 
1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 608; 11 L. J. Ch. 373; 6 
Jur. 1029; 62 E. R. 1035. 

Annotation :—Consd. Towns v. Mead (1855), 16 C. B. 128. 

806. ——— Effect of power to serve writ out of 
jurisdiction—R. 8S. C., Ord. 11.)—(1) The im- 
munity of the ambassador of an independent 
sovereign from being sued extends during such 
period as he is accredited to such sovereign & is 
in this country, & during such a reasonable time 
after he has presented his letters of recall as is 
necessary to enable him to hand over his office & 
to return to his country & in neither of such cases 
does Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 19, 
begin to run against his creditors. 

(2) R. S. C., Ord. 11, which enables pltf., by 
leave to obtain an order for service of a writ of 
summons or of notice of a writ of summons out 
of the jurisdiction certain cases, does not repeal 
4 & 5 Ann. c. 3, s. 19, so as to prevent pltf. from 
bringing an action against deft. after his return 
from beyond the seas within the time limited for 
bringing such action by Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16)—Musvurvus Bry v. GADBAN, [1894] 
2 Q. B. 352; 63 L. J. Q. B. 621; 71 L. T. 513; 42 
W. R. 545; 10 T. L. R. 493; 38 Sol. Jo. 511; 9 
R. 519, C. A. 
cnpettlns 5, Gorey, Mania, Ze Renaulo gt Balen 

Suarez v. Suarez, [1918] 1 Ch. 176; The Tervaete, [1922} 

307. One of several co-contractors abroad— 
Remainder within jur isdiction.|—Declaration, in 
assumpsit, reciting a writ issued on Nov. 25, 1843, 
charged that heretofore, ‘‘ to wit, on Dec. 29, 
A.D. 1830,” deft. contracted that he would, 
‘* within twelve months from a certain day, to wit, 
the day & year aforesaid,” supply pitf. with certain 
articles. Plea: that the cause of action did not 
accrue within six years next before the commence- 
ment of the suit :—Held: (1) the declaration was 
substantially good, the averments showing that 
twelve months had elapsed before the action ; &, 
further, the plea might be resorted to, as showing 
that the twelve months had so elapsed; (2) the 
rejoinder was no answer to the replication; for, 
under 4 Ann. c. 3, s. 19, if a right of action accrue 
against several persons, one of whom is beyond 
seas, Statute of Limitations does not run till his 
return, though the others have never been absent 


Yo.Swee- Saving & Loan Co. v. RUTLEDGE 
— CAN. (Y. T.) (1905), 2 W. L. R. a ia 
o make the $00 vi. ——~ ———. }_- MAHOMED Ue 
» SEEH-OOD-DEEN KHAN v. MUSEEBH-O0D- 
ran in doft.’6 EEN (1870), 2 N. W. 178.—IND. 


800 vil. ———- ———. }— VAN COLLER & 
DE VILLIERS v. MALAN (1904), O. R. C. 
78.—S8. AF. 

in,)—urumbo o, Graven BATES 
action. UTLEDGE ¥. 

Savines & Loan Co. (1906), 37 8. CO. R. 
546.—CAN, 


ciently long 
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_ 5.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 4, C. 
nee A aaa (b), (c). (a) & (e). Sect. 6: Sub-sect. 1.) 


Jur. 969; 115 E. R. 693. 
Da handler to (2) Apld. Towns t. Mead 1855), 16 
CG. B. 123. Consd. Roddam v. Morley (1857), 1 De G. 

1. Refd. Coope v. Cresswell (1866), 2Ch. App. 112. 


308. .]— Under 4 Ann. c. 3, 8. 19, 
if a right of action accrue against several persons, 
one of whom is beyond seas, Statute of Limitations 
does not run till his return or death, though the 
others have never been absent from the kingdom.— 
TowNs v. MEAD (1855), 16 C. B. 128; 3C. L. R. 
381; 24L. J.C. P. 89; 24 L. T. O. S. 238; 1 
Jur. N. 8. 355; 3 W. KR. 178; 139 E. R. 702. 


tations :—Consd. Roddam v. Morley (1857), 1 De G. 
mes 1. Refd. Coope v. Cresswell (1860), 2 Ch. App. 112. 


One of several debtors abroad.]— Sce Mercantile 
Law Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 97), s. 11. 

309. Temporary return of debtor—Time runs 
from return.|—STURT v. MELLISH, No. 303, ante. 

810. -}—(1) Mercantile Law Amendment 
Act, 1856 (c. 97), s. 12, is not retrospective. 

(2) A person resident in Jersey died in 1850 
indebted to a person resident in England. He 
appointed his wife extrix., & she proved the will 
in Jersey alone. The extrix. had in 1851 been in 
England for three weeks, & had, while in Jersey, 
received a sum due to her testator in this country : 
—Held: in 1860, the Statute of Limitations did 
not apply, the extrix. not having been liable to be 
sued in this country, & having done no act here 
to constitute herself an English extrix.—F Loop v. 
PATTERSON (1861), 29 Beav. 295; 30 L. J. Ch. 
486; 4L.T.78; 7 Jur. N.S. 324; 9 W. R. 294 ; 
54 KE. R. 640. 


Annotation :— As to (2) Refd. Musurus Bey v. Gadban (1893), 
38 Sol. Jo. 59. 











(b) Coverture. 

See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 7; 
acute Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), 
8. : 

811. Time within which married woman may 
sue.]}—-A married woman being administratrix re- 
ceived a sum of money in that character, & lent 
the same to her husband, & took in return for it 
the joint & several promissory note of her husband 
& two other persons, payable to her with interest : 
—Held: although she could not have maintained 
any action upon the note during the lifetime of her 
husband, yet that he having died, & it having been 
given for a good consideration, it was a chose in 
action surviving to the wife, & she might maintain 
an action upon it against either of the other 
makers at any time within six years after the death 
of her husband, & recover interest from the date 
of the note.—RIcHARDS v. RIcHARDS (1831), 2 
ae Ad. 447; 9L. J.O. 8. K. B. 819; 109 E. R. 
Annotations :—Consd. lini v. ’ 

F B. 864. Refd. Hart v. Stephens (sss), 6 ¢. 3B sr. 

entd. Rose v. Poulton (1831), 2 B. & Ad. 822; Gaters 

v. eer 0), 6M. & W. 423; Stabhigr darts v. Yates 

(1844), 12 M. & W. 855; “Beecham v. Smith (1858), 

E. B. & E. 442; Fleet v. Perrins (1869), L. R. 4 Q. B. 500. 

312. -]|—Declaration on a promissory note 
by payee against maker. Plea, Statute of Limita- 
tions. Replication thereto, that when the cause 
of action accrued to pltf. she was a feme covert, 
the wife of B., & so remained until his death, when 
she became discovert, & that the action was com- 
menced within six years after B.’s death. Re- 
joinder, that the note was payable to the order of 





S., the pltf.; that after it was made, & before it’ 


became payable, B., then the husband of pltf. 
authorised her to indorse it in her own niin & 


LmoraTion oF ACTIONS, 


deliver, & that she did by such autho 
& deliver the note to F., for value ek aig 
‘that when the note became due, it was in the 


hands of G., holder & indorsee thereof, & entit] 
to sue thereon, who then presented it for pavinene 


& the note came into pitf.’s Solar grit from G. b 
delivery, ho being such hol & indorsee, & pall 
titled to sue thereon. On special demurrer to tho 
rejoinder :—Held: ill; because (1) if it intended 
to allege that the note was satisfied when it came 
to pltf.’s hands, & that she had no cause of action, 
it was a departure from the lea; (2) because it 
was no answer to the replication, as it contained 
no denial of the death of B., within six years of 

the commencement of the suit.—SCARPELLINI v. 

ATCHESON (1545), 7 Q. B. 864; 14 L. J. Q. B. 

833; 9 Jur. 827; 115 E. R. 713. 

Annotations :-—Generally, Mentd. Dalton v. Mid. Ry. (1853), 
21 L. T. O.S. 102; Lowe v. Peakett (1855), 3 C. L. R. 1264, 
313. .|}—A fund to which a married 

woman was, under her marriage settlement, en- 

titled for life in reversion, expectant on the death 





of her husband, was in 1848 paid over to the 


husband with the wife’s written consent by D., 
who had notice of the trust. In Dec. 1862, the 
husband having died in the Jan. preceding, a new 
trustee of the settlement, who had then very 
recently become acquainted with the fact of the 
breach of trust, joined with the widow in filing a 
bill against the present owner of D.’s real estate 
the whole of his personality having been ad- 
ministered under a decree of the ct. :—Held: the 
consent of the wife to the disposal of her rever- 
sionary interest never having been confirmed by 
her when she became discovert, was invalid; & 
neither the wife, her disability having ceased only 
in 1862, nor her trustee, was barred by Statute of 
Limitations.—CRESSWELL v. DEWELL (1863), 4 
Giff. 460 ; 3 New Rep. 148; 10 L. T. 22; 10 Jur. 
N.S. 354; 12 W. R. 123; 66 EB. R. 787. 

314, Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 
(c. 75).] Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 7, 
provides that, in the case of a married wornan, her 
right to bring an action in respect of the matters 
specified in that statute shall commence from the 
time when she becomes discovert. Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882 (c. 75), s. 1 (2), pro- 
vides that a married woman shall be capable of 
suing & being sued, either in contract or in tort 
or otherwise, in all respects as if she were feme 
sole :—Held: inasmuch as, by Statute of Limita- 
tions, a married woman’s right to sue was reserved 
until she became discovert—in other words, until 
she could sue in her own name—& as Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, gave her a right to 
sue in her own name in all respects as if she was a 
feme sole, a married woman’s right to bring an 
action in respect of a cause which accrued before 
the passing of Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, & while she was a married woman, com- 
mences from the date of the coming into operation 





of that Act, i.e. Jan. 1, 1883, & she can bring her 
action within the statutable period from that date. 
—WELDON v. NEAL (1884), 51 L. T. 289; 82 


W. R. 828, D. C. 

815. Action for tort committed before 
1882.]—The effect of Married Women’s Property 
Act, 1882 (c. 75), is to make a married woman 
discovert from the date of the passing of that Act 
in respect of torts committed against her during 
coverture, & she is entitled to bring an action in 
respect of a tort committed during coverture & 
before 1882, which would otherwise be barred by 
Statute of Limitations, 1628 (c. 16), 5.8; for that 
statute begins to run only from the date of the 
passing of the Act of 1882.—Lowk v. Fox (1885), 
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15 Q. B ads 64 L. J i a iigs a 
886 ; Bo. 244; 84 W. R. » © A.3 on 
appeal (sey, 12 App. Cas. 206, H. L. 
oer el eam e. Silversprings Bleaching & 
Dyeing Co., {19 22) 2 Ch. “B68. Mentt. Re Smith's Estate, 
Clements ». Ward (1887), 35 Ch. D. 589, 
thie ———.]|~-BEOK v. " PIERCE, No. 189; 
ante. 


(c) Imprisonment. 

See, now, Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 
(c. 97), 8. 10. 

317. Retrospective effect of Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 97), s. 10.|—The above 
sect. which enacts that a party who shall be 
entitled to bring an action lidnited by Statutes of 
Limitation there mentioned shall Bc be entitled 
to any time beyond the period so limited by reason 
of his having been imprisoned at the time when 
the cause of action accrued, applies to cases where 
the cause of action accrued before the above Act 
came into operation & no action is commenced till 
after that.—CoRNILL v. HUDSON (1857), 8 EH. & B. 
429; 27L. J. Q. B. 8; 3 Jur. N. S. 1257; 120 
i. R. 160; sub nom. ComMILL v. Hupson, 30 
L. T. O. S. 130; 6 W. R. 37. 


Annotations :—A prvd. Pardo v., Bingham (1869), 4 Ch. App. 
735. Mentd. fft v. Pennie aeen 281L. J. Q. B. 168; 
De Wolf v. Linsdell (1868), 1 R. 324; Re Pulborough 
School Board Petn., Hoaee v. Wautt (1893), 70 L. T, 25; 
West v. Gwynno (1911), 104 L. T. 277. 


(d) Infancy. 
See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 7. 
Operation of statute in favour of infant plaintiff.) 
~——See Nos. 277-279, ante. 
Time already running against ancestor—Con- 
tinues against infant.|—See Nos. 323, 328, post. 


(e) Lunacy. 
See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 8. 7; 
&, generally, LUNATICS. 
oe entitled becoming insane.]|—See No. 329, 
post, 


Sect. 6.—WHEN TIME CONTINUES TO RUN. 
SuB-sECcT. 1.—*‘ TIME ONCE BEGUN CONTINUES 
TO Run,” 

318. General rule.|—-By Tithe Commutation 
Act, 1836 (c. 71), s. 46, any person claiming an 
interest in lands or tithes, who shall be dissatisfied 
with any decision of the comrs. (deciding upon an 
amount above £20), may, within three months 
after notice to him of the decision, bring an 
action, by feigned issue, to dispute the decision. 

A comr. decided in favour of a parochial modus. 
Notice was given to the rector of the parish, who 
died one month after, without bringing an action. 
The successor was not presented for more than 
nineteen calendar months afterwards &, within 
eight weeks after his induction, he issued a writ 
for the purpose of disputing the decision :—Held : 
he was too late; & the ct., on ae set aside 
the writ & all subsequent proceedin 

In this part the statute baie. “the closest 
analogy to the general Statute of Limitations ; 


PART II. saa SUB-SECT. 4.— +: 





1. Time runs ee ority.} — 
Under Statute of ae. 1623, an 
infant has alx years after attaining his 
majority to bring an action for work & 
labour performed by him during his 
infancy.—TAaYLOR oe PARNELL (1878), 
43 U. ©. R. 239.—CAN. 


~}—ORANE v. 


$18 i. Gencral 


m. 





BiackKaADAR 


(1894), 40 N.S. R. 100.—CAN. 


§ rule.}] — When the 
Statute of Limitations once begins, it 
continues to run, notwithstanding any 
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, with regard to them, it is a well known & 
settled rule, that, where the time has once begun 
to run, no _ subsequent disability, however in- 
voluntary, will suspend their operation (LORD 
DENMAN, C.J.).—HomFray v. SCROOPE (1849), 
13 Q. B. 609; 18 L. J. Q. B. 188; 13 Jur. 623 ; 
116 B. R. 13857. 


ANGER: -——Mentd. R. v. Leicestershire JJ. (1850), 14 
ur 


819. Courts closed—Civil war.!—PRIDEAUX v. 
WEBRER (1661), 1 Lev. 31; 1 Keb. 204; 83H. R. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Gray v. Mendez (1723), 1 Stra. 556. 
Consd. Shodee ow. Smothurst (1840), 6 M. & W.. 361. 








ld. Homfray v. Scroope 1849), 1 13 . B. st. Consd. 
tt Fish 1924), 185 Refd. Lloyd v. 
Pate tt 2 tra. fe Menta. Hele v. Exeter (Bp.) 
820. EVELYN, No. 
134, ante 
$21. 


—— Special statutory a ag a 
SNoDE v. WARD (1690), 8 Lev. 283; 2 Vent. 197; 
83 B. R. 691. 

Sel ahaa :—Refd. Rhodes v. Smethurst (1838), 7 L. J. Ex. 


322. —— War.]—Though the Cts. of Justice 
were shut up in time of war, so that no original 
could be sued out, Statute of Limitations con- 
tinued to run. —BECKFORD v. WADE (1805), 17 
Ves. 87; 34 HE. R. 34, P. C. 


Annotations ee Cholmondeley v. Clinton See 
Wedderburn ” Wedderburn (1838), 4 My: & es mal: Re 
Manchester Gas Act, Ex p. Hasell ad 3 Y. & C. Ex. 
617; Portlock v. Gardner 1842), 6 Jur. 795; Toft v. 
Stephenson ee ei 7 Hare, 1; A.-G. v. Murdoch cEtTSy 

1 De 6; Eager v. Barnes & Bridger (1862 
; L. * wite Re fad aie Cattle Insce., Small- 
combe’s Case (1867), 


3 Eq. 769; Phillips v. Eyre 

e7), L. R. 6 Q. B. ie Drummond ©. Sant arate 

5 bes . 763; Soar v. gr ry be [1893] 2 Q. B. 390; 
Pe Davies, [1920] A. C. 636 

inst 


323. Infancy — Time already running 
ancestor—Continues to run against infant.]—Dis- 
seizor levies a fine with proclamations, disseizee 
after three years, & within five years, dies, his 
heir being within age, who after the five years 
expired becomes of full age, & within a year after 
his full age enters, & adjudged that his entry was 
not lawful, for here the five years given by the 
statute of 4 Hen. 7, first attached in his ancestor, 
& in such case being once commenced there shall 
not be any intermission or interruption of them, 
but the heir, though within age, must claim 
within those five years, or he shall be barred, & 
he shall not have other five years after his full 
age.—STOWEL v. ZoucH (LORD) (1569), 1 Plowd. 
353 ; 75 H. R. 536, Ex. Ch. 

‘Annotations :—Consd. Benyon, v. Evelyn (1664), O Bridg. 
324; Beckford v. Wade (18 er be Vos. 87; Tolson ». 
Kaye (1843), 6 Man. & G. Refd. Lampet’s Case 
ged es rie Rep. 46 b; Se 1612), Md 


Fer? 5b; Bartholomew v. Belfield (1613), Cro. Jee 
333 5 agdalen College, Cambridge Koae (16 ML Patek 


or’s Case 


Co. "Rep. 66 b; Fawkeners v. Bel ham (1627), Cro 
Car. 80; King v. Dilliston (1688), 3 Mod. Rep. 921; 
Dighton’ v. Greenvil (1693), 2 Vent. 321; Kinsey v. 
Hoyward ee 1 foo Raym. 431; Buckinghams 
Drury (1762), W 177; Doe d. Tarrant v. Hellier 
(1789), 3 Term Rep. 162; Doe d. George J e880. 
(1805), 6 East, 80; Ruckmaboye v. Lulloebho; Motti- 
chund’ (1852), 5 Moo. Ind. App. 234. Mentd peaote 
Case eer . Rep. 


Co. Rep. 


Dormer’s Case one et Te 
Binghara’ : Cans vt80 00), 


v. Carket ere), Cre 
2 Co. Rep. 82 b; Case of Fines 


subsequent yee —Dogr d. Drxon 


.]—Rupra Kant SuRMA % Saris (1834), 3 O. 8S. 611.—CAN. 
Rar a Noxo AISECRE SURMA Bis- 8 ii, ——-.}—BRADBURY v. BAILLIE 
OMED KASSIM (1850), 1 All. 690.—CAN. 
(1883) ‘a L. R. 9 Cale. 663; 12C.L.R. 
a00 AND: ck RAMIER aER }1880. 1 ares MeL 
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o. Absence on service. } 
DaLy vw. BRENNAND, (ioe) 2 Ae W. R. 


LimrraTion or ACTIONS. 


6.—When time continues to run: Sub-sects..1 


Sect. 6 
&2,.A.&B. Sect. 7.) 


(1602), 3 Co. Rep. 84 a; Whitt 

r Calvin’s Case (1608), 7 
: 00 Re 2D dacs (1609), Cro. Jac 288: ”" Lechford’s 
case (1610), 8 ie Rep. 99 @ Parliament in ‘Ireland Case 
(1613), 12 Go. Rep. 110; see ore 1635), Cro. 
Car. 427; pet tae v. Kinas on fay a sar 


Boulton v. Bull (1795), 2 Hy. > 
(1806), 7 Hast, 529; Wells v. ieguiden (1824), 3B. & C. 
186 ; ‘Lane v. Bennett (1836), 1 & W. 70; Sussex 
Peerage (1844), 11 Cl. & Fin. 85; coe v. Beavan rEytSy 
8 0. B. 334; Newry & Enniskillen Ry. v. Coombe (1849 
3 Exch. 565; No ¥. Ry. . a chael, Birkenhead, 
Lancashire, & Cheshire JuneHon Wy ae Pilcher (1851), 
5 Exch. 114; Knowilden v. (1864 & 8. 632 
Income Tax pppecial cst Comrs. 0. pene 118 91} 
A. C, tee, ; City of London Court Judge, ¢ eva) 1 
2735 a ov. Kempton Park 


Q. B. 

[i897] 2.Q. B. 242; G. W. Ry. & Mid. Ry. v. Bristol 
Corpn. ftp1e 87 L. J. Ch. 414; Bourne v. eane, {19}9) 
A. C. Thomson v. St. Catharine’s College, Cam- 


bridge, hea [1919] A. C. 468. 

824. ——.]—A. mortgages in 1639, 
& in 1668, his heir brings a bill to redeem ; he 
dying the suit is revived by his co-heirs who 
obtain a decree in 1672, but do not prosecute it, 
& B. having purchased the equity of redemption 
of them, he now brings a bill to have the benefit 
of the former decrees. Bill dismissed by reason 
of the difficulty of the account & length of time. 

Though infancy may be an answer to the 
objection of the time in not coming to redeem a 
mtge.; yet where the time begins upon the 
ancestor, it shall run on against his infant heir, 
as in a fine at common.—StT. JOHN v. TURNER 
(1700), 2 Vern. 418; 23 BH. R. 868. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Heaton ». Hugell (1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 

















272; Whiting v.°"White (1792), 2 Cox, Eq. aoe 290. 
Mentd. Hercy v. Dinwoody (1793), 4 Bro. C. 57. 
325. .|— KNOWLES v Reaice 


(1729), 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 315; Mos. 225; 21 E. R. 


1070, L. C 
326. -]—The time incurred in 


the life of the ancestor shall run upon the infant. 











—FRANco v. ALVARES (1746), 3 Atk. 342; 26 
E. R. 998, L. C 
Annotations : -—Mentd. Tollner v. Marriott (1830), 4 Sim. 


19; Re Hartley, Stedman v. Dunster via ), 34 Ch. D. 
742; Schiller v. Petersen, [1924] 1 Ch. 394 


327. -] — Tenant in tail dies 
leaving issue in tail a granddaughter a feme 
covert, the granddaughter dies covert, leaving issue 
in tail two sons, infants, the elder attains the age 
of twenty-one years & ‘dies, the younger attains 
his age of twenty-one, & fourteen years after 
issues out a writ of formedon in the discender :— 
Held: he is barred by Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16).—COTTERELL v. DuTron (1813), 4 
Taunt. 826; 128 BH. R. 557. 

Annotations :—Consd. Tolson v. Kaye (1822), 3 Brod. & 
Bing. 217. Refd. Abergavenny v. Brace (1872), L. R. 
7 Exch. 145; Murray v. Watkins (1890), 62 L. T. 796. 
328. ——— Time already running against infant 

—Not affected by subsequent disability..-When 

once the five years allowed to an infant to make 

an entry for the purpose of avoiding a fine, begin, 
the time continues to run, notwithstanding any 
subsequent disability. 

Statutes of limitation are of the greatest 
importance inasmuch as they are statutes of 
repose (KENYON, C.J.).—DoE d. DUROURE v 
Jones (1791), 4 Term Rep. 800; 100 B. R. 1031. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Cotterell v. Dutton (1813), W aya 
826; Rhodes v. Smethurst (1840), 6 M. 
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" ee Prior oton} Udi page opera- 
‘ing as KERR v UIRES 
eae 22 B. R. 448.—CAN. ° 











entitled, in com 
limitation, to d 


—— eee 


R. 
gio.) 1918), 17. Exch. GR C.R. 1373 40 of activa oo 


ee pltf. ar 


upon the question wheth 


BEOHAR v. Bal GANGA (1871), 8 Bom. 11 


Mentd. Collar ied v. Pace (1661), O. Bridg. 410; De 
ecu 882), Ch, D. 243; KR. v. Speyer, (191 4 

ac 5. 808 a Oe dae ¢. A.-G., Kramer v. A.-G., [192 

Ch. 85 


829. Insanity — Person entitled beco in- 
sane.]—Dor d. Grieas v. SHANE (1787), 4 Term 
Rep. 306, n.; 100 BH. R. 1084. 

330. Person entitled going abroad.|—If pltf. be 
in England at the time the cause of action accrues, 
the time of limitation begins to run, so that if he, 
or, if he dies abroad, his exor. or administrator, 
do not sue within six years they are barred by 
the statute.—SMITH v. HILL (1748), 1 Wils. 134; 
95 BE. R. 635. 

331. Receiver appointed.|—-Statute of Limita- 
tions will run notwithstanding the a pee a 
of a receiver.—ANON. (1737), 2 yt 1 26 E 
406, L. C. 

Death before action brought.]—See Sect. 7, post. 

Suspension of cause of action.}—See Sub-sect. 2, 
post. 


} 
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SUB-SECT. 2.—SUSPENSION OF CAUSE OF ACTION. 
A. In General. 

382. Letter of licence to debtor.}— (1) In 
taking the accounts in an administration suit, any 
creditor may object that another creditor’s ‘debt 
is barred by Statute of Limitations; but, semble: 
such an objection cannot be taken to pltf.’ s debt, 
which is the foundation of the decree. 

(2) A mere letter of licence by a creditor to his 
debtor does not suspend the operation of Statute 
of Limitations. 

(3) An acknowledgment to take a case out of 
Statute of Limitations must be made to the 
creditor, & semble: one to his agent is sufficient. 
—FULLER v. REDMAN (No. 2) “11859), 26 Beav. 


614; 53 E. R. 1035. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Re Lacy, Howard v. Light- 
foot (1906), 51 Sol. Jo. 67. Generally, Mentd. Fox v. 
Garrett, Miles v. Fox (No. 1) (1860), 28 Beav. 16. 


833. Right to sue & liability to be sued meeting 
in ohne person—By act of law——Debtor taking out 
administration for creditor..—SEAGRAM v. KNIGHT, 
No. 274, ante. 

834. Composition deed—Default in payment of 
compensation.|—On default made by a debtor in 
the payment of a composition under a composition 
deed the ct. implies a fresh promise on his part to 
pay the original debts, & Statute of Limitations 
does not commence to run until such default.— 
Re Stock, Fz p. Amos (1896), 66 L. J. Q. B. 146; 
75 L. T. 422; 45 W. R. 480; 41 Sol. Jo. 1138; 
3 Mans. 324, D.C 


B. Bankruptcy and Winding up. 

835. Whether bankruptcy suspends running of 
time—As against trustees of bankrupt.|—Statute 
of Limitations runs notwithstanding a bkpcy.— 
GRAY v. MENDEZ (1723), 1 Stra. 556; 93 BH. R. 
697; sub nom. GREY v. MENDEZ, 8 Mod. Rep. 171. 
Unwin ‘—Refd. Ex p. Dewdney, Ex p. Scaman (1809), 


15 Ves. 479. 

336. .|—(1) Statute of Limitations 
no plea where the bill charges a fraud; but then 
it should be charged by the bill, that the fraud 
was discovered within six years before the bill 


was filed. 
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(2) Though the assignee of the effects of a 
bkpt. claims under the Act of Parliament; yet as 
Statute of Limitations might be pleaded against 
the bkpt., by the same reason it is pleadable 
against such assignee.—SovurH SEA Co. v. 
WYMONDSELL (1732), 3 P. Wms. 148; 24 EH. R. 
1004, L. OC. 

Annotations :——As to (1) Oonsd. Eccl. Comrs. for England 
v. N. HE. Ry. ane 4 Ch. D. 845. Refd. Re Baillie & 
Jaffray, ea olton (1832), 1 Deac. & Ch. 556; Brooks- 
bank v. Smith (1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 58; Gibbs v. Guild 
nace 108) Oak. ne A (2) Reta. ‘he Mansell, 
Kin p. Norton (1892), 66 L. 'T. 246, en “ Mansell 
837. -|—(1) Statute of Limitations, 

1628 (c. 16), applies to bar a motion in bkpcy. 

made under Bkpcy. Act, 1869 (c. 71), 8. 72, in the 

ae manner as it applies to bar an action at 

Ww 

(2) Service of the notice of motion is equivalent 
to the commencement of an action, & must be 
made within the same time as an action must be 
commenced. 

(3) Such a motion being only a substitute for 
an action at law, Statute of Limitations runs 
against a trustee in bkpcy. in the same manner as 
it would run against bkpt. himself. Thus where 
application was made in the Bkpcy. Ct. by the 
trustee in a liquidation by arrangement for an 
order that a solr. should pay over certain rents of 
the property of the liquidating debtor which had 
been received by him subsequent to the com- 
mencement of the liquidation, but the notice of 
motion was served more than six years after the 
rents had been so received :—Held: Statute of 
Limitations was a bar to the motion in the Bkpcy. 
Ct. by the trustee.—Re MANSELL, Ex p. NORTON 
(1892), 66 L. T. 245; 9 Morr. 108, ©. A. 

338. As against creditors of bankrupt.]— 
After a commission has issued, Statute of Limita- 
tions does not affect debts not previously barred. 
a Cotes, Hz p. Ross (1827), 2 Gl. & J. 330, 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Emmings (1849), 14 L. T. O. S, 
208; He Benzon, Bower v. Chetwynd, [1914] 2 Ch. 68; 


Re Cullwick, Hz p. London Senior Official Receiver, 


{1918} 1 K. B. 646. 

339. ——— -——— Claims in administration of 
bankrupt’s estate.|—The donee of a general testa- 
mentary power of appointment over a fund of 
£15,000 was adjudicated bkpt. in Jan., 1890, & 
a small dividend was paid. Tarly in 1892 the 
donee was again adjudicated bkpt., but no 
dividend was paid. The donee never obtained 
his discharge in either bkpcy., & died in July, 
1911, having by his will duly exercised his power 
of appointment. In an action for the adminis- 
tration of his estate, which consisted almost 
entirely of the appointed fund, the creditors in 
the bkpcies. claimed to be paid the balance still 
remaining unsatisfied of their respective debts :— 
Held: although the appointment & death gave 
creditors a new fund from which to get payment 
& a new mode of proceeding in order to get it, 
yet that was merely a new remedy & not a new 
cause of action, the cause being really the old 
debt; Statute of Limitations having begun to 
run against applts. before the commencement of 
the bkpcy., continued to run notwithstanding 
the bkpcy.; & the claims of applts., not being 
claims in the a were barred by lapse of 
time.—Re BENZON, BOWER v. CHETWYND, [1914] 
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—Semb time has begun to 
run against a debt in the debtor’s life- 
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2 Ch. 68; 83 L. J. Ch. 658; 110 L. T. 926; 30 
T. L. R. 485; 58 Sol. Jo. 480; 21 Mans. 8, C. A. 
eat oo Re Lee, Ex p. Grunwaldt, [1920] 2 


340. —_— ——~ Debt proved under commission. | 
—A surviving assignee is liable for the payment 
of dividends, if his co-assignee ever admitted the 

roof of the debt, although the creditor has 
ailed to apply for the dividends for many years ; 
unless it can be proved that the creditor has 
received ae onus of the proof of payment 
lying on the as ee. 

T Statute of Limitations does not attach to a debt 
proved under a commission or fiat of bkpcy.—Re 
Norris, Ex p. HEALEY (1832), 1 Deac. & Ch. 
361; 3 Mont. & A. 154, n. 

341. Claim under winding-up order — Debt 
barred before claim established.|—Where a claim 
& an affidavit in support of it were carried into 
the master’s office, under a winding-up order, on 
behalf of a creditor whose debt was not barred at 
the time by Statute of Limitations, & a year 
elapsed without the creditor making any further 
attempt to establish the debt before the master, 
or to enforce payment of it; & in the meantime 
six years had elapsed from the time when the 
debt accrued due :—Held: the claim ought not 
to have been disallowed by the master as being 
barred by Statute of Limitations. Re QREAT 
WESTERN EXTENSION ATMOSPHERIO Ry. Co., 
WRYGHTE’S CASE (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 244; 
22 L. J. Ch. 1883; 18 L. T. O. 8. 299; 16 Jur. 


812; 64 BE. R. 1100. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Re Warwick & Worcester Ry. (1858), 
27 L. J. Ch. 735. 


Effect of statutes of limitation on debts provable 
in winding up.]|—See Compantzs, Vol. X., p. 933, 
Nos. 6398, 6399. 


Secr. 7.—-PROCEEDINGS BY AND AGAINST 
REPRESENTATIVE. 


342. Failure of executor to sue—Infant cestul 
que trust bound.|—If an exor., administrator, or 
trustee for an infant neglects to sue within six 
years Statute of Limitations shall bind the infant. 
—WvycH v. East Inpi1a Co. (1784), 3 P. Wms. 
309; 24 EH. R. 1078, 

343. Whether time ceases to run till legal 
personal representative constituted.]—-~ Where a 
creditor of a firm in India died there before his 
right of action was barred by lapse of time, & his 
personal representative in Scotland brought an 
action there, against a partner of the firm, twenty- 
three years after the creditor’s death :—Held: 
the English Statute of Limitations did not take 
effect, the action having been brought within six 

ears after English probate or letters of adminis- 

ration were taken out to deceased creditor.— 
FERGUSSON v. FYFFE (1841), 8 Cl. & Fin. 121; 8 
EK. R. 49, H. 


Annotations :—~Mentd. Crosskill »v. Bower, Bowor v. Turner 
(1863), 32 Beav. 86; Williamson v. Williamson (1869), 
20 L. Barfield v. Loughborough (1872), 8 Ch. 


L. T. 389; 
1 


App. 1. 
.|—See Exkcutors, Vol. XXIII., p. 363, 
Nos. 4311-4318. 
Creditor taking out administration.|— See 
ExscutTors, Vol. XXIII., p. 238, No. 2899. 
Choses in action accruing in life time of deceased.) 





but continues to run although there be 
no representative of the debtor whom 
the tor could sue.—HOWLEIT ¢, 
LAMBERT (1840), 2 I. Eq. R. 254.--IR, 


a. Action against representative 
lunatic. }—An action may be commen 
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ee, Sect. 8: Rab-wccte: 1 & 2, A., B., C., D., E., F., 
G. & HH.) 
— See EXECUTORS, Vol. XXIII, pp- 298, 209, Nos. 
3687-3641. 


in action accruing after death.]—See 
fica rons, Vol. XXIII., p. 302, Nos. 8668-3673. 
Actions by representative. —See EXECUTORS, 
Vol. XXIV., p. 721, Nos. 7487-7494. 
Actions against representative.] — See EXE- 
cutors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 649, 737, Nos. 6758— 
6762, 7653-7659. 
Creditors’ actions.)—See Executors, Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 808, 809, Nos. 8384-8390. 


Sect. 8.—ACKNOWLEDGMENTS IN WRITING. 
SuB-SEcT. 1.—IN WHAT CASES APPLICABLE. 


344. Only to actions for debt—Not contract to 
perform act.]—If a cause of action from 
the breach of a contract to do an act at a specific 
time, is once barred by Statute of pages wee Se 
subsequent acknowledgment by the party, that 
he broke the contract, will not take the case out 
of the statute. —BoYDELL v. DRUMMOND (1808), 
2 Camp. 157, N. P.; affd. on other grounds (1809), 
11 East, 142. 

die vw. Heald Gale) 1B. & 


‘Annotations :-—Mentd. Bracegir 
Ald. 722; Mavor v. Esne fid%s 3 Bing. 285; Wells v. 
40 Williams v. Jones (1826), 


Boe ate 4B 
5 B. & C. 108; Marsh: roam (1 ree), 9L. J. 
O. S. Ex. 105; "Donellan v. “Read (18 ee Ad. 899; 
Dobell v. Hutchinson (1835), 3 A eh. £ oe Souch v. 
Strawbri (1846), 2 C. B. 808; M‘Kay v. Rutherford 
(1848), 6 Moo. P. G. C. 413; Morgan v. Holford (1852), 
17 Jor 4283 North Staffordshire Ry. v. Peek (1860), 
E. $86; Crane v. Powell (1868), L. BR. 4 C. P. 
1336 SS aprook v. Parkinson (1869), 17 W. R. 467; 
Eley v. Positive Government Security Life Assce. (1875), 
33 7433 i Edwards v. Aberayron Mutual Ship Inscec. 
Soc. *cs76), i 9. B. D. 563; Long v. Millar SNe 48 
L. B. 596; McGregor v. cGregor (188 21 
Q. zs D. 424; Oliver v. Hunt! (1880), 44 Ch. De 308: 
Lavalette A pitiches (1 ae 36; Poo v. 
Scones. 10) 2 K. pia Haneu © v. Ehriich, {1911] 


2K. yobe: Franco-B ritish zi) re Co. v. Compagnie 
des Charscate Francaise (1926), 42 r L. R. 735. 
345. Not tort.|—-Subsequent admission of 





having committed a trespass, will not take the 

case out of Statute of Limitations.—HurRst v. 

PARKER (1817), 1 B. & Ald. 92; 2 Chit. 249; 

106 E. R. 34. 

Annotations :—Refd. Pittam v. Foster Nant 1B. & CG. 
248; Scales vo. Jacob Ooeoe 3 Bing. 638 : Tanner v. 

Smart (1827), 6B. &C ; Wilby v. Henman (1834), 





M. 658; Spencers 6 ‘Hemmerds. {1922} 2 A. C. 507. 

346. ——.]—Snort v. M‘Cartuy, No. 
249, ante. 

347. — — Action of assumpsit available 





on same matter.|—-If a tenant for life, has rendered 
accounts to the remainderman of timber cut by 
him d a@ period of more than six years before 
a bill is filed against him for an account of such 
tinbens & of the value of it, Statute of Limitations 
cannot be pleaded to the bill ; for though, if the 
remainderman had brought an action of trover, 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


the tenant for life might, notwithstan the 


rend of the accounts, have pleaded the 
statute, he could not have done so if the remainder- 
man brought an action of regis —HONyY 
v. Hony (1824), 1 sees & St. 568; 57 E.R. 224. 
notat : lest 
“Te J J Oe 8 Dist os Montd. Gent ston 1826), 4 
Oo 
848. ——— ———.]—-TANNER v. Smart, No. 490, 


ost. 
349. Whether one admission applicable to two 
distinct causes of action.|—Qu.: whether one 
admission of liability to pay a debt can be applied 
to two distinct causes of action between the same 
ee .—GREEN v. DAVIS (1824), 1 0. & P. 452, 
Ps 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—By WHOM MADE. 
A. In General. 

350. Must be by person competent to make 
acknowledgment.|—When the cts. determine that 
an acknowledgment is evidence of a new promise 
then made it must be of a promise e by a 
person competent to make it & to a person who 
is in existence to receive it (per CUR.).—WARD v. 
HUNTER (1815), 6 Taunt. 210; 128 EB. R. 1015. 
Annotations :—Apld. Pittam v. Foster (1823), 1 B. & C. 

248. Refd. Scalos ee (1826), 3 Bing. 638 ;* Tanner 

v. Smart (1827), 6B.&C. 6 

351. Bankrupt — Whether binding on 
assignees.]—Potr v. CLEGG, No. 146, ante. 


B. Agents of Debtor. 

352. Whether sufficient—Agent accustomed to 
transact business—Wife.|—PALETHORP v. FURNISH 
Ce 2 Esp. 511, n. 

3. —— —— ——.]—The admission of the 
ate who was accustomed to conduct her hus- 
band’s business, is sufficient to take the case out 
of Statute of Limitations in an action against the 
husband.—ANDERSON v. SANDERSON (1817), 2 
Stark, 204; Holt, N. P. 591, N. P. 

3 Payment for work done.|— 
Where an agent has been employed to pay money 
for work done, & the workmen are referred to him 
for payment, & he assents to it, an acknowledg- 
ment or promise to pay by him, will after six 
years, take the case out of Statute of Limitations. 
—BURT v. PALMER (1804), 5 Esp. 145, N. P. 
ERIN: -—Mentd. Sybray v. White (1836), 1M. & W. 


355. ——— Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14)—Necessity for signature of debtor os 
The written acknowledgment required by sect. 1 
of above Act, to take a case out of Statute of 
Limitations, must bear the actual signature of 
the party to be charged thereby: the signature 
of an agent will not suffice—-HyYDE v. JOHNSON 
(1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 776; 2 Hodg. 94; 3 Scott, 
289; 5L. J.C. P. 291; 132 EB. R. 299. 
‘Annotations :—Refd. Clark’ ». Alexander (1844), 


N. R. 147; Francis v. Hawksley (1859), 33 
182. Mentd. Toms v. Cuming ( ALYY , Pig. 
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against the personal representative of 
an insane person within the like period 
after the P apath of the insane per- 
son as is allowed for bringing the 
action in ordinary cases, death being 
& removal of the “disability —FaliR- 

WEATHER v. MCMONAGLE (1865), 6 
All. 297.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. . 


PART Ik. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—A, 

350i. Must be by person competent 
to make ledgment. ALL Ut. 
PARKER (1876), 39 - = 7 ys aah 

850 fi, ——.}—U v. 
GOBIND > Naat (1924), spay L R. 46 
interest.) — 


All. 892 
Ha ©. BHAIRAB 


c. Predecessor in 

Seer ‘Saua (1008), eS L. R. 382 
A SAHA é 

Calo. 1077 ; oo WR 3 —IND. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 
a. Whether sufficient.) — DINOMOYI 


DrEsI v. ROY LUCHMIPUT S1INGH (1879), 
L. RK. 7 Ind. App. 8.—IND. 


e. ——.}+-HEMCHA 
Vonora Ratt HaJi (338). 1 L a R. 4 
Bom. 515.—IND. 


{. ——-. +} ZAIB-UN-NISSA BIBI . 
MAHARAJA OF BENARES (1911), I. L. R. 
34 All. 109.—IND. 


}—An acknowl ent in 
wilting: be eas at agent, after Mercantile 

endment Act, is sufficient to 
gave from the bar of the Statute of 
Limitations a debt contracted before 
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Grant v. Hadtox 50. BON. 8 18 oF Poe Hx. 104; Davies v, 

Hopkins ey N. 8.8 - Rev. Kent JJ. (1873), 
i 

232; oe Fersbaee (1874), L Lk 0. BG 301; Re 


whi hitley Partners (1886), 32 Ch. D. 3 


356. — Bacay v. ASHTON, 
No. 405, post. ware 








C. Bankrupts and their Assignees. 
357. Whether sufficient — Letter written by 
is of assignees.|—Porr v. CLEGG, No. 146, 
ante. 


D. Companies. 

358. Acknowledgment by directors — Creditor 
present as director.|—Assuming that a resolution 
of a board of directors, signed by the chairman, 
would be sufficient to revive against a co. a debt 
barred by Statute of Limitations, semble: the 
acknowledgment will be vitiated if the resolution 
was come to by a board meeting, at which the 
creditor was himself present in his character of 
director.— LOWNDES v. GARNETT & eee 
GoLD MINING Co. or AMERICA, Lrp. (1864), 3 


New Rep. 601; 33 L. J. Ch. 418; 10 L. T. 229; 
8 Jur. N.S. 604 ; 12 W. R. 573. 
E. Infants. 


359. Whether statute excluded—Debt for neces- 
saries supplied.]|—A written acknowledgment of a 
debt is an answer to a plea of Statute of Limita- 
tions, though made by an infant, if the debt was 
for necessaries supplied to him. —WILLINS  v. 
SMITH (1854), 4 E. & B. 180; 30. L. R. 16; 3 


W. R. 22; 119 E. R. 70; sub nom. WILLIAMS v. 
hey 24° L. J. Q. B. 62 24 L. T. O. S. 90; 1 
Jur. N. S. 168. 


F. Legal Fersonal Representatives. 
By sole representative.|—See ExEcuTors, Vol. 
XXITI., pp. 359, 8360, Nos. 4268-4282. 
Where several representatives. ] — See Exs- 
ac Vol. XXIII., pp. 362, 863, Nos. 4294- 


G. Married Women. 
360. How far binding on husband.]—PALETHORP 
v. FURNISH (1783), 2 Esp. 511, n., N. P. 
361. .]—BECK v. PIERCE, No. 189, ante. 
——.]—See, also, HusBaAnpn & WIFE, Vol. 
XXVII., p. 187, Nos. 1535-1539. 


H. Persons Jointly Interested. 

See, now, Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), 8. 1. 

862. Whether acknowledgment by one binds 
others—Joint & several promissory note.]—The 
acknowledgment of one out of several drawers of 
a joint & several promissory note, takes it out of 
Statute of Limitations, as against the others, & 
may be given in evidence on a separate action 





that Act.—LELAND v. MURPHY (1865), 


16 I. Ch. R. 500.—IR aaee é W. 
by Registrar of lL. R. 68.—CA 


W. 
h. Entry N. 





CocksHUTT PLow Co., LTD. v. YOUNG, 
R. 1441; 
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against bats of the others.— WHITCOMB v. WHITING 
(1781), 2 pou * K. B. 652 ; oo HE. R. ae 
Anno “Brandram ecptrE 18), 1 


tations :—Consd 
B. & Ald. 463; 6 Moore, 
C. P. 355; 63 5 oes v. . 2 
Folld. Perham v. Ra 
Burleigh v. as alee ant 


jedgold. 1 eat ay 


d Viryat “pid. 
bhburn 


Bosor 1832 & 0. 36. J 
(1839 & W, 8 Bing. 300 : Carviok v. vickery “aT8S) 
Do 653, n.; Holme ve. en vet rie 

488 ; ng, KB. v. Foster 1823), 3 3 Dow. & Ry. o B 
Bealy v. Greenslade (1831), 1 L. J. Ex. 1; Re Wroimess 

hausen, Wolmershausen v. Wolmershausen ela 62 

i ae Pa Mentd. Pritchard v. Draper (1831), 1 Russ. 
363. —— |—An acknowledgment within 





six years by one of the joint ragopen ian oF a etemarrtd 
note will revive the debt a other, 
although he has made no ac cae lseenet. . 
only signed the note as a surety.—PERHAM Vv 
RAYNAL (1824), 2 Bing. 306; 9 sores C. P. 566 ; ; 
3L. J.0.8. C. P. 271; 130 E. R. 323. 
Annotations :—Retd. W att v. Hodson (1832), 8 Bing. 309 ; 
tte Wolmershausen, olmershausen v. Wolmershausen 

(1889), 62 L. T. 541. 

364. —— Joint promissory note—Acknowledg- 
ment must be clear & explicit.|—In order to take 
a case out of Statute of Limitations in an action 
on a promissory note, it is not sufficient to show 
a& payment by a joint maker of the note to the 
payee within six years, so as to throw it upon 
deft. to show that the payment was not made on 
account of the note. 

An acknowledgment by one partner to bind 
another in such case must be clear & explicit.— 
HoLME v. GREEN (1816), 1 Stark. 488, N. P. 


Annotations :—Distd. Manderston v. Robertson & Reid 
(1829), 4 Man. & Ky. K. B. 440. Refd. Waters v. Tomp- 
me eee): 2 ape aa. & R. 723; Nash v. Hodgson (1855), 


865. ——- ——~— Acknowledgment by A. after 
marriage of B.—Husband of B. joined as co- 
defendant.]—Where an action was brought against 
A. & C., & B. his wife, upon a joint promissory 
note, made by A. & B. before her marriage, & 
the promise was laid by A., & B., before her 
marriage, & defts. pleaded Statute of ‘Limitations, 
whereupon issue was joined :—Held: an acknow- 
ledgment of the note by A., within six years, but 
after the intermarriage of Cc. & B., was not 
evidence to support the issue. —Prrram v. Foster 
(1823), 1 B. & C. 248; 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 363 ; 
iL. J.0O.S. K. B. 81; 107 E. R. 92. 


Annotations :—Refd. Atkins +. aces (1823), 2 B. & C. 
23; Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 638; Tanner v. 
Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603 ; Kame ev. Gibbon 4 eee 
11 Jur. 299; Neve vw. Hollands, a ae ie eee 262 ; 

poncer v. 


Beck v. Pierce (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 

Hommerde, []922] 2 A. C. 507. 

See, generally, BILLS OF EXCHANGE, Vol. VI., 
pp. 323 ef seg., 389 et seq. 

366. Partners — Acknowledgment ‘after 
dissolution of partnership—Debt contracted during 


aioli $1 Bare admission made by one of two 
partners, r the dissolution of the partnership, 





3 Kerr, 329.—CAN, 


866 il. 
acknowledgment, t, in reference to a debt 


10 Sask. 











-}+-The 


Supreme Court. +The Registrar of the 1, ——.]— Re Summers (1896), due by the firm, of one partner, afte 
Supreme Ct. is not, speaking generally, I. L. R. 23 Cale. 593.—IND. the partnership.’ has been dissolyed, 
an agent of the parties to an action, BS anne -} BARRETT v. BIRMING: sufficient to prevent the operation of 
whose act can amount to an acknow- ON (1842), 4 Statute of tations.—BaNK OF 


ledgment in writing affecting one of the 
arties, so as to take a case out of 
he Statute of Limitations.—LEwiIs v. 

MACFARLANE (1873), 2 J. R. 1.—N.Z. 


nae Il. Sor paca 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—C. 

.}—The enumera- 
ion i a nigel @ schedule to a 
creditors’ trust dood is an insufficient 
acknowl) ent to take the debt 
out of tatute of Limitations.— 


J.—-VOL. XXXII. 


Debt contracted d 


BARRETT MaH 
5 L Ea. R. 537; FL & K. 558.—IR 
n. ——.]—DUGDALE v. VIZE (1843), 
5 I. L. R. 568.—IR. 
PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—H. 


866i. Whether acknowledgmen 

bred others — Partners—— Acknowledg- 

ment after yar a of para 
ents 


SanpDs v. KeaToR & 


Nova Scotia v. HALIBURTON (1855), 
2N. 3S. R. (James), 350.—CAN. 





$66 iil. ———~ —_—_ -——-, 
PREMJI Se bic o. Dossa DOONGERSEY 
(1886), I. L. R. 10 Bom. 358.—IND. 


866 iv. ——— ——~ —-—~ ———. }—-After 
the dissolution of a partnership an 
account by a mem bat of the partner- 

Me ship authorised to wind up the affairs 
BNE (1 47), of the partnership, & signed by him 


364 LIMITATION 


Sect. 8.—Acknowledgmenis in writing: Sub-sect. 2, 
H. &1.; sub-sect. 3.] 


concerning joint contracts that took place during 
the partnership, is competent evidence to charge 
the other partner.—Woop v. Brappick (1808), 
1 Taunt. 104; 127 BE. R. 771. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Topham v. Braddick (1809), 1 Taunt. 
572; Brandram v. Wharton (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 463; 
Lacy v. M‘Neile (1824), 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 7; Perham 


y. ° 
Cc. P. 666; Hills v. Thorow- 
102. 


vw. Raynall (1824), 9 Moore : 
4. & W Mentd. Pritchard v. 


da 1836), 2 ‘ 

Bee: (1831), 1. Russ. & M. 191; Attwood v. Small 

(1838), 6 Cl. & Fin. 232; Wright ». Lockwood (1841), 

1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 113; Rodriguez v. Speyer, (1919) 

Rage 59; Goldfarb v. Bartlett & er, [ 930) 1K. B. 

867. —— —— ——— ———.]—-Where a man has 
ceased to be a partner, any admission, except by 
porment of principal or interest under Statute of 

auds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), is not 
sufficient (LORD ABINGER, C.B.).—Hart v. ALEX- 
ANDER (1837), 7 C. & P. 746, N. P.; on appeal, 
2M. & W. 484; Murp. & H. 63; 6L, J. Ex. 129; 
150 E. R. 848. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Benson v. Hadficld (1844), 4 Hare, 
32; Ford wv. Beech (1848), 11 Q. B. 852; Harris v. 
Farwell (1851), 15 Beav. 31; Lyth v. Ault (1852), 7 
Exch. 669; hrane v. Green (1860), 9 C. B. N.S. 
448; Redpatn v. Wigg (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 336; 
Maxted v. Paine (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 132; Rouse v. 
Bradford Banking Co., [1894] 2 Ch. 32. 


368. Bankruptcy.|—If one of two 
partners has become bkpt., & obtained his certi- 
ficate, & after that he acknowledges a debt due 
to pltf. by his partner & himself; this acknow- 
ledgment is not sufficient to take the case out of 
Statute of Limitations, in an action against him 
& his partner for such debt, if his partner plead 
the Statute of Limitations, & he plead his bkpcy. 
oo v. BRIDGES & ELMORE (1828), 3 C. & P. 


3869. ——— --_— Whether binding estate of de- 
ceased partner.}|—The claim of a creditor against 
the assets of a deceased partner was held not to 
be barred under the circumstances, by Statute of 
Limitations. 

Considering that ... the surviving partners 
may, as to part transactions (in respect to which 
they are subject to liability in common with the 
estate of the deceased partner), be not unreason- 
ably considered as acting not only for themselves, 
but also on account of the estate of the deceased 
partner, that the demand was clearly kept up 
against the surviving partners, that one of the 
surviving partners was one of the exors. of the 
deceased partner, acting as such, & also one of 
the legatees of the interest of the deceased partner 
in the concern, & that testators had made damages 
on his real estate for the payment of his debts, I 
think that the case, considering all the circum- 
stances, does not fall within the operation of the 
statute (LANGDALE, M.R.).-— BRAITHWAITE v. 
BRITAIN (1836), 1 Keen, 206; 48 E. R. 285. 


Annotations :—Reld. Winter v. Innes (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 
101; Way wv. Bassett (1845), 5 Hare, 55; Fordham v. 
Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 217. 


See, further, PARTNERSHIP. 

370. ——— Joint debtors.]—(1) Where money 
has been paid on account of two defts., an acknow- 
ledgment by one within six years shall prevent 








on the name of the firm, furnished to a 
creditor of the partnership, & admitting 
their liability to an extent therein 
stated :——Held - not sufficient evidence 
of a new contract, so as to remove the 
bar created by Statute of Limitations, 
& to make another member of the 

artnership liable on foot of it,— 
roves v. MILLER (1848), 11 L L. BR. 


0 Ae 
THOMPSON 0 


v. 


Ont. Dig. 4027.—OAN. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 2.—TI, 

8721. Whether eufficient. 
Lawes WuiTTEWRONGE, 

V. L. R. 83.--AUS. 

872 Hl. ——~,}+~Ram Coomarn Kur . 


or ACTIONS. 


Statute of Limitations from attaching as against 
the other. 

(2) If deft. upon whom a demand is made, says, 
that he is protected by the length of time the 
money has been due; it is an acknowledgment of 
the debt, & shall charge him.—CLARKE v. BRAD- 
sHAW (1800), 3 Esp. 155, N. P. 

—— Acknowledgment by one of several execu- 
tors.]—See Exncoutors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 362, 363, 
Nos. 4299-4301. 

871. Acknowledgment by one — Necessity for 
fresh consideration.|—-BLAND v. HasELRIG (1690), 
2 Vent. 151; 86 EK. R. 363. 


Annotations -—Consd. Atkins v. Tre 
Ry. K. B. 200; Perham v. casos 
Refd. Spencer v. Heommerde, (1922) 


I. Solicitor. 


_. Whether sufficient.|—-Pltf. being dissatis- 
fled with his solr., deft., instructed other solrs. & 
signed in 1888 a document by which he authorised 
& requested the new solrs. to obtain & receive 
from deft. all deeds & other documents belonging 
to pitf. in the possession, custody, or power of 
deft. as pltf.’s solr., & also to obtain & receive 
from deft. an account of his dealings & trans- 
actions with pltf.’s land, etc., ‘‘ since he was 
appointed my solr. many years ago, or for such 
other period as you may think fit.’ Pltf. thereby 
authorised & requested deft. to deliver up to the 
new solrs. all such deeds, etc., & such account as 
aforesaid. The new solrs. wrote to deft., sending 
him a duplicate of this document & requesting 
him to comply with it. Some correspondence 
took place, in the course of which deft. wrote : 
‘* Does your client require my bill of costs from 
the date when I became his sole agent, or how 
otherwise ?’’ The new solrs. on June 26 replied : 
‘* Our client only requires you to deliver particulars 
of any unsettled bill of costs you may have against 
him.” On July 4, pltf. issued an originating 
summons against deft. asking for the delivery & 
taxation of deft.’s bill of costs & the delivery up 
of deeds, etc., & not containing any submission 
by pltf. to pay what should be found due on the 
taxation. On July 31, an order was made for the 
delivery to pltf. by deft. of a ‘‘ bill of his fees & 
disbursements in all suits, causes, or other matters 
of business in which he has been employed as the 
attorney or solr. for appct.,’’ for a reference to 
the taxing master to tax ‘‘ the said bill,” & for 
payment of the sum certified to be due from pltf. 
to deft. or deft. to pltf. Liberty was given to 
pltf. to pay into ct. £350, & upon doing so his 
documents were to be given up to him by deft., 
& deft.’s lien was to attach to the sum paid in. 
On the taxation of the bill delivered under this 
order the taxing master struck out certain items, 
without considering their propriety, on the ground 
that, having regard to their dates, they were 
barred by Statute of Limitations. On a summons 
to review the taxation:—Held: the letter of 
June 26, amounted to a sufficient acknowledg- 
ment to take the case out of Statute of Limita- 
tions; pltf.’s new solrs. had authority to make 
the acknowledgment on his behalf. 

Statute-barred debts are due though payment 


ld (1823), 3 Dow. & 
(1824), 2 Bing. 806. 
2A. C, 507. 


by _oné.] JakUR ALI (1882), I. L. R. 8 Calo. 
NGS (1840), 2 D. 


716; 10C. L. HR. 613,—IN 


$72 ili. —-——-.}—HINGAN LAL. MANBA 
Ram (1896), I. 2 R. 18 All. 884.—IND. 


872 iv. ~~——-.}-—ARCHER v, LEONARD 
(1863), 15 I. Oh. R. 367.—IR. 

872 v. ———.}-—-LELAND ©. MURPHY 
aden 16 L Ga. 


}-HOLDEN 
(1911) 


. 600.—IR. 


Part Il.—Smmete Contract DeBts AND PERSONAL ACTIONS. 


of them cannot be enforced by action (Corron, 
L.J.).—-CURWEN v. MILBURN (1889), 42 Ch. D. 
424; 621. T. 278; ran R. 49, O. A. 

Annotations: :-—Mentd. ‘Budgett a opuds ae 823) : oe 


Re Margetts, at 6] 2 
Tyidesiey. Co Coal & Salt Co. & ay ide, ‘coal’ Co. 0. (1890), 
Q. B. 252: Smith v. ae a a {1903] 2 K. B. 3 
Re Brockman "(1905), 78 L. 


SuB-sEcT. 3.—To WHom Maps. 


a Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 
(c. 14). 

373. Person in existence to receive it..—WaARD 

v. HUNTER, No. 350, ante. 

374. Third party | —Deft. pleaded Statute of 
Limitations, non assumpsit infra sex annos. 
Wvidence, it seems, came out on the trial, that 
he met a man in a fair, & said he went to the fair 
to avoid pltf., to whom he was indebted. This 
was within the six years, & was held a sufficient 
assumpsit to take it out of the statute, there being 
no pte debt between them.—RICHARDSON v. 
Yen (1772), Lofft, 86; 98 HB. R. 546. 

a78, ——. —PETERS v. BROWN (1801), 4 
Hsp. 46, N. 

Annotation :—Refd. Parmiter v. Parmiter (1860), 1 John 

& H. 135. 


376. .|—Where, in a deed between defts. 
& a third person, defts. acknowledged, within six 
years, the existence of a debt, & pltfs. were wholly 
strangers to the deed :—H eld: this was sufficient 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
MOUNTSTEPHEN v. BRooKE (1819), 3 B. & Ald. 
141; 106 BH. R. 614. 

Annotations :—Refd. Clark wv. a Marans ees? 2B.&U. 
149 ; Tanner v. Smart (1827) » 

377. .|—Semble: since Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), an acknowledgment 
of a debt by the debtor to a third person is not 
sufficient to take the case out of Statute of 
Limitations.—GRENFELI. v. GIRDLESTONE (1837), 
2 Y. & C. Ex. 662; 1 Jur. 940; 160 EB. R. 560; 
sub nom. GREENFELL v. GIRDLESTONE, 7 L. J. 
Ex. Hq. 42. 

Annotations :-—Retd. pogaas o. Culley, Edwards & Godwin 
v. Oulley (1859), 4 H. & N. 377. Mentd. Bolding wv. 
Lane (1862), 3 Giff. 561. 

378. -]—In answer to an application for 
payment of a debt, debtor wrote: ‘‘ I hope to be 
at H. soon, when I trust everything will be 
arranged with W. (the creditor) agreeable to 
her wishes’’:—Held: a sufficient promise to 
take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
EDMONDS v. GOATER (1852), 15 Beav. 415; 21 
L. J. Ch. 290; 51 EH. R. 598. 

‘Annotations :—Mentd. Collis v. Stack (1857), 1 H. & N. 805 ; 
pa ham v. Marriott (1857), 2 .T. O. S. 145; Fuller 

Rodman (No. 2) haat 26 Bony. 614; Chasemore v. 

‘urnor (1875), 33 L. T. 323. 

879. Minute entered in book of debtor— 
Public authority.|—Certain comrs., being in debt, 
appointed a finance committee to investigate the 


PART Il. SEOT. 8, SUB-SECT. 8. 

3741. Third debe’ y.J—An acknow- 
si giaay of a debt, not being a debt 

apecialty, be sufficient under 

Blatete of tatalinns, must ash pinde 
to the creditor or to his age 
general acknowledgment. of po ability 
or an acknowledgment to a third person, 
is not sufficient.—GOODMAN ¥v. BOYES 
(1890), 17 A. R. 528.—CAN. 

874 ii. ——.]—EING v, eee GAN. 
me tt T. 209 ; 31 O. R. 673.—C 


4 ill, RAMAN 9. VAIRA 
agesek L. RB. R. 7 Mad. 392 ‘—IND. 
ares i taaacgt Ve) MAN ALAR 
AR PURBSHOTAM (FIRM OF) 

lisson’ Tt iL R 10 Bom. 71.—IND. 














382 ii. 





tion Act, 8. 19 


one on his behalf. 
NaTH RaM SaHu 
Cale. 6138; 10 C. 


382 iii. 





oe 
sue the 


.}—An acknowled 
of a debt to be irene under 


communicated to ti the: creditor or to nae 
1906), I. R. 


./+—-An acknowledgment 
of a debt barred by the Statute of 
Limitations, & given b 
to a person who was neither scour of, 
nor in privity with, the creditor, ig 
insufficient as a pro to pay the 
debt so “ to enable the creditor to 
debtor.—RoOGERS v. QUINN 
(1889), 26 L. R. Ir. 186.—IR., 
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accounts & report thereon. The committee made 
a report, to which was appended a schedule of 
liabilities, i in which the arrears of salary to the 
clerk were inserted. The comrs., by a minute 
of their proceedings, ordered ‘‘ that the report 
be accepted, with thanks to the committee for 
the trouble taken in the Pre aration ’’ :—Held : 

there was no acknowle by the comrs. to 
take the case out of 8 tute of Limitations.— 


BusH v. Martin (1863), 2 H. & C. 311; 2 New 
Rep. 287; 33 L. J. Ex. 17; 8 LAT. 509 5 9 Jur. 
N.S. 851; 11 W. R. 1078; 159 E. R. 129. 


“Aniotatione. -—Mentd. Re tones (1887), 36 Ch. D. 105 
Se v. ce Rewenstle- on-Tyne Corpn. & N. E. Ry. (1889) 
380. ——— Admission in cross-examination.|]— 

Re BEYNON, BEYNON v. BEYNON, [1873] W. N. 

186, L. C. 

381. Co-debtor.|—In an action against A. on 
the joint & several promissory notes of himself 
& B., to take the case out of Statute of Limitations, 
it is "enough to give in evidence a letter written 
by A. to B. within the six years, desiring him . 
seule a money.—HALLIDAY v. WARD (1811), 3 


“38D, Ct Creditor.]—FULLER v. REDMAN (No. 2), 
No 332, ante. 
383. Agent of creditor.|—(1) A., by means of 
& misrepresentation, received of B. & several other 
ersons, his tenants, various sums of money, 
which he was not entitled. B. applied to him 
to have the money which he had so paid returned, 
saying that he & the other tenants had been in- 
duced to pay more than was due. A. replied, 
that if there was any mistake it should be rectified : 
—Held: this obviated Statute of Limitations as 
to cat made by the other tenants as well 
as 
(2) Pitf., an administratrix, after the death 
of intestate, made one such wrongful payment 
as before mentioned, out of the assets :—Held: 
she might recover it in her representative character. 
—CLARK v. HOUGHAM (1823), 2 B. & C. 149; 
3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 322; 1 L. J. 0.8. K. B. 240; 
107 EB. R. 339. 
AOS rae (1) Consd. A’Court v. Cross (1825), es 


Moo C. P. 198. Generally, Mentd. Gibbs v. Guild 
(1882), 46 L. T. 248. 
(No. 2), No. 


384. 
332, ante. 

385. Partner -|—An acknowledgment of a debt 
being due to one partner of a firm, held sufficient 
acknowledgment of a debt being ‘due to a firm, 
so as to take it out of Statute of Limitations.— 
WHITE v. WILLIAMS (1838), 1 Will. Woll. & H. 62. 

386. -.|}—An acknowledgment of a debt 
contained in a letter from one rai? to another, 
undertaking to assign to the latter the debts & 
liabilities of the firm, upon his satisfying debts 
due to a person named in the letter & others, 
or ‘‘ obtaining a release of my liabilities in respect 
of such debts’’:—Held: not to amount to a 











ent 
mita- 
be addressed or 


a (1915), 34 N. Z. L. R. 548.— 


883 1. Agent of creditor.}—LYON~ 

age (1865), 16 C. P. 197.—OAN, 

Trusice.|—An acknowledgment 

toa a party’s trustee is sufficient to take 

a eon of the yee vs ATT T SANE: 
— YRE »,. CANADA Co 

Gr. 367.—CAN. ett as 


—IMaM a? v. BAl “4 
- N. 551 FaNb. 


the debtor Personal eas: }~Brarp 


. ,ketouvs (1847), 5 


acknowledgment of 


An 
indebtedness ny letter written after 


Parson who in entitled” co tane See 
882 iv. ——.}—BROoGAN v. PUBLIC lottera of eiictiteate, to” the 


AA 2 


LIMITATION 
Sub-secte. 
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Sect. 8.—Acknowledgments in writing: 
8,4 &5, A, & B.; sub-sect. 6, A.) 
romise to pay the debts & therefore not to take 
he debts out of Statute of Limitations.—Re 
HINDMARSH (1860), 1 Drew. & Sm. 129; 1 L. T. 
475; 8 W. R. 203; 62 BE. R. 327. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Burdick ». Garrick (1870), 5 Ch. App. 
233. Refd. Watson v. Woodman (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 
721. Mentd. Bean v. Wade (1885), 2 T. L. R. 157: Re 
Friend, Friend v. Friend (1897), 66 L. J. Ch. 737: North 
American Land & Timber Co. v. Watkins, [1904] 1 Ch. 

- 242; Cheese v. Keon, [1908] 1 Ch. 245; Henry v. Ham- 
mond (1913), 108 L. T. 729. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—TIME FOR MAKING. 

387. Before or after commencement of action.| 
—A promise made after the commencement of an 
action is not sufficient to sustain a replication that 
deft., who had pleaded infancy, ratified his con- 
tract after he came of age. 

- Where Statute of Limitations has run, a new 

promise revives the debt ab initio, & that is equally 

the case whether the promise is made before or 
after the commencement of the action (HOLROYD, 

J.).—_THORNTON v. ILLINGWORTH (1824), 2 B. & C. 

824; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 545; 2 L. J. 0. S. K. B. 

175; 107 HK. R. 589. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bateman v. Pinder (1842), 3 Q. B. 
574. Mentd. Belton v. Hodges (1832), 9 Bing. 365; 
Williams v. Moor (1843), 11 M. & W. 256; Re Purser 
kz p. Stevenson (1868), 19 L. T. 23; Cowern v. Nield 
(1912), 81 L. J. K. B. 865. 

888. Whether after action brought.]—WHuITs v. 
GRUBBE (1641), March, 105; 82 EH. R. 432. 

389. ———.] —- HEYLIN v. Hastings, No. 600, 
post. 

390. ——.]|—WILLIAMS v. GUN (1710), Fortes. 
Rep. 177; 92 E. R. 808. 

391. ——.]—- A debt acknowledged after an 
action is brought, takes it out of Statute of 
Limitations.—YEA v. FOURAKER (1760), 2 Burr. 
1099; 97 E. R. 730. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bateman v. Pinder (1842), 3 Q. B. 
574. Refd. Thornton v. Illingworth (1824), 4 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 545; Scales v. Jacob (1826), 11 Moore, C. P. 
553; Tanner v. Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603 ; Buckmaster 
v. Russell (1861), 10 C. B. N. S. 745; Spencer v. Hem- 
merde, (1922) 2 A. C. 507. 

392. ——-.]|—LLOYD v. MAUND, No. 415, post. 

393. ——— Statement in affidavit.|—RucKER vw. 
HANNAY (1789), 4 East, 604, n.; 102 E. R. 962 ; 
previous proceedings, 3 Term Rep. 124. 

Annotations :—Refd. Swann v. Sowell (1819), 2 B. & Ald. 
cone Mentd. Maddocks v. Holmes (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 





3894. ——-.] — THORNTON v. ILLINGWORTH, No. 
387, ante. 
395. Account stated.|—A case cannot be 


taken out of Statute of Limitations by proof of an 
account stated after action brought, whereby a 
balance was admitted to be due to pltf. from deft. 
co v. LIVERMORE (1847), 8 L. T. O. S. 480, 


creditor’s estate, & who does, after the 
receipt of the letter, take out such | CAN, 
letters, is a sufficient acknowledgment 
within Statute of Limitations.— 
ROBERTSON ¥v. BURRILL (1895), 22 


A. R. 356.—CAN. 

t. —— HOmMESs v. SMITH (1857), 
V1.0. L. R. 461.—IR. 

a. Agent of indorsee of nole— 
Creditor being indorser.}—JOHN WATSON 


MANUFACTURING Co. v. SAMPLE (1899), 
12 Man. L. R. 373.—CAN, 
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b. After ration of statutory 
period. }—Re ILLIAMB = (1903) 24 
C.L.T.91; 70. L. R.156; 10. W. RB. 





C. L. R. 162.—A 


e. ——.] 


534; 20. W. BR. 47; 30. W. R, 251.— 


PART Il, SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 5.—A. 

0. Neceasily for.}—EXECUTOR, TRUS- 

TEE & AGENOY Co. or SoutnH Auvus- 

TRALIA, LTD. v. THOMPSON (1919), 27 

R US. ANDERSON (1906), 87 N. B. R. 432; 

d. ——.}—-McCormick »v. Brrzey | 1 HE. L. R. 443.—OAN, 
(1845), 1 U. C. R. 388.—CAN, 


— An 

ment of title made 
ears will not save the Sta 
Limitations Don d Y vw. 
HENDERSON (1847), 3 U. C. RB. 486.— 


{. ——~.]—- SPALDING 0, 


or ACTIONS. 


396. ——— Acknowledgment amounting to new 
promise.]|—An acknowledgment of the debt bars 
Statute of Limitations, because it amounts to a 
new promise, &, therefore, if made after action 
brought, it is no bar.—BATEMAN v. PINDER (1842), 
3 Q. B. 574; 2 Gal. & Dav. 790; 11 L. J. Q. B. 


281; 6 Jur. 714; 114 EB. R. 627. 
Be aia :—Expld. Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 


SUB-sEcT. 5.—ForM. 
A. Writing. 

See, now, Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), 8. 1. 

397. Necessity for original promise within Statute 
of Frauds—Subsequent promise by parol.|—Deft., 
having entered into a guarantee in writing, & 
become liable upon it at a period of more than 
six years before the commencement of the suit, 
verbally promised within six years that the matter 
should be arranged: & afterwards on an action 
being brought pleaded actio non accrevit, etc. :— 
Held: Stat. Frauds having been once satisfied 
by the original promise being in writing, it was 
not necessary, in order to take the case out of 
the Statute of Limitations, that the latter pro- 
mise should also be in writing. —GrsBoNs v. 
ND (1818), 1 B. & Ald. 690; 106 E. R. 

398. ——— Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), s. 1.]—If, since Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), deft. by a letter 
admit a balance to be due, without stating the 
amount, this will take the case out of the Statute 
of Limitations, so as to entitle pltf. to nominal 
damages. 

The object of Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14), was to procure that in writing 
for which words were previously sufficient.— 
DICKENSON v. HATFIELD (1831), 5 C. & P. 46; 


1 Mood. & R. 141, N. P. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lochmere v. Fletcher (1833), 1 Cr. 
& M. 623; Kdmunds v, Downes (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 459.: 
Refd. Dodson v. Mackey (1835), 8 Ad. & El. 225; Cheslyn 
v. Dalby (1836), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 170; Bird ». Gammon 
(1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 883; Routledge v. Ramsay (1838), 
3 Nov. & P. K. B. 319; Hartley v. Wharton (1840), 11 
Ad. & El. 934: Waller v. Lacy (1840), 8 Dowl. 563. 





rg —— .|—JONES v. Rypgr, No. 617, 
post. 
400. -!— The whole effect of Lord 








Tenterden’s Act [Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1], was, that whereas before 
the statute there might have been an acknowledg- 
ment of a debt by parol, which might amount to a 
promise to pay, & therefore be a new cause of 
action, that statute provides that no such mere 
verbal acknowledgment shall have that effect, 
but the acknowledgment must be in writing ; 
that was the whole effect of that statute; & so 
the matter stood so far as respected simple con- 


(1846), 3 U. C. R. 66.—CAN, 
g. -}—An oral admission by 
& person hol under an agreement to 
purchase, that he is holding as tenant 
at will to the vendor, will not prevent 
the Statute of Limitations running 
against such vendor.—ANDERSON v. 





h, ee ele aL, ©. MUTHAYYA 
(1892), I. L. R. 16 Mad. 339,—IND. 

k, ———.] — PERIAVENKAN UDAYA 
TEVAR Uv. SUBRAMANIAN CHETTI, SUB- 
RAMANIAN CHETTI v. PERIAVENKAN 
pane te van (1896), I. L. R. 20 Mad. 


1, -———.}-An acknowledgment of 


oral acknowledg- 
during the twenty 
tute of 
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tract debts (KInpERsiEy, V.-C0.).—Moopm v. 

BANNISTER (1859), 4 Drew. 482; 28 L. J. Ch. 

881; 82 L. T. O. S. 876;°5 Jur. N. S. 402; 7 

W. R. 278; 62 E. R. 166. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. Fuller v. Redman (No. 2) (1859), 26 
Beav. 614; Gopeckishen Goshamee v. Brindabunchunder 
Sirear Chowdhry geOe) 13 Moo. Ind. App. 37; Lucas 
v. Dixon (1889), 58 L. J. Q. B. 161; Trevor v. Hutchins, 
pene ce 844; Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, [1907] 


B. Signature. 

See, now, Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), 8. 1. 

401. Necessity for..—A banker stated the bal- 
ance of the account with his customer, who became 
a lunatic; during the lunacy, balances were 
struck in the pass-book from time to time; a 
lucid interval occurred, & after a relapse, there 
was an unsigned statement, in writing, of the 
balance, & a memorandum of payment to the son 
of the committee. The customer never subse- 
quent y recovered his reason. In an action by 
the administrator, on an account stated with 
the lunatic :—Held: there was no evidence of 
an account stated with him, & the statement, 
not being signed by the banker, could not operate 
as a revival of the original debt, so as to prevent 
the application of Statute of Limitations.—TaR- 
BUCK v. BISPHAM (1836),2 M. & W.2; 6L. J. Ex. 
49; 150 E. R. 648. 

402. ———.]—-PorttT v. CLEGG, No. 146, ante. 

403. -.|—An unsigned letter, acknowledg- 
ing a debt, written by a debtor’s wife at his dicta- 
tion, & sent to the creditor in the same envelope 
with a letter to the creditor, written & signed by 
the wife, & which referred to the unsigned letter, 
is not a sufficient acknowledgment of a debt by a 
duly authorised agent of the debtor, so as to take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations.—-INGRAM 
v. LITTLE (1883), Cab. & El. 186. 

404. Sufficiency of—Signature of agent.|—-HyDE 
v. JOHNSON, No. 355, ante. 

405. -|—In assumpsit for money lent 
to deft. for his father’s benefit, an entry made by 
deft., as clerk of pltf., in pltf.’s ledger, wherein 
pltf. gives deft. credit for a part payment within 
six years by his father, is not a sufficient writing 
signed by the party, within Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), to rebut a plea of 
Statute of Limitations—BayLEY v. ASHTON 
(1840), 12 Ad. & El. 493; 4 Per. & Dav. 204; 
9L. J. Q. B. 376; 4 Jur. 890; 113 E. R. 898. 
Annotations :—Dbtd. & Folld. Maghee v. O’Neil (1841), 7 

M. & W. 531; Eastwood v. Saville (1842), 9 M. & W. 615. 

Refd. Clark v. Alexander (1844), 8 Scott, N. R. 147; 

Wainman v. Kynman (1847), 1 Exch. 118. 

406. Name of debtor in debtor’s hand- 
writing—At top of document—Surname only.}— 
The following note ‘“‘ Mr. S. begs to inform Mr. 
L. that he will take an early opportunity of settling 
his account, but Mr. S. objects to give his bill. 
Mr. S. regrets that he has been prevented answering 
Mr. 1L.’s letter before. Crescent, Saturday,”’ 
without other date or signature, the letter referred 
to not being produced after notice :—Held: suffi- 
cient to render a certificated bkpt. liable to a 


a debt does not take the case out of 
the Statute unless made in some 
writing signed by the party chargeable 
thereby.—-BELL & MOORE ». SWART 
(1899), 16 8. OC. 404.—S. AF: 

m. ———.}—NEETHLING ¥. DR WIT, 
(1910) ©. P. D, 














SHID 


205.—S. AF. signed by the person to be 
PART II. SECT, 8, SUB-SECT. §.—B. [bereby.—DHaRam D 
4011. N for.) — MAHALA- 


KSHMIBAI t, NAGESHWAR PURSHOTAM 
is OF) (1886), I. L. R. 10 Bom. 71.— 


401 ii. ———.]—GANGADHARRAO VEN- 
KATESH v. RAMA 
(1894), I, L. R. 18 Bom. 586.—IND. 


401 iii. ———.}—In order that 
acknowledgment. of a debt should be 
effectual to rave limitation it must be 


AS 
Davi (1907), I. L. R. 29 All. 773.—IND, 


4041. Sufficiency of — Signature o 
agent.}--BaLL v. PARKER (1878), $8 
C. R. 488.—CAN, 
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debt incurred before his bkpcy. under 6 Geo. 4, 

Cc. 16, 8. 131.—LoBB Vv. STANLEY (1844), 5 Q. B. 

574; Dav. & Mer. 685; 138 L. J. Q. B. 117; 2 

L. T. O. 8S. 366; 8 Jur. 462; 114 E. R. 1366. 

Annotations :—Consd. Holmes v. Mackrell (1858), 3 C. B. 
N. 8S. 789. Mentd. Bennett v. Brumfitt (1867), L. R. 3 
C. P. 28; Caton v. Caton (1867), L. R. 2 H. L. 127. 


407. .|—Hotmes v. MACKRELL, 
No. 549, post. 

408. Handwriting of debtor not proved.|— 
In order to take the case out of the Statute of 
Limitations, pltf. produced in evidence annual 
statements of account which had been transmitted 
to him from the deft.’s house at Calcutta, from 
the year 1816 to the year 1832, both inclusive. 
These accounts were made up to Apr. 30, in each 
year, & bore the signature of the firm, ‘‘ A. & co.” 
at the foot thereof. The credit side of the last 
account, which was dated Apr. 30, 1832 (within 
six years of the commencement of the action— 
the writ having been sued out on Apr. 26, 1838), 
contained three items—the first dated May 1, 
1831. “By balance of last account, 83,246 
sicca rupees ’’—the second, of the same date, gave 
credit for the omission of a sum in the account 
of a former year—the third, dated Apr. 30, 1832, 
was, ‘‘ balance of interest account.’”’ The debit 
side consisted of various items of payments made 
by A. & co. between May 2, 1831, & April 2, 1832 ; 
after which followed two items dated Apr. 30, 
1832, viz. ‘* Postage & petty charges, sicca 
rupees”? & ‘‘ Commission on the disbursement of 
a certain sum, 60 sicca rupees”’: & the balance 
was then brought down, viz. 83,547 sicca ruppees, 
14 annas, for which the action was brought. The 
signature of ‘‘ A. & co.” at the foot of the account 
of Apr. 30, 1832, was not proved to be the hand- 
writing of deft., nor that of any member of the 
firm :—Held: (1) this was not a sufficient signa- 
ture by the party chargeable to bring the case 
within the exception of 9 Geo. 4, c. 24, 8.1; (2) the 
account did not disclose any payment within the 
Act. 

Qu.: whether it would have sufficed to charge 
deft. if it had been proved to have been the 
signature of a partner.—CLARK v. ALEXANDER 
(1844), 8 Scott, N. R. 147; 18 L. J. C. P. 1883 


8 Jur. 496. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Swift _v. Winterbotham 
244, Generally, Mentd. Callander v. 














(1873), L. R. 8 Q. B. 
Howard (1850), 10 CG. B. 29 


Sus-sEectT. 6.—WHAT ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ARE 
SUFFICIENT. 

NotTe.—By Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), 8. 1, all acknowledgments must be in 
writing. Several of the cases quoted below refer to 
verbal acknowledgments, but are nevertheless retained 
here as the same reasoning would probably apply 
had the acknowledgment been in writing. 


A. In General. 
409. Necessity for promise to pay—Express or 
implied.]|—-EVERETT v. RopEmrrson, No. 5138, post. 


Das 
All. 


——— eee 


404 if. ./—-MATRURA 
Pa BALAPA DESAI 9. Baru LAL (1878), I. L. R. 1 
683.—IND. 


$3 «PART Il. SECT, 8, SUB-SECT. 6.—A. 
409i. Necessity for promise to pay-— 

Express or implied.}—DOUGALL  ¥, 
409 ii. ———- ——-.]— LYON v. TIFFANY 

(1865), 16 C. P. 197.—CAN. 

: .}—-An acknowledg- 

ment of a debt without an express or 


bound 
vo. GANGA 


iil, —— ——. 
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410. ——- ——.]—- Lez: v. Wiumot, No. 614, 
ost. 

. 411. ———- ———.]—_ BUCKET v. CHURCH, No. 414, 
ost. 

: 412, -_-—- ———.]—M. agreed with a co. to 


build for them, at specified prices, certain ships 
to be delivered at certain times, & to be paid for 
by certain instalments. In case of delay in 
delivery of the ships, certain fortnightly sums 
were to be paid as liquidated damager, & the co. 
were to be at liberty to deduct them from the 
unpaid purchase-money. The agreement con- 
tained a provision for referring all disputes to 
arbitration. The ships having been supplied, 
M., who had received some instalments, sent in 
at ‘the end of 1861 an account, showing ‘the final 
balance which he claimed. The co. insisted that 
he was liable to deductions for delay to an amount 
exceeding this balance, & that nothing was due 
to him. A correspondence ensued, the co. 
proposed, pursuant to the stipulations of the 
contract, to refer the dispute to arbitration; & 
in 1863, a draft reference having been approved, 
they named an arbitrator on their Dart ut M. 
would not name one on his. On Feb. 19, 1867, 
the managing director wrote to M. saying that 
M.’s account omitted all the deductions to which 
the co. were entitled, & which would leave the 
balance in their favour, but that they were still 
willing to have all questions decided by arbitration, 
according to the contract, & called on M. to concur 
in referring them. This letter was expressed to 
be “‘ without prejudice.’”’ M. did not answer this 
letter, nor take any steps to proceed to arbitration. 
A petition to wind up the co. was presented in 
Oct. 1869, & an order was made. M. claimed 
to prove for his balance, which was resisted, on 
the ground of Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16): 
—Held: (1) the above letter did not contain an 
acknowledgment taking the case out of Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), for that (a) it did not 
contain any admission of a debt, since under the 
contract the liquidated damages were a deduction 
from the price, & not merely matter of set-off : 
Semble: even the admission of a debt, if coupled 
with a claim to a set-off of larger amount, would 
not take a case out of the statute, as no promise 
to pay could be implied from it; (6) nor did it 
contain any unconditional promise to pay; (c) nor 
did it contain any promise to pay upon a condition 
which had since been performed; for on its fair 
construction it contained at most only a promise 
to pay what should be found due on an arbitration 
under the contract, if M. named an arbitrator 
within a reasonable ‘time, which he had not done. 
There must be one of these three things to take 
the case out of the statute (Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16)]. Hither there must be an acknowledg- 
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unconditional promise to pay the ao Ps or thirdly, 
there must be a conditional oe to pay the 
debt, & evidence that the condition hed been per- 
formed (MELLISH, L.J.). 

(2) Semble: as the letter expressed to be with- 
out prejudice, & the proposal contained in it was 


not accepted, it could not be used against the 
writer.—Re RiveR STEAMER Co., MITCHELL'S 
CLaim (1871), 6 Ch. App. 822; 25 L. T. 319; 


19 W. R. 1130, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—<AB to (1) Consd. Morgan v. Rowlands 


Bais, 


R.7 Q. B. 493; Skeet v. Lindsay (1877 2 Ex. 
pista. Banner v. Berridge (188 1), 18 Ch. D. 254. Consd. 
Firth v. si ab (1888), 68 L. T Curwen v. Milburn 
1889), 42 Gh. D. 4 Apld. Tichols v. Regent’s Canal 
oa}, 6 3 1. s° a. B. 641: Barrett v. Davies (1904), 
ol if T, ves Lusher v. Hassard (1904), 20 T. LR RB, 508.5 
Maniram v. Rupchand (1906), 22 T. L. R. 619. 
Fettes v. Robertson 1921), 37 L. R. 581. Cot 


Quincey v. Sha 6), D. 72; Re ‘Bethell 
Bethell v, Bethel ape SBT), 34 Joe *D. 661; Re Fleetwood 
a Dice Klectric Light & Power Syndicate, [1915] 1 


413, ———- ———.]—Re WOLMERSHAUSEN, WOL- 
MERSHAUSEN v. WOLMERSHAUSEN, No. 896, post, 


B. Construction of Acknowledgments. 


414. Whether Eel for judge or jury.}— 
(1) The acknowle ent in writing to take a case 
out of Statute of Limitations must either amount 
to a distinct promise to pay, or to a distinct 
acknowledgment that the sum is due. 

(2) Semble: there is some doubt whether it is 
a question for the judge or for He je ry to deter- 
mine, whether a letter written by deft. be or be 
not a sufficient acknowledgment for this purpose ; 
& till that point is settled, the learned judge will, 
to save the parties expense, express his own opinion 
with respect to the document, & also leave it to 
the jury.—BUCKET v. CHURCH (1840), 9 C. & P. 
209, N. P. 

415. Jury.|—A letter written by a deft. 
who pleaded Statute of Limitations to pltf.’s 
attorney on being served with a writ, couched 
in ambiguous terms, neither expressly admitting 
nor denying the debt, should be left to the jury to 
consider whether it amount to an acknowledgment 
of the debt, so as to take it out of Statute of 
Limitations. LLOYD v. MAUND (1788), 2 Term 
Rep. 760; 100 E. R. 410. 


Annotations :—Distd. Bicknell v. Keppel (1804), 1 Bos. & P. 
N. R. 2 Folld. wren ©. Lieder (1823), 1 Bre ki 266 ; 
Bird v Se atcieon (1837), 3 orre) ii 
v. Frith (1838), 3 M. & we 468. Ny have. aimee soubved 
the correctness of the doctrine laid down in ates 
Maund (PARKER, B.). nsd. Bucket v. Church 840), 
90. & P. 209; Spencer v. “Henimerde, ace 2A. 

Refd. Swann v. Sowell (1819) & Ald. 759; Tann oF 
v. Smart (1827), 6 E 6B. & C. B03 + Poare v. Lewis (1830), 8 


Brigatocke ». Smith (1833), 3 Tyr 
445; Poynder v. Tok 837), Will. Woll. & Dav. il; 
Gardner v. M’'Mahon (1842), 
416. pro- 


6 Jur. 712. 
/—In an action on a 
missory note, deft. having pleaded Statute of 
Limitations, pltf. gave in evidence, as proof of 











ment of the debt, from which a promise to pay is an acknowledgment within six years, the following 
to be implied; or secondly, there must be an letter from deft. to > pitt. : ‘* Business calls me to 
implied promise to pay the whole debt n, ——.])— Hop v. Rrvaz | O. .L. R. 549.—€ .—OAN. 
claimed is not apc to take a case mens 108.4. L. R 79. 79.--AUS. a. ——.) — aie ay GoswaMl 
out of areca Limitations REBURN v. M*Don- | % | BRINDABAN SIREAR 
700 CAN. AGNER (1018), 31 W. L. R. Ninx. RroueG 178 - N. 8. W. 567; | CHOWDHRY (1869), 3 35> i R. P. C. 
400i¥. ————.i-Coonanure iow | 84 No W ae oi —AUS. eo —IND. ie 
Co., LTD. v. FLOEN, 1921 2W. v. POWELL oie 
(6 Wa ean W. R. afio), 6 Uo. ©. Sey eew —CAN. SINGH bea te i. L. R. 8 Lab, Puiae 
409 v. ——.]—APPA yo v, ——.)-— BANK OF MONTREAL 
SURYAPRAKASA Rao (1899), I. L. R. vs Sioa oft 38. 240. L. T. 193 3 PART II, SECT, 8, stra sa isp 
pa roes 94.—IND. es a R. ee CAN, 414i. Whether quest or {yeas 
———.}—-GOBIND Das v. H ON 9. 
26h IND. (1908), I. L. R. 30 All. HAUSER ays 32, 0. L. R. 3703. 7 pen BAD. 48-1 = ee 
O. As N. 3 eI gece ining 


(STD. N. LR 3h, ae 


son, T0083) 4 i eT L. 


ANK v. ANDER- | JUNCTION Ry, ‘Co. eae 4 0. oh Pine. 
. 387; affy., 52 | —CAN, 
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Liverpool. Should I be fortunate in my adven- 
pe bee may depend on seeing me in Bristol ; 
otherwise, I must arrange matters with you as 
circumstances will permit.” Deft. did not show 
that there were any other matters besides the 
amar note to which the letter could refer :— 
eld: it was properly left to the jury to decide 
whether this letter referred to the matter of the 
promissory note, & was a sufficient acknowledg- 
ment to take the case out of the statute.—FRosT 
v. BENGOUGH (1823), 1 Bing. 266; 8 Moore, C. P. 
180; 1L.J.0.8.C. P. 96; 130 E. R. 107. 
Annotations :—Distd. Fearn v. Lewis (1829), 4 C._& P. 173; 


Brigstocke v. Smith (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 483. Folld. Bird 
v. Gammon (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 883. Refd. Tanner v. 
Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603. 


417, ——- ———.]—LinsHLL v. Bonsor, No. 
580, post. 

418. ———- ——_.]—_Birp v. Gammon, No. 557, 
post, 

419. ——- ———.] —Circuir v. Drxon (1844), 
2L. T. O. S. 376. 

ale —— Judge.]|—SNook v. MEARS, No. 584, 
post. 

421. ——- ——..]—-Cotuis v. Stack, No. 466, 
post. 

422. —— Unless document to be explained 





by extrinsic evidence.|—(1) The following letter 
from deft. to pltfs.’ attorney was held not to be a 
sufficient acknowledgment of a debt to take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations: ‘‘ Since the 
receipt of your letter, & indeed for some time 
previously, I have been in almost daily expectation 
of being enabled to give a satisfactory reply to 
your application respecting the demand of Messrs. 
M. against me. I propose being in Oxford to- 
morrow, when I will call upon you on the matter.” 

This letter contains nothing that can be con- 
strued as an acknowledgment of the debt; the 
utmost that can be said of it is that it is evasively 
worded so as to avoid any direct acknowledgment 
(LORD ABINGER, C.B.). 

The document, in order to take the case out of 
the statute, must either contain a promise to 
pay or an acknowledgment from which such 
promise is to be inferred (PARKE, B.). 

(2) The construction of a doubtful document, 
given in evidence to defeat Statute of Limitations, 
is for the ct., & not forthe jury. If it be explained 
by extrinsic facts, they are for the consideration 
of the jury.— MORRELL v. FrituH (1838), 8 M. & W. 
402; 1 Horn & H. 100; 7L. J. Ex. 172; 2 Jur. 
619; 169 EK. R. 1201. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Distd. Humphreys v. Jones (1545), 








4L. J. Ex. 254. Refd. Liddell v. Robinson (1851), 1 
L. T. O. S. 61; Sponoer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 507. 


sums due to him, handed the accounts to his 
creditor, & wrote ‘‘I give the above accounts to 
you, so you must collect them & pay yourself, 
& you & I will then be clear. J.’ :—Held: this 
acknowledgment did not imply a promise to pay, 





4201. ——~- Judge.}--MARSHALL 0. 
Smiru (1870), 20 C. P. 356.—OAN. 
barring 


creditor, coupled with a request for 
time to pay is sufficient to prevent the 
of the debt by Statute of 
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& was no answer, under Statute of Frauds Amend- 
ment Act, 1828 (c. 14), to a plea of Statute of 
Limitations. 

(2) Whether such a written acknowledgment 
be conditional or unconditional is a question for 
the ct., not the jury, except where the document 
is connected with other evidence affecting the 
construction. ROUTLEDGE v. Ramsky (1838), 8 
Ad. & Bl. 221; 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 319; 1 Will. 
Woll. & H. 282; 7L. J. Q. B. 156; 2 Jur. 789 ; 


112 EB. R. 821. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Holand v. Clark (1842), 1 


Y.& ©.Ch. Cas. 151. Refd. Read v. Price (1909), 78 L. J. 
K. B. 1137. 


424, —— J—A deed was executed 
by C. & D., reciting that O. was indebted to D. 
in various sums, but that the precise balance 
was not yet ascertained, & that C. was willing to 
pay to D. the balance that might be due to him, 
‘such balance to be ascertained & paid in manner 
hereinafter mentioned.” It then provided for 
submitting the accounts to arbitrators named in 
the deed. The arbitrators died before they made 
their award :—Held: this constituted an absolute 
promise to pay the amount due; &, therefore, 
notwithstanding that clause, these recitals, coupled 
with extrinsic parol evidence as to the amount, 
were sufficient to take the case out of the operation 
of Statute of Limitations. This is a question of 
fact to be determined upon an examination of the 
whole instrument.—CHESLYN v. DALBY, DALBY 

v, CHESLYN (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 238; 10 L. J. 

Ex. Eq. 21; 160 BE. R. 993. 

Annotations :—Distd. Spong v. Wright (1842), 9 M. & W. 
629; Hales v. Stevenson (1862), 1 New Rep. 23. Refd. 
Williams ». Griffith (1849), 3 Kxch. : Astley & 
Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co. & Tyldesley Coal Co. (1899), 
68 L. J. Q. B. 252. 

425, ——- ——-.]—SmiTH v. THORNE, No. 518, 


post. 








C. Unconditional Acknowledgments. 

426. Bare acknowledgment.|—The confession 
or acknowledgment of a debt will avoid Statute 
of Limitations. 

Promise of payment within the six years, 
though the debt were contracted long before, will 
evade Statute of Limitations ; but confession or 
only acknowledgment that he owed pltf. s0 much 
will not do it (Scroaas, C.J.).—DIcKson v. 
THOMSON (1680), 2 Show. 126; 89 HE. R. 8385. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638; 
Spencer v. Hernmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 507. 


427. Evidence of promise to pay.|— 
Where an action is barrable by Statute of Limita- 
tions, 1628 (c. 16), a new promise will revive it; 
so it is of an acknowledgment, because that is 
evidence of a promise.—MORSE v. BRAXTON (1700), 
3 Salk. 228; 91 E. R. 703. 

428. ——.]—WILLIaAMs v. GUN (1710), 
Fortes. Rep. 177; 92 E. R. 808. 

429. Acknowledgment amounting to promise to 
pay.|— DICKSON v. THOMSON, No. 426, ante. 








promise to pay.}—The law implies @ 
promise to pay where the acknowledg- 
ment of the de 


adgment made before debt 
barred.}~- An acknowledgment made 
before the debt is barred by the 
Statute of Limitations is construed 
more liberally than one made after- 
wards.—BaRRETT v. SCOTT (1877), 3 
V.L. R. (L.) 222,—AUS. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 6.—C. 
4261. Bare acknowl .}—CaRs- 
LEY v, MOFARLANE (1893), 26 N. S. R. 
48.-—-CAN. 
426 ii -J-~- An unconditional 


6 il, s 
acknowledgment of the existence of 
& debt in a letter from debtor to 





Limitations.—WaDDELL v. CALDWELL 
peer 14 E.L. R. 332; 17 D. L. R. 
11.—CAN. 


426 iii. --—-An admission or 
acknowledgment in writ: is sufficient 
to give a new period of limitation, 
although a promise to pay on request 
is not inferrable from it.—-NIJAMUDIN 
ot M ALI (1869), 4 Mad. 385.— 


426 iv. .]— UmrsH CHANDRA 
MOOKERJEn v. SAGEMAN (1869), 6 
B. L. R. 633, n.; 12 W. R, 2.—IND. 

4291. Acknowledgment amounting to 








bt is unconditional, so 
as to prevent the olaim be barred 
by Statute of Limitations.—BaNK OF 
VANCOUVER (IN eae eee v, 
KENNEDY (B. C.), [1919] 3 W. W. R. 
51.—CAN. 


429 ii. ——.}-Fie H&EYFREN ig ate 
[1922] 2 W. W. R. 1088; 68 D. L. 
766.—CAN, 

429 iii. ——.,]}-—-DITTMER v. FRYER 
(1899), 16 S. C. 473.—-8. AF. 

d. Offer to confess judgment.jJ— 
A letter of deft. in which there is = 
offer to confess ju ent for a debt 
constitutes a sufficient acknowledgment 
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430. ———.]—MorsE v. Braxton, No. 427, ante. 

431. .|—If a party, when he is arrested, 
say, ‘I shall go to my attorney’s & pay the debt 
& settle it,’? such statement is sufficient to. take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations.—TRIGGsS 
v. NEWNHAM (1825), 1 C. & P. 631, N. P.3 subse- 
quent proceedings, 10 Moore, C. P. 249. 

432. yesh v. CHURCH, No. 414, ante. 











433. ——-.|—BATEMAN v. PINDER, No. 396, ante. 

434, ———.])—PHILIPS v. PHILIPS, No. 515, post. 

435. .|—A. gave to B. a promissory note, 
dated Oct. 1834, for £837 le. 6d., payable on 


demand. In Dec. 1834, demand was made, & 
A. then promised to pay interest, & signed an 
unstamped memorandum, dated Dec. 2, 1834, as 
follows: ‘‘ I promise to pay to B. £837, with £4 
per cent. interest thereon.—A.”’? Neither principal 
nor interest was paid; but, in Jan. 1848, A. wrote 
to B. a letter referring to a promissory note for a 
debt which he acknowledged, & promised thereby 
to pay :—Held: in the absence of proof of the 
existence of any other promissory note to which 
it could relate, the letter of 1848 must be taken 
to refer to the promissory note of Oct. 1834, & 
thus to take it out of Statute of Limitations.— 
SPICKERNELL v. HorHam (1854), Kay, 669; 2 
Eq. Rep. 1103; 2 W. R. 638; 69 E. R. 285. 

Annotations :-—Retd. McGuffie v. Burleigh (1898), 78 L. T. 

264. Mentd. Mills v. Borthwick (1865), 35 L. J. Ch. 31; 

Re Dixon, Heynes v. Dixon, [1900] 2 Ch. 561; Re Plump- 

tre’s Marriage Settlmt., Underhill ». Plumptre, [1910) 

1 Ch. 609; Pullan v. Koe, (1913] 1 Ch. 9; Re Cavendish 

Browne’s Settlmt. Trusts, Horner v. Rawle (1916), 61 

Sol. Jo. 27. 

436. -|\—Re River STEAMER Co., MIT- 
CHELL’sS CLAIM, No. 412, ante. 

437. ——.|—-BARTLEY vv. (1895), 11 
T. L. R. 248. 

438. General acknowledgment.]— BaILLic v. 
INCHIQUIN (LORD), No. 608, post. 

439. Promise to pay part of debt—-Part recover- 
able.|—WILLIAMS v. GUN (1710), Fortes. Rep. 
177; 92 E. R. 808. 

Where amount disputed.]|—See Nos. 563- 
567, post. 

440. Acknowledgment of signature —- Promis- 
sory note.|—-ANON. (1717), 12 Vin. Abr. 192. 

441. Receipt—For further advance—Indorsed 
on promissory note for first advance— Whether good 
acknowledgment of first advance.|—-The borrower 
of money gave the lender the following memoran- 
dum: ‘I owe you £100, C. R., July 30, 1821” ; 
underneath was written, ‘‘ Aug. 17, received £50, 
C.R.’’:—Held: the latter item, which was within 
six years of the commencement of the suit, did 
not amount to such an acknowledgment of the 
existence of the prior debt, so as to take it out of 
Statute of Limitations.—ROBARTS v. ROBARTS 
(1828), 3 C. & P. 296; 1 Moo. & P. 487; 6L. J. 
0.8. C. P. 117. 

442. ——.]—"‘ Received of A. £150, which I 
promise to pay on demand, with interest,’ is a 
promissory note, & requires to be stamped as 
such. Where, therefore, an instrument in these 
words, on being produced in evidence, was 
stamped with a receipt stamp:—Held: an 
acknowledgment by deft., that he owed the party 
to whom it was given, the sum mentioned in the 
note, was sufficient to entitle the exors. of the 
latter to recover on an account stated, although 
the consideration for which the note was given, 
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was goods sold & delivered, for which there was 
no count in the declaration.—ASHBY v. ASHBY 
(1829), 3 Moo. & P. 186; 7L. 3.0.89. 0. P. 221. 

sa a :—Mentd. Breckon v. Smith (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 


443. .|—In an action for money lent, 
evidence was given of an acknowledgment of a 
debt of from £150 to £180, & a document was also 

ut in as follows: ‘‘ Received the sum of £170 
or which I promise to pay interest at the rate 
of £5 per cent. ’’:—Held: (1) this was not a pro- 
missory note nor an agreement of the value of 
£20 but an acknowledgment of a debt of £170 so 
as to take the debt out of Statute of Limitations ; 
(2) this document did not require to be stamped 
either as a receipt, a promissory note, or an agree- 
ment.—TAYLOR v. STEELE (1847), 16 M. & W. 
665; 16 L. J. Bx. 177; 11 Jur. 806; 153 H.R. 
1357; sub nom. TAYLOR v. FIELD, 2 New Pract. 
Cas. 221; 9L. T. O.S. 79. 

444. Request by debtor to creditor to deduct 
debt from contra account.]--(1) An attorney who 
has several demands against his client, some of 
which are barred by Statute of Limitations, has 
no right to appropriate, in payment of the demands 
so barred, a sum received by him on account of 
his client for damages recovered in an action. 

(2) In an action of assumpsit, deft. pleaded a 
set-off, to which pltf. replied the Statute of 
Limitations :—Held: a letter by pltf., giving deft. 
credit for a sum of money received on his account, 
& requesting him to deduct the amount of his 
cross demand upon him, from his bill, without 
specifying that amount, was a sufficient acknow- 
ledgment to take the case out of Statute of 
Limitations.— WALLER v. Lacy (1840), 8 Dowl. 
563; 1 Man. & G. 54; 1 Scott, N. R. 186; 9 
L. J.C. P. 217; 4 Jur. 435; 1383 E. R. 245. 


Annotations :—.As to (1) Consd. Smith v. Betty, [1903] 2 
K. B. 317. As to (2) Distd. Williams v. Griffith (1849), 
3 Exch. 335. Refd. Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 
539 ; Sidwell v. Mason (1857), 2 H. & N. 306. Generally, 
Mentd. Ivimey v. Marks (1847), 16 M. & W. 843; Cook 
v. Gillard (1852), 1 EK. & B. 26; Haigh v. Ousey (1857), 
7 EK. & B. 578; Pigot v. Cadman (1857), 1 H. & N. 837; 
Pilgrim cv. Hirschfeld (1863), 3 New Rep. 36; 
cantile Lighterage Co., [1906] 1 Ch. 491; Cobbett v. 
iced. ae 2 K. B. 420; Re Osborn & Osborn, (1913] 





445. Bill of exchange—Given for statute barred 
debt.!.—A bill of exchange was given by a bkpt. 
to a creditor, in consideration of an advance of 
money made more than six years before the bill 
was given. Five years after the proof was made 
& dividends had been received upon it, the comrs. 
ordered the proof to be expunged on the ground 
that the bill was not such an acknowledgment 
as took the case out of Statute of Limitations :— 
Held: the bill was sufficient for that purpose & 
the proof must be restored.—Re BENTLEY, Ea p. 
WILSON, Ea p. WYMAN (1841), 1 Mont. D. & De G. 
586, Ct. of R. 

AES :—Moentd. Re Tait, xp. Harper (1882), 21 Ch. D. 

446. Promise to give credit in contra account.|— 
In 1845, J. lent pltf. £200, on the security of the 
joint & several promissory note of himself & two 
sureties. Between Nov. 1845, & Feb. 1847, J. 
bought of pltf. goods to the amount of £17. In 
July, 1847, pitf. remitted J. £10 for interest due 
on the note, & at the same time sent his bill for 
the goods. J. wrote in answer: ‘I beg to 
acknowledge the receipt of £10 cash, & the bill, 
amounting to £17, both of which sums I have 
placed to your credit. I have inclosed your bill ; 





to deprive deft. of the benefit of Statute 
of mitations.—WESTERN FOUNDRY 
& Mera. Co., Lp. v. STEVENS (H. I.) 


Co., {1919} 3 


WwW. W. R. 1081; 15 
Alta, L. R. 134.+-CAN. 


e. Promissory note operates as 


acknowledgmeni—d& promise. }-—-FaGuy 
o. CARRIER ele as D. L. R. 598; 
64 8. Cc. R. $1, AN. 
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receipt it, & return it to me by post.” It did 
not appear whether pltf. had sent back the bill 
receipted. _ In Feb. 1853, & after the death of J., 
the promissory note was paid by one of the 
sureties, without taking credit for the £17. In 
May, 1853, pltf. sued the administratrix of J. 
for the £17, when she pleaded Statute of Limita- 
tions :—Held: the above letter was a sufficient 
promise within Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14), to take the case out of Statute of 
Limitations.—Evans v. Simon (1853), 9 Exch. 
282; 23 L. J. Ex. 16; 183.P.9; 156 B. R. 121; 
sub nom. SIMON v. Evans, 2 C. L. R. 416; 2 W. R. 
my : sub nom. SYMONS v. Evans, 22 L. T. O. 8. 

447. Agreement by one debtor—To creditor’s 
taking dividend under assignment of bankrupt 
debtor—‘‘ Without prejudice to creditor’s claim for 
balance.’’]|-—-CocKRILL v. SPARKES, No. 695, post. 

448, Indorsement by maker of promissory note 
—Signature of debtor & date.1—L. in 1846, pro- 
mised to pay, three months after date, to B. or 
to C., his wife, the sum of £500. B. died in 18638, 
leaving O. surviving. There was an indorsement 
on the note in J..’s handwriting of his name & 
the year 1866. C. died in 1868 :—Held: it was 
not intended to make a new note, & there was a 
sufficient acknowledgment to exclude Statute of 
Limitations.—BourpIN v. GREENWOOD (1871), 
L. R. 13 Eq. 281; 41 L. J. Ch. 73; 25 L. T. 782 ; 
20 W. R. 166. 

449. Necessity for statement that debt owed by 
writer of acknowledgment.|—J. was a trustee of a 
settlement by which the T. estate was settled on 
the wife of deft. for life to her separate use without 
power of anticipation. J. lent money to deft., 
& for some time, with the wife’s consent, the rents 
of the T. estate were applied towards payment of 
the debt, the wife giving receipts for them. In 
Oct. 1879, deft. wrote to J., “I thank you for 
your very kind intention to give up the rent of T. 
next Christmas, but I am happy to say at that 
time both principal & interest will have been 

aid in full’ :—Held: this was not an acknow- 
edgment which would take the debt out of Statute 
of Limitations. 

It is not enough for the writing of an acknow- 
ledgment to refer to a debt as being due from 
somebody, but the letter on its fair construction 
as read by the light of surrounding circumstances 
must be an admission that the writer himself owes 
the debt.—GREEN v. HuUMPHREYS (1884), 26 
Ch. D. 474; 538 L. J. Ch. 625; 51 L. T. 42, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Firth v. Slingsby (1888), 58 L. T. 481. 
Apld. Re Buskin, Hx p. Farlow (1894), 15 R. 117. Consd. 
Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. R. 5813; Speucer v. 
Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 507. Refd. Curwen v. Milburn 
(1889), 42 Ch. D. 424, 


D. Conditional Promises. 
450. Whether sufficient—On fulfilment of con- 
dition.|—TANNER v. SMART, No. 490, post. 
451. ——.|—KENNETY v. MILBANK, No. 
551, post. 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT, 6.—D. 


4501. Whether suffici n fulfil- 
ment of condition.}-—-To take a case out 
of the Statute, slight evidence is 
sufficient, but the recognition of 
Mability must be unequivocal, or the 
promise must be unconditional, or the 
condition performed.—CARPENTER v. 
UP aia (1840), 2 Ont. Dig. 4029.— 





the party cha 
an express ac 
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450 li. ——- ——.,]}--YOunNG v. Moors 450 v. 
(1864), 23 U. C. R. 151.—CAN, 

450 lil. ——- ———.]—-ROBLIN v. Mo- 
MAwOn (1889), 18 O. R. 219.— CAN. 


450iv, ———~———.]—In order to take 


308.—IND, 


a case out of the operation of Statute 
of Limitatione the wri 
eable must be either 
owledgment of the 
an unconditional promise to 
ay the same, or a conditidnal promise 
o pay, the condition of which has been 
led.—-MCNEILL sv. 
(P. KE. I.) (1914), 14 BE. L. R. 247; 20 
D. L. R. 971.—CAN. 
——.}—Youna v. MAn- 
; GALAPILLY RAMAIYA ( 


450 vi. ——- ——. 
Row BAHADUR 0. RANGUH APPA Row 
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out of the statute, must be absolute; or, if 
conditional, the condition must be proved to have 
been performed. Where, therefore, a party 
stated, ‘‘ These sums I mean honourably to pay, 
& I shall not avail myself of the Statute of Limita- 
tions. When 1 may be able to pay you I cannot 
now say’ :—Held: if any promise at all, that 
this was only conditional, & pltf. must prove 
deft.’s ability—WoopHam v. Hoiis (1833), 3 
L. J. K. B. 70. 

453. ——- ———_.]—A. having signed, as surety 
for B., a joint & several promissory note made 
by A. & B., & being called upon after B.’s death 
for payment of the money due upon it, requested 
the holder to apply to B.’s extrix., stating, in 
writing that ‘‘ what she should be short he would 
assist to make up.’’ The extrix. having been 
applied to, but not paying anything :—Held: A.’s 
conditional promise of payment became thereby 
absolute, & rendered him liable in an_ action 
brought against him on the note more than six 
years after its date, & after a reasonable time 
for payment by the extrix. had elapsed._—-HUM- 
PHREYS v. JONES (1845), 14 M. & W.1; 141. Je 
Ex. 254; 9 Jur. 333; 153 BH. R. 364. 








454. ——.|—HAMMOND v. SMITH, No. 
176, ante. 

455. ———.]—LEE v. W1LMoT, No. 514, post. 

456. .|—In the year 1859 deft. B., 








together with his two brothers, made a joint & 
several promissory note to secure a sum of money 
advanced by pltf. to one of the brothers. No 
acknowledgment of liability was made by him 
until Sept. 1870, when the brother to whom the 
money was advanced having failed to pay the 
amount, pltf. applied for payment to the said 
B., who, in reply, wrote to plitf. as follows: ‘I 
suppose I & my brother Thomas signed the note 
of hand to serve my brother Robert, therefore 
we trust you will use such means that you know 
will make him pay, he having plenty by him 
before you ask us, you being able to do that which 
we should not like to take in law with a brother. 
Please don’t let him know you have applied for 
the money, & oblige, yours respectfully, B. Mit- 
chell. You had better send him a writ at once ’”’: 
—Held: this was a sufficient acknowledgment, 
or promise to prevent the operation of the Statute 
of Limitations [Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14)].—Fisk v. MITCHELL (1871), 24 
L. T. 272; 19 W. R. 798. 

457. ——.]—Re River STEAMER Co., 
MITCHELL’S CLAIM, No. 412, anfe. 

458. -|—In May, 1874, deft., in 
answer to a demand of a debt incurred by him, 
wrote to pltfs. as follows: ‘‘I shall be glad as 
soon as my position becomes somewhat better, to 
begin again & continue with my instalments.’’ 
In Sept. 1876, he again wrote: ‘‘Since the 
present year 1 find myself in a more ,hopeful 
sphere, which, as soon as the general commercial 
crisis gives way, will render to me more than 


ake (1906), I. L. R. 29 Mad. 519. 


450 vii. —— -}-HODGENS ¥v. 
GrawaM (1831), Alo & N 49.—IR. 

450 viii. ———- ———-.]—-MAUNSELL v. 
Hepaes & Davies (1851), 21.C.L. Kk. 
88; 4Ir. Jur. 93.—IR. 











ting signed by 





EACH 450 ix. -——- ——-.] —-HO.LMES v. SMITH 
(1857), 71.C. L. R. 461.— IR. 


450 x. .;/-DRIVER vw. LEAR- 
MOUTH (1872), 1 J. R. 41.—N.Z. 





1867), 3 Mad. f. Offer of pa t in par- 
tieutar manner.}—A letter, simply 
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necessary for living.” At the trial deft. admitted 
that in one year since 1874 his income was greater 
by £14 than it had been in that year ; but no proof 
was adduced that the ‘‘ general commercial crisis ” 
alluded to in deft.’s letter of Sept. 1876, had given 
way :—Held: if deft.’s letters constituted such 
acknowledgments as to warrant the inference of 
promises to pay, they were conditional promises 
only, & there was no proof of the substantial ful- 
filment of the conditions.—MEYERHOFF v. FROEH- 
nicH (1878), 4 C. P. D. 68; 48 L. J. Q. B. 48; 
39 L. T. 620; 27 W. R. 258, C. A. 

es festa v. Davies, Same v, Withers 

(1904), 90 L. T. 460. 

459. —— -}—On July 24, 1882, K. gave 
a@ promissory note payable on demand for £3,000 
to the Duke of B. The money was not actually 
advanced till Sept. 8, 1882. The money was 
intended to buy a seat for K. on the New York 
Stock Exchange, & between July 24 & Sept. 8, 
1888, K. had gone to New York. In 1883 K. 
returned to England. On Apr. 16, 1884, the 
Duke of B. died, having by his will appointed 
his exors. & pltf., the present duke, his residuar 
legatee. On Nov. 19, 1885, K. wrote to pltf. 
in the following terms: ‘‘ The great kindness of 
your father on every occasion, & more especially 
the money that he loaned me to purchase my 
seat on the New York Stock Exchange place 
me now in your debt. . . . I must now leave it 
entirely to your pene by whether you will 
have me liquidate the loan I have mentioned on 
the sale of my seat in New York.” K. sold his 
seat in 1887, & died in Apr. 1888. In Dec. 
1888, pltfs. brought this action on the promissory 
note against the extrix. of K. to recover £3,000 
& interest :—Held: the letter of Nov. 19, 1885, 
was an acknowledgment of the debt sufficient to 
take the case out of the Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16). 

I am of opinion that, at any rate, putting the 
letter in the most favourable light for deft., that 
amounts to a conditional promise to pay upon the 
sale taking place, & in point of fact the sale has 
taken place (Kay, J.).—BUcCCLEUCH (DUKE) v. 
Kpen (1889), 61 L. T. 860; 5 T. L. R. 690. 

460. -|—The promoters of a scheme 
for making a railway, & for the purchase in 
connection therewith of a certain canal, in 1880 
appointed pltfs. to act as their solrs. upon the 
terms that they, pltfs., ‘‘ would give their services 
gratis in the event of the application to Parlia- 
ment failing, or the capital not being raised,’ & 
pitfs. agreed on the condition that, if an Act 
were obtained & ‘‘ the capital raised,’’ they should 
be paid their professional charges. Pltfs. took 
the necessary steps for the obtaining of an Act, 
& in 1882 an Act was passed incorporating the 
co. By the Act the co. were authorised to make 
the canal undertaking & capital separate, & to 
create_a separate ‘canal capital’’ which they 
did. In 1883 the ‘canal capital’? was wholly 
issued, but the residue of the capital, the ‘“‘ railway 
capital,’ had not yet been issued. After incor- 
poration, pltfs., by arrangement acted for the co. 











& particular mode of payment, ; acknowledgment to take the case out | 
the Statute.—-BiLLINGs v. 


is thereby qualified, & will not tak 
a simple contract debt out of Statute 
a8 Limitations.—Re_ LITTLes (1847), 


461i -+~Where a party, in 
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(1869), 17 U. O. R. 888.—OAN. l 
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on the same terms as they had done previoualy 
for the promoters. A dispute arose as to whether 
Itfs. were entitled to their professional 6 
batnre the issuing of the ‘railway alts 
& within six years before action brought the co. 
wrote to pltfs. that ‘no application for further 
ayment can be entertained until your outstanding 
bi of costs have been delivered to the co. for 
their examination & consideration’’; & again 
that ‘“‘ the board cannot entertain your application 
for a further payment until the taxation of your 
several billa of costs has been completed.’’ The 
pills had been delivered & taxed, & in an action 
for the recovery of the same :—Held: in answer 
to a defence of the Statute of Limitations, if the 
six years’ limitation applied, the letters amounted 
to a conditional promise to pay the bills when 
taxed, & as the condition had been erformed 
there was a sufficient acknowledgment to take 
the case out of the statute, & as pltis. were not 
employed for reward by the promoters, they 
could maintain an action for these costs against 
the co. under sect. 204 of the Act, that “ all costs, 
etc., of & incident to the preparing for, obtaining, 
& passing of the Act should be paid by the co., 
& the period of limitation would in that case be 
twenty years.—NICHOLS v. REGENT’S CANAL Co. 
(1894), 63 L. J. Q. B. 641; 71 L. T. 249; 38 Sol. 
Jo. 581; on appeal, sub nom. NICHOLS v. NORTH 
METROPOLITAN Ry. & CaNAL Co. (1896), 74 L. T. 
744, H. L. es 

461. ——-.]—Debtor before the expiration of 
six years after a debt was incurred wrote to the 
creditor as follows: ‘‘I am willing to sell the 
5,230 shares that I hold in”’ a certain co. “ for 
the sum of £816 48. 6d., & in the event of my 
doing so I will with the money pay the 10s. 
call due on 629 of the above shares, amounting to 
£314 10s., & the balance in settlement of my 
account with” the creditor ‘‘ amounting at 
Dec. 31 last to £501 14s. 6d.’ Deft. did not sell 
the shares :—-Held: this letter contained merely 
a conditional promise to pay the debt, & as the 
condition had not been performed the letter did 
not take the case out of the Statute of Limitations. 
— BARRETT (R.) & Son, Lp. v. Davizs (1904), 91 
L. T. 736; 21 T. L. R. 21, C. A. 

462. —— Offer of payment in particular 
manner—Offer not accepted.|—-BUCKMASTER v. 
Russ, No. 595, post. 

See, also, Nos. 507-514, post. 


E. Expressions of Present Inability to Pay. 
(a) Where Unconditional Acknowledgment. 
468. Definite promise to pay—By instalments.] 
—A promise by a deft. to pay a debt by instal- 
ments, when he is able is sufficient to take a case 
out of Statute of Limitations, without proof of 
time being given, or of the ability of the party. 
THOMPSON v. OSBORNE (1817), 2 Stark. 98, 


Annotations :—Consd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638. 
Refd. Irving v. Veitch (1837), 3 M. & W. 90. 


464, —— |—Lzee v. Wimot, No. 514, 


ost. ; 
if 465. At definite future date.]—A., having 
become bkpt. in Aug. 1819; wrote, in Nov. 1826, @ 
letter to B., in which he spoke of a debt of £98 15s. 








——,}+—- EYRE v. MCFARLANE 


461 iv. 
Rovsr (1910), 14 WwW. L. R, 247.--OAN, 


Thom., lat ed. 61; @nd ed. 
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4631. Definite promise to pay—By 
EPBURN 1. CDON 
95 ©. L. R. 199; 85 
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due from him to B., & said (inter alia) as follows : 

fot the end of next month I shall have my 
bankers’ account here, & I sha)l remit the sum due 
to you in a draft on them.” In indebitatus 
assumpsit by B. against A. for the sums men- 
tioned :—Held: the letter contained a sufficient 
promise to answer a plea of Statute of Limita- 
tions, & a plea of bkpcy.; & also to render the 
plea of bkpcy. applicable to the case, it must be 
shown that the debt existed prior to the bkpcy.— 
LANG v. MACKENZIE (1880), 4 C. & P. 468, N. P. 

466. -|—(1) Pltf. having applied to 
deft. for payment of a debt deft. wrote in answer, 
‘‘I shall repeat my assurance to you of the cer- 
tainty of your being repaid your generous loan. 
Let matters remain as they are for a short time 
& all will be right. The works I have been 
appointed to, but they are not yet worked wit 
the full complement of labour; this term will 
decide the matter’ :—Held: a sufficient acknow- 
ledgment in answer to a plea of Statute of Limita- 
tions. The question in these cases is, whether 
the statement as to the time of payment is merely 
an excuse or the condition on which payment is 
to be made. 

(2) The construction of letters of this kind is 
for the ct. (Watson, B.).—CoLLis v. STACK (1857), 
1H. & N. 605; 26L. J. Ex. 188; 28 L. T. O.S. 








aayaue Everett v. Robertson (1858), 28 


L. J. Q. B. 23. Distd. Buckmaster v. Rusrell (1861), 8 
Jur, N. 8. 155. Refd. Cornforth v. Smithard (1859), 29 
ae Ex. 228 ; Chasemore v. Turner (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 
uv e 


: 467, ——- -|—The statement in a letter 
‘I am really sorry to keep you so long waiting for 
your money, but I shall be taking some money 
next month, I think, without fail, & will then try 
& settle with you,” is sufficient admission to take 
a debt out of Statute of Limitations, & is not 
conditional.—PRYKE v. HiLu (1898), 79 L. T. 738. 
aan :—Refd. Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. R. 


468, ——. -|—To an action for recovery 
of a debt due on a, bill of exchange deft. pleaded 
Statute of Limitations. Shortly before the com- 
mencement of the action & after the time fixed by 
the statute had run, deft. wrote, in answer to a 
formal demand for payment by pltf.’s solrs., “I 
admit I owe your client the sum of £210 58. but 
I cannot meet this liability at the moment 
although I hope to call upon you within fourteen 
days to make a definite proposal for repayment of 
that amount with interest from date of loan” :— 
Held: this was a sufficient acknowledgment to 

revent the operation of the statute.—CooreEr v. 

ENDALL, [1909] 1K. B. 405; 781. J. K. B. 580; 
100 L. T. 251; 53 Sol. Jo. 243, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Brown v. Mackenzie (1913), 29 T. L. R. 
310; Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. R. 581 ; Spencer 
v. Hemmerde, (1922) 2 A. C. 507. 

469. Qualified by request for time.J]— 
Dobson v. MACKEY, No. 553, post. 

470. —— At early date in future.|—EpMoNDS 
v. pai No. 878, ante. 











71,—— -———.]—CHAPPLE ¥v. MEGGISON 
(1886), 2 T. L. R. 808. 
470i, ——— At early date in future. (1874), 6 N. W. 150.—IND. 
“I will pay your account a8 soon a8 


pom ble, but I cannot do it now,” 4 
“T had meant to pay you, but 


4741. Definite acknowledgment of eum 
cing due. }-—GRANT v. CAMERON 9 
18 8. C. R. T16.—CAN, ds » 
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QCHAPPLE v. MEGGISON 


| 


27. L. R. 808. 
‘‘As soon as affairs can be 


arranged.’’]—CHASEMORE v. TURNER, No. 531, 
st 


ost. 
= 474. Definite acknowledgment of sum _ being 
due.|—“ I beg to say I cannot comply with your 
request. The best way for you would be to send 
me the bill you hold, & draw another for the 
balance of your money, £30 9s. 9d.’ :—Held: a 
sufficient acknowledgment that £30 9s. 9d. was 
due, to take the case out of Statute of Limitations. 
—Dapss v. HuMPHRIES (1834), 10 Bing. 446; 4 
Moo. & S. 285; 3. J.C. P. 189; 181 H. R. 977. 

475. ——.]—CoLuis v. STACK, No. 466, ante. 

476. .|—The following letter was held to 
be an acknowledgment from whence a promise to 
pay might be implied, so as to rebut Statute of 
Limitations: ‘‘In reply to your statement of 
account received, I am ashamed the account has 
stood so long. I must beg to trespass on your 
kindness a short time longer till a turn in the trade 
takes place, as for some time things have been 
very flat, yours, J. S.".—CORNFORTH v. SMITHARD 
(1859),5 H. & N.13; 29L. J. Ex. 228; 8 W. R. 
8; 157 E. R. 1081. a 

Lons : . . er (1875), L. R. 
A 8 308 as . Seay (18883 BB ih T. a8t. Refd. 

Lee v. Wilmot (1866), 35 L. J. Bx. 175. 

477. ——-.|—-Pltf., a married woman, had 1env 
deft. £20 (her own money) during her husband’s 
lifetime, for which deft., shortly after the husband's 
death, viz., on July 16, 1867, gave plitf. an I.0.U. 
On Oct. 12, 1870, deft. wrote to pltf.’s agent, 
‘‘ Yours of the 10th instant received, respecting 
Mrs. W.’s claim upon me. It is totally out of my 
power at the present time to liquidate the whole 
or even part of same. I am in the anticipation 
of a better position, &, should I be successful, 
Mrs. W.’s claim shall have my first consideration. 
Meanwhile, I shall be pleased to pay a reasonable 
interest on the amount. Show this letter to 
Mrs. W., & tell her the claim has not been forgotten 
by me, & shall be liquidated at the earliest oppor- 
tunity possible’’: & on Mar. 6, 1871, deft. again 
wrote, ‘‘ At present it is utterly out of my power 
to do anything. I am willing to endeavour to pay 
it (the debt) off by easy instalments; or I am 
willing to pay you any reasonable interest to let 
the matter remain for the present,’’ etc. In an 
action for money lent, with a count upon «4 
promise to pay in consideration of pltf.’s forbear- 
ance to sue upon the I.0.U.:—Held: these 
letters amounted to a sufficient promise, founded 
upon a good consideration to take the case out of 
Statute of Limitations. —WILBY v. ELGEn (1875), 
mae 10 0. P. 497; 44L5.C. P. 254; 32 L. T. 

478. ——.|—-A debtor wrote in reply to a 
demand by his creditor for payment, ‘“ I don’t see 
how it is possible for me to be indifferent on the 
matter of this debt. If I were able in oy way to 
reduce it further, you may be quite sure I should 
do so’’ :—-Held: a sufficient acknowledgment to 
take the debt out of Statute of Limitations.—Re 
BUSKIN, Ha p. Fartow (1894), 15 R. 117, 


472. 
(1886), 
4 


=e 
e 





ledgment of the debt or to a promise 
to pay. The mere fact that a letver 
expresses an inability to pay at present 
does not make the acknowl nt 


cannot until something turns up at B.,”’ conditional. — Re HErFREN ( ws 
are such acknowledgments of debt ‘as Gees ONG Ro OA (1992) 2 W. W. R. 1038; 68 D. L. x: 
andec Law 14 of 1861.--Crabk 0. JEE 474 iii. ——.}~An acknowledgment "ang ‘a }-MARTIN v. GrOGHGAN 
EXEOCUTRIX (1894), 15 N. L. R.118,.— of debt to stop running of Statute of 1850 igi L R. 403 —IR 
8. AF. ; Limitations against the debt is sufficient ( )s ee es * : 


~J]— MULLINS -v. BEDDY 


if it either expresaly or by lication 
emount to an umeonditiecel acknow- 


4747. ———.}—Hopr v. LInDBERG 
(1901), 8 Nfid. L. R. 504.—NFLD. 
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E. (a) & (b).]J 
479. .J}—WHITCOMBE v. STEERE (1903), 19 


. iL. R. 697. 
vero :—Relfd. Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. R. 
581. 





480. —-—.]—-COOPER v. KENDALL, No. 468, ante. 

481. J—Pltf. sued deft. for money lent. 
To the defence that the claim was barred by 
Statute of Limitations, pltf. relied on the following 
letter written to him by deft. as being a sufficient 
acknowledgment to prevent the operation of the 
statute: ‘‘ I do not forget, old friend, the debt I 
owe you & which I do wish I could wipe out. 
Why, it must be at least six years since you cabled 
me promptly the help I then needed "’ :—Held: 
this letter constituted a sufficient acknowledgment 
to prevent the operation of Statute of Limitations. 
—BROWN v. MACKENZIE (1918), 29 T. L. BR. 310. 
Athen :—Refd. Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. R. 


482. -|—To an action brought by pltf. to 
recover the amount due upon a promissory note 
deft. pleaded Statute of Limitations. Pltf. relied 
upon two letters written by deft. as taking the 
case out of the statute. In the first, written in 
reply to a letter from pltf.’s solrs. demanding pay- 
ment, deft. wrote, ‘‘If I could pay Miss Parson 
even the smallest portion of the sum I owe her, 
there would be no necessity for pressure: it would 
be a great pleasure to do so, & come what may, if 
I am ever in a position to do so, it will be done 
promptly.” In reply to a further letter from 
pltf.’s solr. deft. wrote, ‘I can say nothing 
different to what I did before. I unfortunately 
owe thousands, & I have no means of any sort or 
description, whatever; if I could, I should gladly 
pay Miss Parson something”’ :—Held: upon the 
construction of the letters, there was an admission 
by deft. of the debt; no condition was attached 
to the promise to pay implied by law from such 
admission; & pltf. was therefore entitled to 
recover.— PARSON v. NESBITT (1915), 85 L. J. K. B. 
654; 113 L. T. 1159; 60 Sol. Jo. 89. 

483. ——.|—SPENCER v. HEMMERDE, No. 484, 
post. 








-.|—See, also, No. 572, post. 


(b) Where No Unconditional Acknowledgment. 

484. General rule.|—In 1915 a debtor, upon 
being pressed for payment of a loan granted to 
him in 1910 & interest thereon, wrote to the 
lender, in explanation of a former letter: ‘It is 
not that I won’t pay you, but that I can’t do so. 
. - « What I wrote was not that I saw no prospect 
at present of being able to repay the capital, but 
that I saw no prospect of being able to repay the 
capital at present.”” The debtor never paid any 
part of the principal or interest. In answer to an 
action brought against him in 1920 for payment 
of the debt the debtor pleaded Statute of Limita- 
tions :—Held: the letter was a sufficient acknow- 
ledgment to take the case out of the Statute. 

Since Tanner v. Smart, No. 490, post, the whole 
of the words used must be considered to see 
(2) whether there is an acknowledgment at all ; 
(6) whether that acknowledgment is limited or 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 6,— 
E. (b). ANK ( 
(1863), 5 


of Limitations.—CHARLOTTE COUNTY 
B PRESIDENT, 


or ACTIONS. 


made subject to any condition, mere words of 
hope or fear, mere prayers for mercy, not amount- 
ing to such a limitation or negativing the technical 
implication of a new assumpsit to call the old one 
ra 4 of abeyance (LORD SUMNER).—SPENCER Vv. 
HEMMERDE, [1922] 2 A. C. 507; 91L. J. K. B. 
941; 128 L. T, 33; 38 T. L. R. 869; 66 Sol. Jo. 
692, H. L. 

485. Bare denial of ability to pay.|—-Where 
upon demand made of payment of two pro- 
missory notes overdue ten years, deft. said: ‘I 
cannot afford to pay my new debts, much less my 
old ones’’?:—Held: the jury were warranted in 
negativing this as evidence of a subsisting debt 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
Knorr v. FARREN (1824), 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 
179; 2L. J. 0.8. K. B. 122. 


Annotations :—Refd. A’Court v. Cross (1825) 
G. P. 198: Poynder v. Bluck (1837), Will. W 


191. 
|—The following acknowledgment of 


11 Moore, 
oll. & Dav. 


486. 
a debt which accrued more than six years before 
action brought was set up as sufficient to take the 
case out of the operation of the Statute: ‘ I was 
in hopes of being able to send you some coin by 
small instalments.’’ The letter went on to say 
that deft. had been unfortunate & had not been 
able to send any :—Held: the letter was not an 
acknowledgment sufficient to take the case out 
of the operation of the Statute.—JuPP v. POWELL 
(1884), 1 T. L. R. 27; Cab. & El. 349. 

487. Conditional promise to pay—On ability to 
pay—Necessity for proof of ability.|—(1) Where to 
a demand of a debt above six years standing, the 
party, on being applied to for payment, says, 
‘‘ I think I am bound in honour to pay the money, 
& shall do it when I am able,”’ is a conditional 
promise only, & not an absolute one to take it out 
of Statute of Limitations. 

(2) Where a deft. has made a promise to pay 
a debt when he is able, it must be shown that he 
was able at the time when the action was brought. 
—DAvigs v. SMITH (1801), 4 Esp. 36,-N. P. 
Annotations :—<As to (1) Refd. Scales v. Jacob Sra . 





Bing. 638; Irving v. Veitch (1837), Murp. & H. 
As to (2) Refd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638. 
488. -]—Where, to a plea of 











Statute of Limitations, pltf. replies a promise 
within six years, & proves a promise to pay when 
of ability, made three years after the original 
cause of action accrued, & within six years of the 
commencement of the action :—Held: he must 
also prove deft.’s ability.—ScALEs v. JACOB (1826), 
3 Bing. 638; 11 Moore, C. P. 553; 4 L. J. O. S. 


C. P. 209; 130 BE. R. 660. 

Annotations :—Consd. Robarts v. Robarts (1828), 1 Moo. & 
P. 487. Expld. Gould v. eee (1829), 2 Moo. & P. 581. 
Refd. Pierce v. Brewster (1827), 12 Moore, C. P. 515; 
Brigstocke v. Smith (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 483. 


489. .|—Deft. being applied to 
pay a debt barred by Statute of Limitations, said 
he should be happy to pay it if he could :—Held: 

Itf. must show deft.’s ability to pay.—AYTON v. 

OLT (1827), 4 Bing. 105; 12 Moore, C. P. 305; 

5L. J.0.8.C, P. 109; 130 EB. R. 707. 


Annotations :—Folld. Edmunds v. Downes (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 
459. Refd. Brigstocke v. Smith (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 483. 


490. -]—In assumpsit brought 
to recover a sum of money, deft. pleaded Statute 




















ats oa v. PIrTs (1854), 


ETC.) v. Ross Tadion. 258.—CAN. 


4851. Bare denial of ability to pay. All. 627.——-CAN. 487 ii, ——- ~—— ——.}—-Biam v. 
A letter written by the maker of @ | 4871. Conditional promise to pay— | ALBEE (1854), 8 All. 9.—CAN. 
© payee, in answer to an | On abilit Necessity for proof | Oo auiw (1856), 60. P. bt a i 
e ’ e e . Ld 


application for payment, stating that it 
thine ie Pe his power then to do any- 

© way of payment, is not 
sufficient to take the Chee aut of Statute 


y to _pay—. 

of ability.}—Proot of & promise to pay 

as ‘* goon as possible ” is not sufficient 
take a case out of Statute of Limita- 

tions without proof of deft.’a ability 


487 iv. ——- ——~- ————.]— WATSON . 
Aree (1887), : if L. R. 11 Bom. 580.— 
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of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & upon that issue was 
joined. At the trial pltf. proved the following 
acknowledgment by deft., within six years: ‘I 
cannot pay the debt at present, but I will pay it 
as soon as I can’ :—Held: this was not sufficient 
to entitle pltf. to a verdict, no proof being given 
of deft.’s ability to pay. 

Though this statute puts all these actions upon 
the same footing, it is only in actions of assumpsit 
that an acknowledgment has been held an answer 
(LORD TENTERDEN, C.J.).—TANNER v. SMART 
(1827), 6 B. & C. 603; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 549; 
51. J. 0.8. K. B. 218; 108 BR. R. 578. 


Annotations :—Apld. Brydges v. Plumptre (1827), 9 Dow. & 
Ry. K. B. 746. Distd. Burleigh v. Stott (1828), 6 L. J. 
O. 8. K. B. 232. Folld. Gould v. Shirley (1829), 2 Moo. & 
P. 581; Haydon v. Williams (1830), 7 Bing. 163. Apld. 
Fearn v. Lewis (1830), 4 Moo. & P. 1. Consd. Brigstocke 
v. Smith (1833), 1 Cr..& M. 483; Irving v. Veitch (1837), 
3M. & W. 90. Apld. Bateman v. Pinder (1842), 3 Q. B. 
574: Hart v. Prendergast (1845), 14 M. & W. 741; 
Smith v. Thorne (1852), 18 Q; B. 134; Holmes v. Mackreli 
(1858), 3 C. B. N. S. 789; Buckmaster v. Russell (1861), 
10 G. B. N. 8. 745; Morgan v. Rowlands (1872), L. R. 7 

Q. 3B. 493. Folld. Chasemore v. Turner (1875), L. R. 10 

Q. B. 500. Apld. Quincey v. Sharpe (1876), 1 Ex. D. 72; 

Green v. Humphreys (1884), 26 Ch. D. 474. 

Bethell, Bethel] ». Bethel] (1887), 34 Ch. D. 561. 

Firth v. Slingsby (1888), 58 L. T. 481. Apprvd. Stamford, 

5) ite & Boston Banking Co. v. Smith, [1892] 1 Q. B. 

765. Distd. Cooper v. Kendall, [1909] 1 K. 

Brown v. Mackenzie (1913), 29 T. L. R. 

Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. R. 581. 

Spencer v.<Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. OC. 507. Refd. Pierce v. 

Brewster (1827), 12 Moore, C. P. 515; Woodham vw. 

Hollis (1833), 3 L. J. K. B. 70; Eicko v. Nokes (1834), 1 

Mood. & R. 359; Wilby v. Henman (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 

658; Linsell v. Bonsor (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 241; Cheslyn 

v. Dalby (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 238; Gardner v. M‘Mahon 

(1842), 3 Q. B. 561: Fordham v. Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 

217; Deacon v, Gridley (1854), 3 C. L. R. 129; Goate v. 

Goate (1856), 1 H. & N. 29; Sidwell v. Mason (1857), 2 

H. & N. 306; Evorett v. Robertson (1858), 1 EK. & EF. 16; 

Hales v. Stevenson (1862), 7 L. T. 317; Cockrell v. 

Sparke rete 9 Jur. N.S. 307; Lee wv. Wilmot (1866), 14 

L. T. 627; Skeet v. Lindsay (1877), 2 Ex. D. 314; Meyer- 

hoff v. Froehlich (1878), 4 C. P. D. 63; Re Hollingshead, 

Hollingshead v. Webster (1888), 37 Ch. D. 651; Re 

Macdonald, Dick »v. ao 1897] 2 Ch. 181; Mowbray 


v. Appleby (1899), 8 . 805; Lusher vw. Hassard 
(1903), 20 T. L. R. 31: Barrott v. Davies, Same v. Withers 
(1904), 90 L. T. 460. 

491, .]|—On deft.’s being applied 











to for payment of a debt of £20, barred by Statute 
of Limitations, he said he was going to H. in the 
course of the week, & he would help pltf. to £5, 
if he could :—Held: this was a mere conditional 
promise, & it was incumbent on pltf. to show deft. 
was of ability to pay.— GOULD v. SHIRLEY (1829), 
2 Moo. & P. 581; 7L. J. 0.8. C. P. 117. 

















492. ——.]—WoopHAM v, HOLLIs, 
No. 452, ante. 

493. ——.]—EDMUNDS v. DOWNEs, 
No. 611, post. 

494, —— ——.]—HAMMOND »v. SMITH, 
No. 176, ante. 

495. ———- ———.|—-MORRELL v. FRITH, No. 422, 
ante. 

496. ——- ———.|—_Re BETHELL, BETHELL v. 
BETHELL, No. 169, ante. 

497, ———- ———.]—_LUSHER v. HASSARD, No. 
573, post. 


See, also, No. 518, post. 


498. Conditional on debtor being given 
time to arrange affairs.|—‘‘ Pltf.’s claim, with that 
of others, shall receive that attention that, as an 
honourable man, I consider them to deserve, & 
it is my intention to pay them; but I must be 
allowed time to arrange my affairs, & if I am 
proceeded against, any exertion of mine will be 
rendered abortive’? :—Held: not an unqualified 
acknowledgment from which the ct. could imply 
@ sufficient promise to pay to take a case out of 
Statute of tations.— v. LEwis (1880), 





' ment. 


365 


6 Bing. 349; 4 Moo. & P.1; 8L. 3.0.8.0. P. 
95; 130 E. R. 1814. apace 
Annotations :—Distd. Chasemore v. Turner (1875), L. R. 

. B. é . Mowbray v. Appleby (1899), 80 L. T. 
Sise Reta. popee. ve v. Smith (i 33), 1 vor & M. 483. 
499. —— Conditional on terms of payment 

being arranged.]|—Mowsray v. APPLEBY, No. 567, 
post. 

500. Expression of hope of future ability to pay.] 
—The following letter was written by deft. to a 
clerk of pltf., in answer to an application for 
payment of the debt: ‘I will not fail to meet 

r. H. (pltf.) on fair terms, & have now a hope 
that before perhaps a week from this date I shall 
have it in my power to pay him, at all events, a 
portion of the debt, when we shall settle about the 
liquidation of the balance’ :—Held: not suffi- 
cient to defeat a plea of Statute of Limitations.— 
I{ART v. PRENDERGAST (1845), 14 M. & W. 741; 
1 New Pract. Cas. 308; 15 L. J. Ex. 223; 6 
L. T. O. 8. 173; 153 BE. R. 674. 
Annotations :-—Consd. Sidwell v. Mason (1857), 2 H. & N. 

306; Chasemore v. Turner (1875), L. R. 1 S: - 600; 

Mowbray ». Appleby (1899), 80 L. 'T. 805. Refd. Liddell 

v. Robinson (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 61; Lee vw. t 

(1866), 4 H. & C. 469: Re Buskin, Kz p. Farlow (1894), 

15 R. 117; Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C, 507. 

501. ——.J—MairLanpD v. BELL (1850), 15 
L. T. O. S. 86. 

502. J—The fifth count alleged that the 
claims in the first, third, & fourth counts, being in 
effect counts for the non-restoration of shares in a 
railway co. trover, & detinue for the shares, had 
arisen, & deft. had requested time & forbearance 
for the satisfaction of such claims, which pltf. had 
granted ; that deft., being then insolvent, for the 
purpose of obtaining further time, wrote to pltf. 
thus: ‘‘I know how worthless are promises of 
reparation... how wholly disregarded are entreaties 
for indulgence; yet will I say that the most 
anxious endeavour & hope of every future day 
shall be to prove my regard & gratitude by 
restoring to you all that I owe.’’ Averment, that 
pltf. gave time, & that deft. became able to pay. 
Breach, non-payment of the claims in the first, 
third, & fourth counts :—Held: the fifth count 
was bad; because, first, the letter showed no 
request of forbearance; &, secondly, the letter, 
even if it contained a promise, amounted to a mere 
promise to pay existing claims not barred by 
Statute of Limitations, & therefore showed no 
new cause of action.— DEACON v. GRIDLEY (1854), 
15 C. B. 205; 83C.L. R. 129; 24L.5.C.P.17; 
24 L. T. 0.S8.113; 3 W. R. 27; 189 E. R. 436. 

503. -|—In answer to an application for 
payment of a debt the debtor wrote as follows: 
‘“] do not wish to avail myself of Statute of 
Limitations to refuse payment of the debt. I 
have not the means of payment & must crave a 
continuance of your indulgence. My situation as 
a clerk does not afford me the means of laying by a 
shilling ; but in time I may reap the benefit of 
my services in an augmentation of salary that may 
enable me to propose some satisfactory arrange- 
I am much obliged to you for your for- 
bearance ’’:—Held: the letter contained no 
sufficient acknowledgment or promise to take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations.—RACKHAM v. 
Marriott (1857), 2 H. & N. 196; 26 L. J. Hr. 
315; 29 L. T. O. S. 145; 3 Jur. N.S, 495; 6 
W. R. 572; 157 BE. BR 81, Ex. Ch. 

Bat al :—Consd. Sidwell v. Mason (1857), 2 H. & N. 


504. ——.]—In an action in which deft. 
promt Statute of Limitations :—Held: in deft.’s 
etters, which contained words of hope & expect- 
ancy about his being able to pay the debt, & which 
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also contained expressions amounting to an 
admission of the debt, the particular words of 
hope & expectancy so qualified the admission 
that there could not be inferred an unqualified 
promise to pay made within six years before the 
issue of the writ.—Frrres v. ROBERTSON (1921), 
37 T. L. R. 681; 65 Sol. Jo. 438, ©. A 

Ane Ciion s—Consd. Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 


505. Promise to try to give account serious 
consideration.]—A letter written by a debtor to 
his creditor, in answer to one asking for security 
by mtge. of the debtor’s property, & objecting to 
that proposal, but saying, ‘“‘I will endeavour, 
before any great length of time, to give your 
account my serious consideration, & see what can 
be done with it,” is not a sufficient acknowledg- 
ment to take the case out of the Statute.— LIDDELL 
v. ROBINSON (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 61. 

506. Expression of willingness to pay had funds 
been available.]|—In a letter from the drawer to 
the holder of a bill of exchange, he said: “If in 
funds, I would immediately pay the money & 
take the bill out of your hands” :—Held: this 
was insufficient to take the case out of Statute of 
Limitations.—RICHARDSON v. BaRRY (1860), 29 
Beav. 22; 64 B. R. 633. 


F. Promise to Pay in Particular Manner. 


507. General rule.|—PxHirips v. Paris, No. 
515, post. 

508. Offer of payment through agent—Accoun- 
tant.|—To take a case out of Statute of Linitations 
evidence of conversations, in which one of defts. 
had admitted the debt, & said: ‘that it was hard 
that he should be called upon individually to pay 
the debts of the firm, when so many outstandi 
debts due to them were uncollected ; that he ha 
put the debts into the hands of an accountant, 
who would settle the business; & that he might 
refuse to pay altogether, but would not act in 
that way” :—Held: sufficient to constitute an 
absolute promise to pay. 

It is per raly clear that where a man simply 
admits that he owes a debt, & at the same time 
affirms that he will not pay it, such an acknow- 
ledgment does not amount to a promise to pay 
so as to take the case out of the statute (BEsT, 
C.J.).— PIERCE v. BREWSTER (1827), 12 Moore, 
C. P. 515. 

509. ———.]—-Statute of Limitations is not 
barred by a letter in which deft. states, ‘‘ That 
family arrangements have been making to enable 
him to gag the debt; that funds have been 
appointed for that purpose, of which A. is trustee ; 
& that deft. has handed pltf.’s account to A.; 
that some time must elapse before payment, but 
that deft. is authorised by A. to refer pltf. to him 
for any further information.” For, by Statute 
of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1, the 
acknowledgment in writing to bar the statute 
must be signed by the party chargeable thereby, 
& such letter does not charge deft WHIPPY v. 
HILLary (1832), 8 B. & Ad. 399; 50. & P. 209 ; 
1L. J. K. B. 178; 110 B. R. 143. 

Annotations :—Apld. Routledge v. Ramsay (1838), 8 Ad. & 

El. 221, Id. Holland v. Clark: 

151, Retd. Bird v. Gammon me DY Ne. 883" 

510. Offer to assign book debts.) — - 
LEDGE v. Ramsey, No. 423, ante. peonepe 


oF ACTIONS. 


511. Offer to insure life for creditor’s penett)2 
A letter, ax pressing. ats inability to pay he 
debt, but offering insure his life for a larger 
amount, for pltf.’s benefit, & to keep up the pay- 
ment of the premium, is not a sufficient acknow- 
ledgment of a debt to take the case out of Statute 
of Limitations. 

There must be an express promise to pay, or 
an acknowledgment of the debt, from which the 
law would infer a promise to pay. Here there is 
neither the express promise nor that simple 
acknowledgment of a debt from which the law 
will imply a promise; but there is an offer to 
insure his life, which rebuta any such inference 
(LorRD CAMPBELL, O.J.).—SINGLETON v. BREE 
(1850), 15 L. T. O. 8. 279. ; 

512. Offer to supply goods.|—The following 
letter addressed by deft. to pltf. within six years, 
respecting a debt otherwise barred by Statute of 
Limitations, was held not a sufficient acknowledg- 
ment of the debt to take the case out of the 
statute: ‘‘I am much surprised at receiving a 
letter from H., pltf.’s attorney, this morning, for 
the recovery of your debt. must candidly tell 
you once for all I never shall be able to pay you 
in cash, but you may have any of the goods we 
have at the Pantechnicon, by paying the expenses 
incurred thereon, without which they cannot be 
taken out, as before agreed when Mr. F., one of 
pltfs., was in town.’’—CAWLEY v. FURNELL (1851), 
12 C. B. 291; Cox, M. & H. 614; 20 L. J. 0. P. 
197; 17 L. T. O. S. 201; 15 J. P. 499; 15 Jur. 
908; 138 E. R. 915. 
macaw pee Cuthbertson v. Parsons (1852), 12 


513. Offer to assign all estate & effects to 
trustees.]|—In answer to a plea of Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), in an action for a debt, 

Itf. proved that, within six years of action 
rought, deft. had presented a petition for 
arrangement with his creditors, under 7 & 8 Vict. 
c. 70, & had inserted the debt upon which the 
action was brought in the account of his debts: 
& his proposal was, that, ‘‘ for the future payment 
or compromise of such debts & engagements,” he 
roposed to assign all his estate & effects to 
rustees :—Held: not to be sufficient to take the 
case out of the statute, as not showing that from 
which the ct. could infer an unconditional promise 
or @ promise upon a condition fulfilled. 

To take the case out of Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), there ought to be that, whether in 
express terms or not, which the law can treat as 
a promise to pay. The law infers a promise from 
an absolute sion. But it has been repeatedly 
held that if the admission be coupled with that 
which prevents a promise from being inferred, 
the statute is not barred (LORD CAMPBELL, O.J.).— 
EVERETT v. ROBERTSON (1858), 1 E. & E. 163; 28 
L. J. Q. B. 23; 32 L. T. O. 8S. 74; 4 Jur. N.S. 
.-R.9; 120 E. R. 813. 


Annotations :—Consd. He River Steamer Co., Mitchell's 
Claim (1871), 6 Ch. App. 822. Refd. Re Levey, Hz yp. 
ng (18 4 DeG. J. & Sm. 551; Morgan v. Row- 


(1872), 41 L. J. 9. B. 187; Chasemore v. T 
Q. B. 600 


urner 
(1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. ; Banner v. Berridge (1881), 
ae D. 254; Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. KR, 


514. Offer of payment by ee ee 
being indebted to pltf. wrote to pltf., before the 
debt was barred by Statute of tations, 1628 
(c. 16), a letter containing these words: ‘‘I will 
try to pay you a little at a time if you will let me. 
I am sure that I am ous to get out of your 
debt. I will endeavour to send you a little next 


PART Il. BECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 6.—F. 
h. Offer of composition.}—M'DONNELL v. BROpERIOK, [1896) 2 I. R. 136, 166.—I1R. 


Part I].—Srmwptz Contract Dests AND Persona ACTIONS. 


week '':—Held: a sufficient acknowledgment in 

writ within Statute of Frauds Amendment 

Act, 1828 (c. 14), 8. 1. 

To take a case out of the statute [Statute of 
Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1], there 
must be a promise or acknowledgment in writing. 
. .. If there be a distinct acknowledgment it is 
not necessary that it should contain a promise in 
explicit terms, but from the acknowledgment a 
Poe may be inferred, unless it be accompanied 

y a refusal to pay, or by any other circumstance 

which excludes that inference (CHANNELL, B.).— 

LEE v. WitMoT (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 364; 4 

H. & 0. 469; 85 L. J. Bx. 175; 14 L. T. 627; 12 

Jur. N. 8. 762; 14 W. R. 993. 

Annotations :—Refd. Chasemore v. Turner (1875), L. R. 10 
9: B. 600; Groen v. Humphroys (1884), 26 Ch. D. 474; 
Firth v, Slingsby (1888), 68 L. T. 481; Whitcombe v. 
Steere (1903), 19 T. L. R. 697 ; Cooper v. Kendall, [1909] 
1K. B. 405; Fettes v. Robertaon (1921), 37 T. L. R. 581; 
Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 507. 

See, also, Nos. 446-463, ante, No. 567, post; 
& compare No. 595, post. 


G. Promise to Pay out of Particular Fund. 

515. General rule.|—(1) The legal effect of an 
acknowledgment of a debt barred by Statute of 
Limitations is that of a promise to pay the old 
debt, which promise the law implies from the 
acknowledgment, & for which the old debt is a 
consideration in law. 

(2) But, if the promise is limited to payment of 
the old debt in a certain time, or in a particular 
manner, or out of a specific fund, the creditor can 
claim nothing more than the promise gives him, 
for the old debt is revived no further than as a 
consideration for the new promise.—PHILIPs v. 
Puinies (1844), 3 Hare, 281; 13 L. J. Ch. 445; 
67 K. R. 388. 
Annotations :—As t 


1) Apprvd. Buckmaster v. Russell 
aeey 10 Cc. B. N 
A 


g 745. Consd. Chasemore v. Turner 

B. 500. Apprvd. Lusher v. Hassard 

31. Consd. Spencer v. Hemmerde, 

Reid. Crawford v. Crawford (1868), 

s to (2) Apprvd. Buckmastor v. Russell 

45. Consd. Chasemore v. Turner 

. 10 500. Apprvd. Lusher v. Hassard 

. L. R. 31. _ Consd. Spencer v. Hemmerde, 
2 A. C. 507. Refd. Smith v. Thorne (1852), 18 
. 184. Generally, Mentd. Can v. O’Connor (1851), 

18 L. T. 0.8.11; Stevens v. King, [1904] 2 Ch. 30. 

516. .]|—If he acknowledges a debt & says 
nothing more the ct. implies a promise to pay 
the debt; but if his promise is to pay out of a 
particular fund, or if he only points out where 
payment is to be had, that is not an acknowledg- 
ment Mlanauel he charges himself; &, therefore, 
it does not take the case out of the statute, except 
as regards the particular fund referred to (WIGRAM, 
V.-C.).—-CoURTENAY v. WILLIAMS (1844), 3 Hare, 
539, 639; 18 L. J. Ch. 461; 8 Jur. 844; 67 EH. R. 
494, 536; affd. sub nom. COURTNAY v. WILLIAMS 
(1846), 15 L. J. Ch. 204, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Harvey v. Palmer (1861), 4 De G. & 
Sm. 425; Coates v. Coates (1864), 33 Beav. 249; Re 
Morley, Morley v. Saunders (1869), L. R. 8 Hq. 594. 
Poole v. Poole (1871), 7 Ch. App. 173; He Stead’s Settlmt. 
Trusts (1876), 24 W. BR. 698; He Milnes, Milnes v. Sherwin 
(1885), 53 L. T. 534; Re Akerman, Akerman v. Akerman, 
ar 8 Ch. 212; Re Taylor, Taylor v. Wade (1894), 8 

. 186; Re Langham, Otway v. Langham (1896), 74 

L. T. 611; Re Watson, Turner v. Watson, [1896] 1 Ch. 

925; Dingle v. Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, {1899} 1 Ch. 

726; Re Floyd, oyd wv. ster {1903} 1 Ch. 385: Re 

Bruce, Lawford vw. Bruce, [1908] 2 Ch. 682; well, 

White v. Sewell, [1909] i Ch. 806; Re Rhodesia Gold- 

fields, Partridge ». Rhodesia Goldfields, (1910) 1 Oh, 239; 

Re National Live Stock Insce., Re National General Insee. 

[1917] 1 Ch. 628; Re Savage, Cull v. Howard, (1918) 2 

Gh. 146; Woodcock v. Eames (1925), 69 Sol. Jo. 444. 


517. Charge on reversionary interest.]-—‘‘I do 
hereby charge my reversionary interest, when the 
same shall fall into possession, & be rendered 


0 
1875), L. R. 10 Q. 
(1903), 20 T. L. R. 

. ©. 507. 
14. As 
. BLN. S. 
Q. B. 
R 
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available to my use, with the parent of £101 
88. 9d.”’ :—Held: not to be such an acknowledg- 
ment as to raise an ape promise to pay.— 
MARTIN v. KNowxys (1833), 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 
421; 2L. J. K. B. 100. 

518. Proceeds of transfer of mortgage.]—(1) T. 

owed to P. & co. on their pEpey £275 as surviving 

artner of the firm of T. & Y., & £6,565 as partner 
in the firm of T. & J. For £5,000 part of this 
latter sum he had given a mtge. as security. The 
official assignee of P. & co. wrote to T. demanding 
payment of the £276 standing in bkpts.’ books 
against the firm of T. & Y. T., in answer, wrote, 
‘*’You have no occasion to blame yourself respect- 
ing any claim on me for the estate of P. & co. ; 
the matter has been arranged at the different 
interviews & meetings with the assignees here,’ 
etc. ‘It was arranged that I should pay £450 
on May 20, £450 on Aug. 20, £450 on Nov. 20, & 
£450 on Feb. 20 next, after which I am in hopes 
that I shall be able to transfer the £5,000 mtge. 
to enable me to clear off the whole that may be 
standing against me.’ It was admitted that 
the instalments of £450 were to be paid in respect 
of the debt of £6,565 :—Held: the letters did 
not contain a sufficient acknowledgment or promise 
to take the case as to the debt of £275 out of 
Statute of Limitations. 

(2) The effect of the document set up as an 
acknowledgment is entirely a question for the ct. 
unless extrinsic evidence is necessary to qualify 
or explain it (Parke, B.).—SmirH v. THORNE 
(1852), 18 Q. B. 184; 21 L. J. Q. B. 199; 16 Jur. 
332; 118 E. R. 50. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Chasemore v. Turner (1875), 
_L._R. 10 Q. B. 500. Refd. Rackham v. Marriott (1857 
* 2H, & N. 1960; Sidwell v. Mason (1857), 2 H. & N. 30 

Everett v. Robertson (1858), 1 KE. & E. 16; Holmes v. 

Mackrell (1858), 3 C. B. N. S. 789; Hales v. Stevenson 

1862), 1 New Rep. 23; Leo v. Wilmot eee 4H. &C, 
¥ 469; Quincey v. ebatpe (1876), 40 J. P. 328; Firth v. 

Slingsby (1888), 58 L. T. 481; Barrett v. Davies, Barrett 

v. Withers (1904), 90 L. T. 460 (sce 91 L. T. 736); Cooper 

v. Kendall, [1909] 1 K. B. 405; Fottes v. Robertson 

1), 37 T. L. R. 5 


. R. 1; Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 
7. As to (2) Consd. Spencer v. Hemmerde, 


A C. 60 
[1922] 2 A. ©. 507 
519. Proceeds of sale of shares.|—-BARRETT (R.) 

& Son, Lrp. v. DAVIES, No. 461, ante. 


» 
. 


H. Where Accounts between Parties. 
(a) Admissions of Account Pending. 

520. Whether sufficient.|;—-RIcHARDSON v. FEN, 
No. 374, ante. 

521. -]—To prevent the right to have an 
account from being barred by the Statute of 
Limitations, it is not necessary to have an acknow- 
ledgment that a debt is actually due; but it is 
sufficient that there should be an acknowledgment 
that the account is pending, & a promise to pay 
the balance, if it should be found to be against the 
accounting party. 

A. having a claim for an account against B. & 
O. in respect of a former partnership between them, 
wrote to B.: ‘C., before he goes, ought to settle 
the Bridgewater & Minehead account; because, 
if he is under any idea that there is a balance due 
to him, he is grossly mistaken, as such balance is 
due to yours ever, A.’”’ B. answered: ‘‘ My dear 
A.—Bridgewater & Minehead: I have had a long 
talk with my partner about this matter; he says 
& insists that there is a large balance coming to 
him, but I have put the matter right with him, & 

ou & I must go into it & settle the account. It 
s necessary that we should sit down to this 
matter, & put it on the square” :—Held: this 
was & sufficient acknowledgment of the right to 
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Sect. 8.—Acknewledgments in writing: Sub-sect. 6, 
H. (a), (b), (c) & (d).] 
an account, & promise to pay anything that might 


be due, to save the right to sue for an account in 
nie from being barred by the statute.—PRANCE 


uit 
G AeMeeON (1854), Kay, 378 : ; 18 Jur. 929; 69 
ee Re River Steamer Co., Mitchell's 


tations :—Consd. 
Sareea CET 6 Ch. App. 822; Quincey v. Sharpe | (1878), 
1 Ex. D. 72; Banner v. Berridge gee . 254 
Firth v. Slingsby (1888), 58 L. a He a. Watts, 


ee 1K. B. 636. efd. Crawt Leaner 
6 W. Rh. 414; Kessisoglu v. Balli (1903). 47 sore Jo. 738. 


Monti. Noyes wv. Crawley (1878), 48 L. J. Ch. 112. 

522. .}— The second mtgec. of a ship 
claimed an account against the first mtgee., who 
had sold the vessel upon the mtgor. ecoming 
bkpt. Deft. offered to pay a specific amount. 
The action having been commenced more than 
six years after the sale, deft. pleaded the Statute 
of Limitations. Pltf. set up an express trust as a 
bar to the statute :—H eld: (1) there was no ex- 
press trust, in case of an ascertained surplus the 
first mtgee. might be constructively a trustee of 
the surplus, but after six years, evidence could 
not be adduced to prove a surplus; (2) although 
the statute was not avoided on the ground of 
= ress trust, it was in this case avoided by an 

owledgment within six years of an unsettled 
aesout pending which by itself would have 
sufficed, & also by a promise to pay what should 
be found due. Pitf. was therefore entitled to an 

account.— BANNER Vv. BERRIDGE (1881), 18 Ch. D. 

254; 50 L. J. Ch. 680; 44 L. T. 680; 29 W. R. 

844; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 420, 

Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Soar v. awe So) 2 
Q. B. 390 ; Price v. een (1894), 13 R. ‘191; ; .The 
Benwell Tower (1895), 72 L. 664; Rochefoucauld v. 
Boustead, [1897] 1 Ch. 196. oP to (2) Consd. Firth v. 
Slingsby (1888), 58 L. T. 481. td. Kessisoglu v. Balli 
(1903), 47 Sol. Jo. 738.  Refd. Dooby v. watson (1888), 
39 Ch. D. 1783 Friend ». Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 

523. What amounts to .]—KESSISOGLU : ni 
(1903), 47 Sol. Jo. 788. 





(b) Admission of Open Account. 

524. Whether suffictent.|—If there be a mutual 
account of any sort between pltf. & deft., for any 
item of which credit has been given within six 
oad that is evidence of an acknowledgment of 

here being such an open account between the 
parties, & of a promise to pay the balance, so as 
to take the case out of the Statute of Sanger 
1623 (c. 16).—CATLING v. SKOULDING (1795), 6 


Term Rep. 189; 101 E. R. 604. 

Annotations :—E xpid. Reel en Strong (es?) I pets 367 ; 
Cottam »v. Partridze (1842), 4 Man G. 2 Reta. 
Foster v. Hodgson (1812), 19 Vou. t80 petite 
Hurrill (1826), 5 B. & C. 341; Inglis »v. Hateh ch B41), 8 
a. ber 769. Mentd. Williams v. Griftiths (tess) & 

yr 


525. .|—Within the period of limitation 
in respect of a debt debtor filed a written state- 
ment, in an application for probate of his creditor’s 
will, that he had for the past few years open & 
current accounts with deceased :—Held: this was 
an acknowledgment by debtor that there was a 





or ACTIONS. 


right to have the accounts settled, from which a 
promise to pay the amount found due u on the 
accounts would be inferred so as lh take the ease 
out of the Statute of Limitatio 

Seru RupcHaNnD (1906), 22 T. L. | R. | 619, P. C.. 


(c) Request for Account. 

526. Whether sufficient—Request accompanied 
by promise of payment.]|—A promise to pay a debt 
upon which Statute of Limitations has attached 
if the creditor will come to an account, is no 
answer to Statute of Limitations.—SPARLING »v. 
SMITH (1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 741; 91 E. R. 1396. 

5 .] —A. having employed B. as 
his solr. &a agent for some years, on Apr. 23, 1813, 
wrote to him a letter in these words: ‘ I have 
for a length of time been in expectation of receiving 
the account of whatever I may stand indebted to 
you, let me again request you will oblige me with 
it, that everything may be settled.’”’ A. died on 
Aug. 27, 1814, having made his will, by which he 
devised his real & personal estates in trust for 
sale, & directed his trustees to stand possessed 
of the moneys to arise by the sale thereof, after 
paying his debts, & the charges & expenses 
attending his will, upon the trusts therein men- 
tioned. B. shortly after A.’s death, delivered his 
bill, the last item of which, was on Aug. 19, 1808, 
& on Nov. 18, 1820, he filed his bill on behalf of 
himself & the other creditors of testator :—The 
ct. held that the debt was taken out of Statute of 
Limitations by testator’s letter of Apr. 23, 1813, 
& was continued to be kept out of that Statute by 
the devise in testator’s will; & decreed for pltf. 
accordingly ; but, in consequence of his laches & 
some misconduct, en costs.—RENDELL v. 
reais (1828), 2 . & J. 484; 148 H.R. 
ANA GOn :—Distd. Jones v. Meares (1848), 10 L. T. O. 8. 


528. —~—-—.|—-Debt' for goods sold & work 
done. Plea, Statute of Limitations. Pltf., within 
six years, had sent in his bill to deft. Deft. wrote 
in answer as follows: ‘‘ I have received your bill. 
It does not specify sufficiently to which cottages 
the work is done, for instance, as to some of the 
items, I do not know where all this is done, I shall 
feel obliged if you will more particularly explain. 
It is my wish to settle your account immediately, 
but being at a distance I wish everything very 
explicit & correct. I have asked H. to mark the 
agreements & send them to me, & I will return 
them by the first post with instructions to pay if 
correct ’’:—Held: the letter was a sufficient 
acknowledgment to take the debt out of Statute 
of Limitations.—SIDWELL v. Mason (1857), 2 
H. & N. 306; 26 L. J. Ex. 407; 29 L. T. O. S. 
fae 3 Jur. N.S. 649; 5 W. R. 729; 157 H.R. 


a ae ai -—Refd. Cornforth v. Smithard (1859), 5 H. & 
13; Godwin v. Culley: Edwards & Godwin v. Culley 








(ese), 4 H. & N. 373; Chasemore v. Turner (1875), 
0 Q. B. 500: Firth v. Slingsby , 1888) 58 L. 
481; Langrish v. Watts, {1903] 1 K. B. ; Whitcombe 


P o ¢ * paces 
ART II ear ob ‘iat SECT. 6. in such a case is 


524i. Whether sufficient. HAaMIL- b 
TON v. MATTHEWS (1847), Ey U. G R. Cones _ i 
148.—CAN. U.C. R. 315. 


524 ii. ———.}—The principle that the 
later items of an account draw the 
otners after them, & thus save al) from 
the Statute of Limita: tations, does not a 
apply where quarterly paymenta are 

made & received, as for a late apecitic 
independent quarter due at the time 
of payment, unmixed with items for 


to its e 
tation 


any earlier quarter j 
shown, that the earlier 
By ida (1849), 5& 


524 iil. J ONES 
(1858), 9 C. P. Pp. | 01 CAN. 
524iv. ——. owners an account was 
running account = ene 
entries in each mont, 
d: mHeld "the | — ute 
co not apply any 
of the items.—_ Re JELLY, UNION TRUST 


the prosumption 
ess the coatrary is 
uarters have 
eatisfied.—KING’s 


Co. v. GAMON Sete : O.L. R. 481; 
20. W. BR. 966. 


§24v. ——. ae ae vw GYANU 
(1898), I. L. R. 22 Bom. 606.—IND, 


4vi,. ——.}—-FINK cv. BULDEO Daas 


52 
ve. BROWN (1808), TL. R. 26 Calo. 715; 8C. W.N. 


n- PART Il. SECT, 6, enemies 6.— 


Save 1308), 8 r R. 


ei 


Part II.—Simete Contract Dests anp Personat ACTIONS. 


nore KB, 19 T. 697; Cooper »v. Randel, 
(i908) 1 408; Fattea v. Robertson (192 1), 3 
Spencer v. RET ae 2A.C. 8 


Menid’ Holmes». Meckrell (1888), 3° _ N.S. “a 

Skeet v. Lindsay (1877), 2 Hx. D. 

529. -|—In 1847, » pitts. .» who were 
solrs., lent to deft. £100 on a mtge., £40 on a 
promissory note, & they had also a claim against 
him for costs. In 1857, deft. wrote to pltfs. as 
follows: ‘‘ Sept. 26. I ‘wish to inform you that 
I received yours this morning. I am going to 
leave my situation on Nov. 1, & when the policy 
is paid on Oct. 29, I hope that you will have the 
whole of your account ready for me, as I hope to 
be with you on that day.’’ ‘‘ Oct. 25. Mr. V., 
when here on Saturday, stated that the amount 
due against me was about £280. Of course this 
includes the £100 & interest that I had some years 
since, & the £40 promissory note that I jointly 
signed with the late Mr. B. Of course you are 
aware that you have £25 to my credit that Mr. Y. 
paid over when he could not complete the purchase 
of the property in the High Street’ :—Held: a 
sufficient acknowledgment of the debt to take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations.—GopDWIN v. 
CULLEY, Epwarps & GODWIN v. CULLEY (1859), 
4H. & N. 373; 157 E. R. 886. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cornforth v. Smithard (1859), 5 H. & 
N. 13; Stamford, press & Boston Banking Co. v. 
Smith, {1892] 1 Q. 765. 

530. ——- "ie If just.°?}—Debt on a bill of 
exchange by payee against acceptor for £20. 
Pleas, first, except as to £10 lls. parcel, etc., a 
set-off for board & lodging; & as to the sum of 
£10 1lls., payment of that sum into ct. Replica- 
tion, that the alleged debts & causes of set-off 
did not accrue within six years before the com- 
mencement of the suit, concluding to the contrary : 
to which deft., by his rejoinder, added the similiter. 
At the trial, pitt. having proved his case, & deft. 
his set-off, the latter pay in a letter from pltf. to 
deft., in which the following passages were relied 
upon, to take the case out of the Statute: ‘‘ Before 
closing this, I have to request you will be pleased 
to send me in any bil] or what demand you have 
to make on me, & if just, I shall not give you the 
trouble of going to law. If you refer to your 
books, you will find the last payment I made you 
was in May, 1839; the day I have forgot. I shall 
leave town to- -morrow, but shall be back in a few 
days, for a month, & if you will bring my bill in 
here to me by eleven, ¥-shall be at your service ’ 
—Held: this was not a sufficient admission to take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations.—SPonG v. 
WrieuT (1842), 9 M. & W. 629; 2 Dowl. N.S. 
545; 12 L. J. Ex. 144; 152 -K. R. 265. 

531. —— When affairs arranged.) — 
In an action by the payecs, commenced in 1873 
against one of the makers of a joint promissory 
note, dated Oct. 1, 1858, deft. pleaded Statute of 
Limitations. At the trial the following letter 
from deft. to pltfs. dated May 29, 1867, at which 
time the Statute had run, was put in: ‘* The old 
account between us which has been standing over 
so long has not escaped our memory, & as soon 
as we can get our affairs arranged we will see you 
are paid; perhaps, in the meantime, you will ae 
your clerk send me an account of how it stands ”’ 
Held: the promise in the letter was sufhicient. — 
CHASEMORE ». TURNER (1875), L. R. 10 Q. B. 500 ; 
mt J. Q. B. 66; 33 L. T. 323; 24 W. R. 70, 
dx. Ch. 














Annotations :—Expld. Quincey v. Sharpe (1876), 1 Kx. D. 
72. Consd. Skeet v. Lindsay (1877), 2 Ex. D. oh 


Green v. Humphreys (1883), 23 Ch. D. 207; Cooper v 
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Kendall, [1909] 1 K. B. 405. in znd Fettes v. Robertaon 
(1921 ), 37 T. L. R. 581. d. Meyerhoft v. Froehlich 
1 L. 620 ; Money Me a) Bom {1800 80 


‘ 5; usher ©. Hassard 
Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 x oe 


532. When able | Re BETHELL, 
BETHELL v. BETHELL, No. 169, ante. 

533. By advertisement — To creditors to 
send in accounts.|—ANDREWS v. Brown (1714), 
Prec. Ch. 385; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 305; Gilb. Ch. 
41; 24H. R. 173. 

Aindions :—Consd. Jones v. Scott (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 

255 (see 4 Cl. & Fin. 382). Mentd. Cowslade v. Cornish 


1751), 2 Ves. Son. 270; Burke». Fone ete or & B. 
75; Hanover (King) v. Wheatley (1841), 10 L. J. Ch. 


253. 

534. ——.J]—An exor.’s advertise- 
ment to creditors to send in an account of their 
claims for examination, does not amount to a 
promise sufficient to revive a debt already barred 
by Statute of Limitations.—Scotr v. JONES 
(1838), 4 Cl. & Fin. 382; 7 E. R. 147; sub nom. 
JONES v. Scott, 7 L. J. Ch. 242, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Evans v. Tweedy (1838), 1 Beav. 
55; Freake v. Cranefeldt (7888), . My. & i 499; Re 
Lyon, Ex p. Oe (868), 4 < O 440; Re 
Emmings (1849), 14 L "208 ; Briggs » Wiis ison 
(185° 17 Beav. 330; O°Gonn v. Hasla (1855), 6 

H. L. Cas. 170; Cadbury ov. Smith | (1869), L. oR. 9 q. 37; 

Re Hepburn, Ez p. Smith (1884), 14 Q. B. D. Boa: Re 
Stephens, Warburton v. Stephens. (188 )), 43 Ch. D. 39; 
Re Balls, Trewby v. Balls, [1909] 1 Ch. 791. 

535. Request accompanied by promise of 
‘* attention.’’]—The following letter was written 
by deft., sued as exor. of his father, to pltf.’s 
testator: ‘‘If you have any account against my 
late father that remains unsettled, forward the 
same to G. As soon as matters are ‘put, a little i in 
order, it shall have my first attention ’’ :—Held 
not a sufficient acknowledgment to satisfy Statute 
of Limitations.—JONES v. MARES (1848), 10 
L. T. O. S. 391. 

536. Request accompanied by promise of 
future orders.]|—In action for work done pltf., in 
answer to plea of Statute of Limitations, put in 
evidence the following two letters, written within 
six years of commencement of the action b 
deft.’s testator, the person for whom the work 
was done to the pltf.: ‘‘ I shall be obliged to you 
to send in shea account made up to Christmas 
last. I sh have much work to be done this 
spring, but cannot give further orders till this be 
done.” ‘‘ You have not answered my note. I 
again beg of you to send in your account, as I 
particularly require it in the course of this week ”’: 
—Held: they amounted to a promise to pay the 
balance due on the account, & took the case ae 
of the Statute. sant ake v. SHARPE (1876), 1 
Ex. D. 72; 45 L. J. Q. B. 347; 34 L. T. 495; 40 
J. P. 328; 24 W. R. 373. 


Annotations :—Refd. Skeet v. ae y (1877), 2 Ex. D. 314; 
Green v. aR aes pat >; Firth v. 
ings (1888) 58 tei’: ae astioy me 























1895), 
R. 243; Resdcosine Balli 1003), 47 Leos (18 Jo. 738: 
Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. . 681; Spencer v. 


Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 507. 

537. Request accompanied by complaint 
as hag amount.|—- SKEET v. LINDSAY, No. 566, 
pos 





(d) Agreement to take Item into Account. 


538. Whether sufficient-— No statement of posi-~ 
tion of account.|—-One or two persons who had 
dealings together & were mutually. indebted to one 
another, had supplied some bricks on the credit 
of the other in 1834, but no account had been 
delivered or made out on either side. In 1845 


PART Il. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 6.—H. (d). 
1. Whether sufficient.}—VENKATARAMIAH PANTULU v. RAMAKRISNHA PANTULU (1906), I. L. R. 29 Mad. 295.—IND, 


J-—VOL. XXXII, 
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Sect. 8.— Acknowledgments in writing: Sub-sect. 6, 
H. (d), (e), (f) & (g), & I. (a).) 

they signed in duplicate a memorandum thus 
expressed: ‘‘It is agreed that Mr. R., in his 
general account shall give credit to Dr. H. for 
£174, being for bricks delivered in 1834 ’’ :—Held : 
this was insufficient to exclude the mutual debts 
from the operation of the Statute of Limitations.— 
HuGuHEsS v. PARAMORE (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 
229; 3 Hq. Rep. 677; 24 L. J. Ch. 681; 25 
L. T. O.S. 75; 1 Jur. N.S. 1101; 3 W. R. 388; 
44 E. R. 90, L. JJ. 


(e) Willingness to go into Account. 


5389. Whether sufficient.] — Pltf. co. through 
their solr., by letter da Oct. 8, 1870, sent by 
them to deft. co. submitted to pay whatever 
under the Act of Parliament was payable, upon 
the amount thereof being made to satisfactorily 
appear upon account :—Held: after that letter 
pltf. co. must pay to deft. the sum of the de- 
ficiencies for the years extending from 1858 to 
1870.—SOUTHAMPTON Dock Co. v. SOUTHAMPTON 
HarRBouR & PIER BoarpD (1872), L. R. 14 Eq. 
a 41 L. J. Ch. 832; 26 L. T. 828; 20 W. R. 
940. 

540. .|— By a memorandum, dated Apr. 
28, 1874, it was witnessed that deft. deposited 
with pltf. certain title deeds by way of equitable 
mortgage for £6,000 & interest. Delt. also agreed 
to pay to pltf. on demand £6,000 & interest, & 
to execute a proper mortgage with all the usual 
powers & authorities usually given to a mtgee. 
This memorandum was not under seal. No 
interest was paid under this agreement, & nothing 
was done until about eleven years after the date 
of it, when this action was brought for the specific 
performance of the agreement. At the trial it 
was declared that pltf. was entitled to a lien on 
the property comprised in the deeds for the money 
advanced, & to have the agreement specifically per- 
formed, but that was without prejudice to deft.’s 
right to insist on the Statute of Limitations as a 
defence against any principal sum or interest. 
The question was, whether pltf. was entitled to 
have in the mtge. a covenant for principal & 
interest. The statute was relied on as a bar to 
any such right. A correspondence had in 1885 
passed between the parties in which pltf. had 
demanded an account of how matters stood 
between them. Deft. answered that he was 
unable to make out the account, but that he should 
be glad to leave the whole thing entirely in pltf.’s 
hands, & adopt whatever he suggested. He also 
wrote: ‘‘ There is only one thing which gives me 
uneasiness, which is, that should I survive you, 

our exors. might sell the land at a forced sale for 
ittle or nothing, & make a claim against me, 
which I have no funds to meet’ :—Held: deft.’s 
letters amounted to an admission of his liability to 
account, & also of his present liability to pltt. ; 
there was nothing in those letters to prevent the 
admission from carrying with it a promise to pay ; 
& the case was taken out of the Statute of Limita- 
tions, & pltf. was entitled to have a covenant for 
the payment of priucipal & interest. 

The agreement is not under seal, therefore the 
debt thereby referred to is not grounded on any 
contract, according to the words in the statute of 
James. Therefore if at the end of six years an 





oF ACTIONS. 


action had been brought... the statute of 
James would have been a complete bar (STIRLING, 
J.).—Firtu v. SLINGSBY (1888), 58 L. T. 481. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Buskin, Ex p. Farlow (1894), 15 
R. 117; Barnes v. Glenton, (1899) 1 Q. B. 885. 
541. .|— Where in an action commenced 
in 1902 upon a promissory note given by deft. to 
Itf. in 1881, for £100 with interest, payable on 
emand, it was proved that deft. had in 1901 
written a letter in which, after asserting that there 
had been certain payments by him on account of 
the note, he used expressions importing that he 
was willing that an account should be taken 
between himself & pltf., & he would pay what 
was thereupon found to be due, & it was found 
on the trial that no payments had been made on 
account of the note :—Held: the letter afforded 
sufficient evidence of a new promise to take the 
case out of the Statute of Limitations. —LANGRISH 
v. Watts, [1903] 1 K. B. 636; 72 L. J. K. B. 435 ; 
88 L. T. 443; 51 W. R. 503; 19 T. L. R. 359, 
C. A. 





(f) Reference to Past Application for Account. 


542. Whether sufficient.;—To an action by the 
exor. of an attorney, for his bill of costs, deft. 
pleaded the Statute of Limitations & a set-off ; to 
which latter plea pltf. replied the Statute of 
Limitations. Testator had transacted the law 
business of deft., & received his tithes & rents. 
A letter written to testator by the steward of 
deft., by his desire, stated that deft. wished to 
have testator’s account, for the purpose of settling 
it. Another letter, written in Welsh, stated that 
deft. intended to borrow money on his estates, & 
that the writer would come to testator’s house for 
the deeds, & if any account required looking over, 
the testator might do that at the same time. 
With reference to the last-mentioned letter, 
testator wrote to deft. as follows: ‘‘I have 
received a (Welsh) letter from your agent, &, 
as far as I am able to understand it, he requests 
to have the abstract of title, & my bill against you 
& account, as you are about to receive a sum of 
money to pay off the mtge. on your estates. I 
should be glad to hear from you, as I am no Welsh 
scholar myself, precisely what is wanted.’ In 
answer, deft. wrote: ‘‘ Being one of those people 
who think short accounts make long friends, I 
directed my agent last year to apply to you for 
your bill, in order that we might settle the tithe 
accounts. What he applied to you, in Welsh, the 
other day, was for my title deeds.” Deft., for the 
purpose of taking his set-off out of the statute, 
put in evidence an account furnished by testator 
to deft. in obedience to a rule of ct.; & he also 
put in evidence an affidavit, made & signed by 
testator, on the occasion of his furnishing such 
account. The account contained items to the 
credit of deft. for tithes & rents received by 
testator for deft.; & it also contained items to the 
credit of testator, for cash paid to deft. & for work 
done; & the account claimed a balance as due to 
testator. The affidavit, in like manner, claimed a 
balance as due to testator on the same account :— 
Held: the letters were not sufficient to take 
ps claim, nor the account & affidavit sufficient 

take deft.’s set-off, out of the Statute of Limita- 
tions. — WILLIAMS v. GRIFFITHS (1849), 3 Exch 
3385; 18 L. J. Bx. 210; 154 E. R. 872. 
Annotation :—Retd. Quincey v. Sharpe (1876), 40 J. P. 328. 
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5389 i. Whether sufficient.}-—-Honrt NARAIN GHOSE v. ADMINISTRATOR GENERAL OF B 
: . , ENGAL (1877), 3.C. L. R, 446.—IND. 
539 fi. —-—.]—CRAWFORD v. CRAWFORD (1867), 2 I. R, Eq. 166.—IR, 


Part I].—Srmmptze Contract Depts AND PERSONAL ACTIONS. 


(g) Statement of Account. 

543. Whether sufficient.|—An administratrix 
sued for a debt due to the intestate. It appeared 
that the debt accrued more than six years before 
the commencement of the action; but that, 
within six years, deft. & the agent of the adminis- 
tratrix went through the account together, & 
struck a balance, which deft. promised to pay as 
soon as he could :—Held: the administratrix was 
entitled to recover on a count upon an account 
stated with her, & Statute of Limitations was no 
bar.—SMITH v. Forty (1829), 4 C. & P. 126. 


Annotations :—Distd. Jones v. Ryder (1838), 4M. & W. 32. 


Overd. Whitehead v. Buckloy (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 147. 
Refd. Bird v. Gammon (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 883; Ashby 
v. James (1843), 11 M. & W. 2; Brenan v. Crawley, 
Mexican Ry. Garnishees (1868), 16 W. R. 754. 


544, -]— WHITEHEAD v. BUCKLEY (18438), 
1L. T. O. S. 147. 

545. Statement with items all on one side.} 
-—-ASHBY v. ASHBY, No. 442, ante. 











546. ——.] — CLARK v. ALEXANDER, No. 
408, ante. 
547. Acknowledgment forming part of 





general settlement of accounts.|—L. being the 
holder for value of certain promissory notes made 
by deft., & being indebted to deft. & D., as exors., 
in @ greater amount, it was agreed between them 
that the amount of the notes should be set off 
against & satisfied by the same amount of L.’s 
debt. On that occasion deft. gave to L. a paper, 
in which the amounts of the several notes, & the 
interest thereon, were enumerated, at the foot of 
which deft. wrote as follows: ‘ June 8, 1842. 
Approved due to L.—W. Davis.” L. retained 
possession of the notes, & afterwards indorsed 
them to pltfs. for value. In an action by pltfs., 
as indorsees, against deft., as the maker of these 
notes :—Held: the paper so signed by deft. was 
not such an acknowledgment in writing as to 
defeat a plea of Statute of Limitations, inasmuch 
as, coupling it with the evidence, no promise to 
pay the debt could be inferred from it. 

Q@u.: whether a promise in writing, given by 
the maker of a promissory note to the payee, can 
be made available to defeat Statute of Limita- 
tions, in an action by a subsequent party to the 
note.—CRIPPs v. DAvis (18438), 12 M. & W. 159; 
13 L. J. Bx. 217; 21. T. O. S. 125; 152 BE. R. 
1152. 

Annotation :—Refd. Stamford, Spalding & Boston Banking 

Co. v. Smith (1892), 66 L. T. 306. 

548. -]|—In an action on the common 
counts, deft., in order to take a promissory note 
for £80, relied upon in his set-off ont of Statute of 
Limitations, gave in evidence a letter written by 
pitf. to a third person, who was authorised to 
communicate it to him, in which pltf. stated an 
account, making the promissory note an item 
against himself, but showing a balance in his favour, 
& proposed that the account should be arranged 
upon payment by deft. of £50. The proposed 
arrangement was not acceded to:—Held: the 
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548i. Whether sufficient. |—RUaSELL 
a (1849), 5 U. C. R. 484.— 


458.—CAN 








848 il. .}—Even if a debt is of a 543V 
commercial nature, the senting of an : 
an account current accompanied by a 


letter referring to it signed by applt. 
will take the case out of the Statute 
of Limitations.—DARLING v. BROWN 
(1858), 1 8. ©. R $60.—CAN, 


543 iii, ——-.]—Hovusr vv. HOvUsE 
(1875), 24 C. P. 526.—CAN. 
548iv, ——.}—Balancing of accounts, 


before assignments, upon the gencral 
account, & also the payments on 
account are sufficient to 
operation of the Statute of 
—STEWART v. GAGE (1887), 13 O. R. 


.}—A verbal statement of 
account made within six years 
before action brought where there are 
items on both sides, & a balance has 
been struck in favour of pitf., will 
take the case out of the operation of 
the Statute of Limitations. 
ea (1889), 28 N. B. R. 482.— 
VAN. 


543 vi. ———.}—-WaATSON ©, 
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acknowledgment being on a proposal which was 
not accepted, was not sufficient, within Statute | 
of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1, to 
take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
FRANCIS v. HAWKESLEY (1859), 1 E. & EH. 1052 ; 
28 L. J. Q. B. 870; 33 L. T. O. S. 182; 5 Jur. 
N.S. 1391; 7 W. R. 509; 120 BE. R. 1204. 

ar orator: :-—Refd. Chascmore v. Turner (1875), 24 W. R. 


549. .]|— Deft. pleaded a plea of 

Statute of Limitations to an action on two 
promissory notes. It was proved that he had, at 
the request of pltf., made a statement in writing 
of his affairs, beginning with the words ‘‘ J. Mack- 
rill,” in his own handwriting, & in which he debited 
himself with the notes given to pltf.:—Held: 
the statement was signed within the meaning of 
the Statute, & involved a promise.—HOLMES 
v. MACKRELL (1858), 3 C. B. N. S. 789; 30 L. T. 
O. S. 248; 140 E. R. 953. 
.}— An account stated between 
deft., being part owner & ship’s husband, & his 
co-owners, in which the items of pltf.’s account for 
work done & money advanced are included, is not 
such an acknowledgment as will take the case out 
of operation of Statute of Limitations. The 
circumstance of there being no ascertained or 
adjusted debt till within six years, will not delay 
the operation of the Statute.—NasH v. HILL 
(1858), 1 F. & F. 198. 














I. When Amount Disputed or Uncertain. 
(a) In General. 


551. Whether amount need be specified.]— 
(1) The whole of the acknowledgment of a debt, 
to take the case out of the Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), must, under Lord Tenterden’s late 
Act [Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 
(c. 14)], be in writing; & a written acknowledg- 
ment of a debt without specifying the amount, 
cannot be rectified by the admission of counsel. 

(2) Where such a written acknowledgment is 
qualified by a condition, no action can be main- 
tained upon it, if the condition is broken.— 
KENNETT v. MILBANK (1831), 8 Bing. 38; 1 Moo. 
&8.102; 1L.3.C.P.8; 181 E.R. 314. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Lechmere v. Fletcher (1833) 

3 Tyr. 450; Cheslyn v. Dalby (1840), 4 Y. & ©. Ex. 238; 

Hartley v. Wharton (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 934; Courtenay 

v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 539. Refd. EKdmunds v. 

Downes (1834), 4 Tyr. 173; Cheslyn v. Dalby (1836), 2 

Y. & C. Ex. 170; Bird v. Gammon (1837), 3 Bing. N.C. 

883; Smith v. Thorne (1852), 18 Q. B. 134. <Asto (2) Refd. 


Brigstocke », Smith (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 483; Eicke v. 
Nokes (1834), 1 Mood. & R. 359. 





552. ——.]—DICKENSON v. HATFIELD, No. 398, 
ante. 
553. .|—In assumpsit on a bill of exchange, 


a letter was produced, to take the case out of 
Statute of Limitations, from deft. to pitf., stating 
that plitf. should be informed immediately it was 
settled how deft.’s affairs should be arranged ; 
& adding, ‘‘ Your account is quite correct & O! 
that I were now going to enclose the amount.’’ 


MEHEDEE SHERAZEE (1874), L. R. 1 
Ind. App. 346.—IND. 

548 vii. ——-.--NAND RAM v. RAM 
ed (1880), I. L. R. 2 All, 641.— 


revent the 
imitations. 


543 viii. —~.]--NAHANIBAI v. NATHU 
te (1883), I. L. R. 7 Bom. 414.— 


545 i. —— Statement with items all 
on one side.}—JAMUN v. NAnD LaL 
(1892), I. L. R. 15 All. 1.— IND, 


MITH 0. m. Mere expression of willingness 
4 to account—Not sufi acknowledg- 
ment CRAWFORD 


} — CRAWFORD v. 
(1867), 16 W. R. 411.—IR. 
BB 2 
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Sect. 8.—Acknowledgmenis in writing: Sub-sect. 6, 
I. (a), 
No amount of debt was stated ;; & no proof was 
given, from the letter or otherwise, to what account 
the letter referred, nor whether the letter applied 
to the bill. It being left to the jury whether this 
was an unconditional acknowledgment of the 
debt, & they having found that it was :—Held: 
such promise, accompanied by this expression, 
‘‘ It is impossible to state to you what will be done 
in my affairs at present; it is difficult to know 
what will be best, but immediately it is settled you 
shall be informed ’’; is an absolute unconditional 
romise, & not a qualified or conditional promise.— 
ODSON v. MACKEY (1835), 8 Ad. & El. 225; 4 
Nev. & M. K. B. 327; 112 E. R. 823. 
Sa ae :—Refd. Routledge v. Ramsey (1838), 8 Ad. & 


554, ———.]—-WALLER v. Lacy, No. 444, ante. 
555. ———.|—-WHITCOMBE v. STEERE (1903), 19 
T. L. R. 697. 
sea giclee :—Refd. Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 37 T. L. R. 


556. ——- Admissibility of evidence to prove 
amount.|—-A promise in writing, signed by the 
party chargeable thereby, to pay his proportion 
of a joint, debt more than six years old, is a 
sufficient compliance with Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1, to take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations, though no 
amount is specified in the promise, & pltf. suing 
on such promise is not confined to nominal 
damages, but may recover the whole of such 
proportion upon proving the amount by extrinsic 
evidence. 

A. & B. were jointly indebted to C. after more 
than six years had elapsed since the debt accrued, 
A. promised in writing signed by him to pay his 
proportion when applied to. Afterwards, C. 
sued A. & B. jointly, in indebitatus assumpsit, on 
the original joint cause of action. B. pleaded the 
general issue, & A. pleaded the general issue & 
the Statute of Limitations. A verdict passed 
against B. on the general issue, & for A. upon the 
general issue & upon the issue on the Statute of 
Limitations, & judgment was entered for C. 
against B. & for A. against C. C. afterwards 
brought a fresh action against A. & declared 
specially on the new promise to pay his propor- 
tion :—Held: neither the recovery against B. 
nor the verdict & judgment for A. were any 
answer to the action against A. on the new promise. 
——LECHMERE v. FLETCHER (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
aa 3 Tyr. 450; 2 L. J. Ex. 219; 149 E. R. 


Annotations :-—Dbtd. Hooper v. Stephens (1835), 7 C. & P. 
260. Folld. Bird v. Gammon (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 883. 
Apld. Cheslyn v. Dalby (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 238: Williams 
~ Griffiths (1849), 3 Exch. 335. Refd. 

wren fTOoaN ao & 3 222: Johnson v. Dodgson 
1837), 2 M. & W. 653; Routledge v. Ramsay (1838), 3 
ev. & P. K. B. 319; Hartley v. Wharton (1840), 3 Per. 
& Dav. 529; Waller ». Lacy (1840), 1 Man. & G. 54 
Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 539; King v. 
Hoare (1844), 2 Dow. & L. 882; Deacon . Gridley (1854), 
24 L. J.C. P.17; Walker v, Butler (1856), 6 E. & B. 506: 
Curlewis v. Mornington are 5 W. R. 491. Mentd. 
Baker, oe ( ate 7 ete & meine: arr irn v. 
2, Morgan v. Blyth, v. , [1891] 1 Ch. 
337 ; Isaacs v. Salbstein, [1916] 2 K. B. 139, 


557. -|—L., being embarrassed, made 
& bill of sale absolutely & unconditionally of his 
effects, stock, etc., to deft. & another, deceased, 


. 
> 
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the consideration for which was expressed to be 
the paying & securing of L.’s debts; an account 
of which was at the time submitted to deft. 
When the bill of sale was made, L. was indebted 
to pltf., who had, as security, a judgment upon 
which he had sued out execution, which he re- 
frained from carrying into effect, upon the promise 
of deft. that he should be paid. The statement 
which contained Pe debt, was perused & 
approved of by deft., & pltf. also furnished him 
with his account, to which no objection was made. 
Much correspondence took place upon the subject, 
in the course of which, deft. wrote the following 
letter: ‘(I am in receipt of yours of the 2nd. 
I do wish I could comply with your request, for 
really I am & have been very wretched on account 
of your account not being paid. I hear there is a 
prospect of an abundant harvest, which surely 
must turn into a goodly sum, & very considerably 
reduce your account; at all events, if it does not, 
the concern must be broken up to meet it at last.’’ 
The letter concluded thus: ‘‘ My hope is, that 
out of the present harvest you will be paid ’’ :— 
Held: (1) such letter, coupled with the other 
circumstances above referred to, was sufficient to 
take the case out of Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14), it being an unconditional, 
unqualified admission of liability not depending 
upon or referring to the contingency of a good 
harvest for the creation of a fund to meet the 
demand ; (2) also the sufficiency of the letter for 
that purpose was not affected by the omission of 
the amount claimed, as that may be proved by 
extrinsic evidence, when the existence of a debt 
is clearly established ; (3) it was for the jury to 
put a construction upon the letter, & determine 
whether it referred to pltf.’s3 demand.—BIRD v. 
GAMMON (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 883; 3 Hodg. 224; 
5 Scott, 213; 6L. J.C. P. 258; 132 BE. R. 650. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Cheslyn v. Dalby (1840), 4 

Y. & C. Ex. 238; Williams v. Griffith (1849), 3 Exch. 335. 

Refd. Morrell v. Frith (1838), 3 M. & W. 402; Hartley v. 

Wharton (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 934; Waller ». Lacy (1840), 

8 Dowl. 563; Smith wv. Thorne (1852), 18 Q. B. 1384; 

Deacon v. Gridley (1854), 3 C. L. R. 129. 

558. -|—CHESLYN v. DALBY, DALBY v. 
CHESLYN, No. 424, ante. 

559. Correctness of amount disputed.] — Deft. 
saying to plitf. ‘‘ what an extravagant bill you have 
delivered me!” is a sufficient acknowledgment 
to avoid the Statute of Limitations.— LAWRENCE 
v. WORRALL (1791), Peake, 127. 

Annotation :—Refd. Poynder v. Bluck (1837), 5 Dow]. 570. 








560. ——-.|—-GoDWIN v. CULLEY, EpwarRps & 
GODWIN v. CULLEY, No. 529, ante. 
561. ——- Accompanying promise to have 


account examined into.]|—A letter, the fair effect 
of which is, that the writer is not certain whether 
the debt is owing, & will have the matter examined 
into, is not a sufficient acknowledgment in writing 
to take the case out of the Statute of Limitations, 
notwithstanding that it contains expressions of 
regret that the debt should have been left so long 
unpaid. But a letter not in itself sufficient to bar 
the statute may be left, with other evidence, to the 
jury, upon the question, whether there have been 
payments or deliveries of goods, in part_satis- 
faction of the debt, within the six years. 

be a question for the jury whether the payments 
or deliveries of goods were made & received on 


doubts as to the existence of a debt, 


a : 1. L. KR. 6 Cale, 447.—IND. but expressing a wish that if dett, had 
i. Correctness of amount d ed. 559 —.,}— , any c &@ matter sno 
—Krys v. PoLLoK (1839), i thon: Ras Nani | aoe wet hyve as Aa arranged, are not a sufficient acknow- 
lst ed. 81; 2nd ed. 109.—CAN, 31 Cale, 196; 8C. W.N, 168.—IND.  ledgment to take the oase out of the 
550 ii Lauer 8 : reer Statute of Limitations —OCassIpyY %. 
: : AHOO ¥. 559 iv. -]— Letters expressing FIRMAN (1867), 16 W. R. 482.—IR. 
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account of the particular debt sued for.. Where 
the action is by an exor., who has also claims due 

in his own right, it will be for the jury 
whether the payments were upon account of the 
debt due to the testator, or to the exor. in his 
own right. 

The evidence showed that goods were delivered 
as payment, & the fact that the amount of the 
balance of the debt to testator had been claimed, 
with the other circumstances, showed that the 
deliveries were in payment of the debt due to 
testator. If so they would have the same effect 
as payments of money on account of that debt & 
would take it out of the statute (MARTIN, B.).— 
oe v. Marcesson (1858), 27 L. J. Ex. 


(b) Promise to Pay Ascertained Sum. 
562. Whether sufficient.|—GaRDNER v. M‘Ma- 
HON, No. 572, post. 
——— Sum to be ascertained by submission to arbi- 
tration.]—See No. 424, ante, Nos. 570, 571, post. 


(c) Promise to Pay Smaller Amount than Claimed. 
563. Whether sufficient.]|—Bass v. SMITH (1668), 
12 Vin. Abr. 229. 
Annotation :—Consd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638. 
564. -|—The following letter from deft. to 
pltf.’s attorney, was given in evidence by a pltf. 
in answer to a plea of Statute of Limitations. ‘I 
have received yours respecting pltf.’s demand ; it 
is not a just one; I am ready to settle the account 
whenever pltf. thinks proper to meet on the busi- 
ness ; I am not in his debt £90, nor any thing like 
that sum ; shall be happy to settle the difference 
by his meeting me’’:—Held: the judge was 
justified in directing the jury, ‘“‘ that after this 
letter Statute of Limitations was out of the 
question.” —COLLEDGE v. Horn (1825), 3 Bing. 
119; 10 Moore, C. P. 431; 3L. J. 0. 8S. C. P. 
184; 180 EK. R. 459. 
Annotations :—Retd. Brigstock v. Smith (1833), 2 L. J. Ex. 
187; Gardner v. M‘Mahon (1842), 3 2. B. 561; He River 
Steamer Co., Mitchell’s Claim Se 9 Ch. App. 822; 


Chasemore v. Turner (1875), L. R. . B. 500. Mentd. 
R. v. Coyle (1855), 26 L. T. O. 8. 136. 


565. -]—Deft. had written a letter to T., 
to make a proposition to pltf. respecting a debt 
he owed him; & in this letter he desired T. to 
arrange with the whole of his creditors. T. wrote 
a letter to pltf., offering an acceptance for 7s. 6d. 
in the pound on the debt :—Held: not sufficient 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
GIBSON v. BAGHOTT (1832), 5 C. & P. 211. 

566. -|—Deft., whose debt to pltf. was 
barred by Statute of Limitations, wrote to pltf. 
within six years before action the following letter : 
““I return to Shepperton about Easter. If you 
send me there the particulars of your account 
with vouchers, I shall have it examined & cheque 
sent to you for the amount due; but you must be 
under some great mistake in supposing that the 
amount due to you is anything like the sum you 
now claim ” :—Held: the debt was revived, as the 
request to be furnished with an account with 
vouchers at a particular time & place did not 
negative the implied promise to pay arising from 
the admission of a balance due.—SKEET v. LIND- 
SAY (1877), 2 Ex. D. 314; 36 L. T. 98; 41 J. P. 
456; 25 W. R. 322; sub nom. SkeEaT v. LINDSAY, 
46 L. J. Q. B. 249. 

Annotations :—Apld. Langrish v. Watts, [1903] A a 


636. Refd. hitcombe v. Steere (1903), 19 ‘i ‘ 
ui tet v. Davies, Barrett v. Withers (1904), 90 
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567. —— Offer of ‘‘reasonable amount.’’]— 
In Oct. 1898, a debt then being statute-barred, A. 
wrote to M.: ‘‘ You may be quite sure I shall do 
all I can, & as soon as I can, but it is not much 
use making promises without some pretty good 
prospect of keeping them.’’ On Nov. 17 following 
he wrote to pltf.: ‘‘ I had a letter from you four 
or five weeks ago, & wrote you in reply that I 
would do all in my power, but that it was useless 
for me to make promises I could not be fairly sure 
of keeping, & I really cannot say anything more 
definite.” Later, in answer to a demand from 
M.’s solrs., he wrote asking for particulars, & 
concluded: ‘‘ Legal proceedings . . . would only 
result in my losing my present employment & the 
small salary I am able to earn, which would still 
further delay the possibility of payment. I trust 
your client will agree to accept some compara- 
tively reasonable amount, & if you can give me the 
option of repayment by instalments I shall be 
glad.”” The required particulars were Suppo by 
M.’s solrs., & he was asked to state with what sum 
& in what manner he would settle the claim :— 
Held: these letters did not constitute a promise 
to pay absolutely & unconditionally, & therefore 
did not amount to sufficient acknowledgment to 
take the debt out of Statute of Limitations.— 
MowBRAY v. APPLEBY (1899), 80 L. T. 805; 15 
T. L. R. 425. 


(ad) Promise lo Pay Taxed and Certified Costs. 


568. Whether sufficient.|Where a client has 
obtained the common order for taxation of the 
bill of costs of a solr. which contains a submission 
to pay what should appear to be due on the taxa- 
tion, the taxing master is right in taxing statute- 
barred items, & the client is bound under his 
submission to pay such items when taxed. A 
client desiring to raise the question of the Statute 
of Limitations in respect of any items in a bill of 
costs should obtain a special order.—Re MARGETTS, 
[1896] 2 Ch. 263; 65 L. J. Ch. 479; 74 L. T. 309; 
44 W. R. 462; 40 Sol. Jo. 404. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Brockman, [1909] 2 Ch. 170. 
Mentd. Re Thomas, Evans v. Griffiths (1900), 48 W. R. 


(c) Submission to Arbitration. 


569. Whether sufficient — Reference proving 
abortive.|—-CHESLYN v. DALBY, DALBY v. CHESLYN, 
No. 424, ante. 

570. .|—After the Statute of Limita- 
tions had begun to run, an agreement of reference 
between H. & the trustees of a turnpike road was 
entered into, which recited that H. was employed 
to construct certain roads, & that disputes existed 
as to the amount due to H., & by which, after the 
usual stipulations of reference, it was agreed that 
the arbitrators should find what was due, & that 
they should, in their award, order the treasurer of 
the trustees to pay such sum “ at such times & in 
such proportions as they should think fit.” The 
reference proved abortive :—Held: this was not 
such an unconditional promise to pay as would 
take the case out of the Statute of Limitations.— 
HALES v. STEVENSON (1863), 8 L. T. 798; 1) 
W. AR. 952, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Qonsd. Re Ttiver Steamer Co., Mitchell’s 
Claim (1871), 6 Ch ADD: 825,n. Refd. Skeet v. Lindsay 


(1877), 2 Ex, D.: 
571 ——.]—FENNER v. LorD (1898), 


14 T. L. R. 450. 
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Sect. 8.—_Acknowledgments in writing: Sub-sect. 6, 
J., K., L. & M.] 
J. Promise not to Plead Statute. 

572, Mere promise not to plead statute—Accom- 
panying qualifying expressions—Indicating inten- 
tion to dispute liability.|—Deft. having pleaded 
the Statute of Limitations, pltf. proved, in answer, 
that, before six years had elapsed from the con- 
tracting of the debt, & within six years before 
action brought, deft. wrote to him as follows: ‘I 
do not desire that you or any one of my creditors 
should lose what I owe them; on the contrary, 
it is very much my wish not only to pay my 
debts but interest upon them if I can. As you 
have mentioned the Vimitation Act, I answer at 
once, that I am ready to put it out of my power 
to take advantage of that Act, & will immediately 
give you my note for whatever amount is due to 
you. To pay you now or within the year I am 
utterly unable. I really have not, as you imagine, 
received £600.’ ‘‘ It is of course indispensable 
that the exact sum I owe you should be fixed, 
whether you accept my note or not. I have 
clearly shown you in a former letter, that your 
account is not in accordance with the estimate 
upon which you agreed.”’ ‘If you really cannot 
produce the original estimate, or the rough draft 
of it, it certainly is reasonable that some, & 
considerable, deduction should be made from your 
charges.’’ (Details as to this were then stated.) 
‘* You will perhaps say, what deduction you are 
prepared to make, & I shall be glad if it be such 
as will allow me, with justice to my other creditors, 
to give you my note for the amount, or, if it be 
possible, to borrow it from a friend, which I have 
a hope of doing, & wipe the account entirely out 
of your books.” ‘I am fully sensible of, & 
thankful for, the forbearance you have shown; 
but I cannot move a step in the way to give you 
satisfaction, & do justice to my other creditors, 
until the sum actually due to you be ascertained ”’: 
—Held: the letter contained an unconditional 
promise to pay, & prevented the Statute of Limi- 
tations from operating.—GARDNER v. M‘MAHON 
(1842), 3 Q. B. 561; 2 Gal. & Dav. 593; 11 
L. J. Q. B. 297; 6 Jur. 712; 114 E. R. 622. 
Annotations :—Refd. Bateman v. Pinder (1842), 11 lL. J. 

Q. B. 281; Hart v. Prendergast (1845), 14 M. & W. 741; 

Williams v. Griffith (1849), 3 Exch. 335; Rackham v. 
Marriott (1857), 29 L. T. O. S. 145; Sidwell ». Mason 


(1857), 5 W. R. 729; Skeot v. Lindsay (1877), 2 Ex. D. 
ai = Pe iniias v. Davies, Barrett v. Withers (1904), 90 


573. —— Inability to pay—No distinct 
promise to pay.]|—Deift., who owed money for 
goods supplied to him by pltf.’s testator, wrote 
the following letter to pltf. : ‘‘ I am sorry I cannot 
pay off anything of my account at present... . 
You have always treated me very well, & as soon 
as I have the money I shall forward you a cheque 
for the late account. . . . I hope you will express 
my regret to the exors., & explain that it is my 
intention to pay when I am in a position to do 
80, & I shall not try to get out of the debt by its 
becoming outdated ” :—Held: this was a condi- 
tional promise to pay the debt; &, the condition 
not being fulfilled, the letter did not take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations.—LusHER v. 
HASSARD (1904), 20 T. L. R. 563, C. A. 


Annotation :—Refd. Barrett v. Davies A 
(1904), 21 T. L. R. 21, avies, Barrett v. Withers 


See, also, Nos. 452, 571, ante. 
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n. Mere promise not to 
wute.|—The maker of a prom — 


note, nearly six years after it was due, trom ite date. 


wrote a letter acknowledging that pitfs. Held: 
had a billor note of his, “ which vhight 
by possibility be upwards of six 


I, of course 
plead the Statute of Limitations ” 
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574. Promise based on new consideration— 
Settlement of mutual accounts.|—A parol agree- 
ment was entered into between the respective 
exors. of L. & T., that various old accounts of their 
testators should be settled on a certain fixed day, 
without reference to the time that they had been 
running. The accounts were settled accordingly, 
& the exors. of L. received the value of a promissory 
note that would have been barred by the statute. 
The exors. of T. afterwards discovered a note 
from L. to T. on which nothing had been done for 
more than six years before the death of T. :— 
Held: the exors. of T. were entitled to have the 
benefit of this note.—LADE v. TRILL, TRILL v. 
LADE (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 102; 6 Jur. 272. 

575. Promise subject to condition—Condition 
unfulfilled.|—BuENos AyREsS MUNICIPALITY v. 
BARING BROTHERS (1924), 59 L. Jo. 167. 


K. Refusal to Pay Admitted Debt. 


576. Whether sufficlent—Recommendation to 
plaintiff to bring action./—Plea of Statute of 
Limitations to a bill of ory over-ruled upon 
letters, assigning reasons for declining to pay ; 
& recommending pltf. to bring an action; as 
amounting to an acknowledgment of the debt, 
sufficient to take it out of the statute upon the 
authorities, though against principle.—-BAILLIE v. 
SIBBALD (1808), 15 Ves. 185; 33 E. R. 724. 

577. Refusal to pay ‘‘ unless obliged.’’|— 
Where upon demand made of payment of seaman’s 
wages, accrued during the Russian embargo, 
deft. answered, ‘‘ that he would not pay; there 
were none paid, & he did not mean to pay unless 
obliged ’ :—-Held: sufficient to take the case out 
of Statute of Limitations —DOWTHWAITE v. 
TiBBuT (1816),5 M. & 8S. 75; 105 HE. R. 979. 
Annotations :—Refd. Clark v. Hougham (1823), 2 B. & C. 

149; A’Court v. Cross (1825), 11 Moore, C. P. 198 ; Scales 

v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638; Tanner v. Smart (1827), 6 

bh. & C. 603; Linley v. Bonsor (1835), 1 Hodg. 308. 

578. Stamp objection.|—(1) Deft. being 
arrested on a debt more than six years old, said, 
‘* T know that I owe the money, but the bill I gave 
is on a threepenny receipt stamp, & I will never 
pay it’’:—Held: not such an acknowledgment 
as would revive the debt against a plea of Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16). 

(2) It [Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16)] is, 
as I have heard it often called by great judges, an 
Act of peace (BEst, C.J.).—A’CouRT v. CROSS 
(1825), 3 Bing. 829; 11 Moore, C. P. 108; 4 
L. J.O.8.C. P. 79; 130 E. R. 540. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Ayton v. Bolt (1827), 4 Bing. 
105. Consd. Upton. Elso (1837), 6 L. J. O. 8. G. P. 108. 
Refd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638; Pierce v. Brewster 
(1827), 12 Moore, C. P. 615; Tanner v. Smart (1827), 6 
B. & C, 603; Gould », pect (1829), 2 Moo. & P. 681; 
Linley v. Bonsor (1835), 2 Scott, 399. 


579. Mere refusal.|—PIERCE v. 
STER, No. 508, ante. 

580. ‘*Sooner go to gaol than prefer 
creditor.’’|—-(1) To take a case out of Statute of 
Limitations, pltf. gave in evidence letters wherein 
deft. stated that he would have nothing to do with 
pltf.’s claim, that he wished he would make him 
a bkpt., & that he would rather go to gaol than 
pay pltf. in preference to others of his creditors 
who had executed a composition deed. The judge 
left it to the jury to say whether the letters 
contained an acknowledgment of the debt, telling 
them, that, to entitle pltf. to recover, it must be 
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the debt was thereby sufii- 
ciently acknowledged to take it out of 
the statute.—-BEWLEY v. POWER (1833), 
Hayes & Jo. 368,—IR, 
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not 
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such an acknowledgment whence a promise to 
pay could be inferred. The jury having returned 
a verdict for deft., the ct. declined to disturb it, 
holding the direction to be proper. 

(2) To show a part payment within six years so 
as to bring the case within the exception in the 
atatute, pltf. proved a payment of a portion of his 
demand by one F., the trustee under a deed of 
composition, who was expressly instructed to make 
the payment as a full satisfaction, instead of which 
he handed the money over as a part payment, & 
took a receipt accordingly. This payment so made 
was expressly repudiated by deft. :—Held: this 
was not a payment within the exception.— 
LINSELL v. Bonsor (1835), 2 Bing. N. C. 241; 
1382 E. R. 95; sub nom. LINLEY v. Bonsor, 2 
Scott, 399; 1 Hodg. 305; 5L. J.C. P. 40. 
aT OS :—de to (1) Refd. Fettes v. Robertson (1921), 


alae L. R, 581; Spencer v,. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 


581. Refusal to pay without order of court.| 
—(1) Where Statute of Limitations had run against 
a debt, due from a testator before his death, & the 
exor. wrote thus to the creditor: ‘‘ The legatees 
object to my paying the claim though I think it 
just,’? & “I not only do not dispute the claim but 
admit it, thinking it just, but am compelled to 
refuse payment without an order of the ct.’’ :— 
Held: the debt was not revived. 

(2) Where an indorsement admitting the receipt 
of interest was made on a promissory note prior 
to the passing of Lord Tenterden’s Act (Statute 
of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14)), it was 
held not to be evidence to take such promissory 
note out of Statute of Limitations, as it appeared 
to have been made after the time when the 

resumption of the debt having been barred by 
he statute had arisen, & it was consequently not 
against, but in accordance with, the interest of the 
arty to make such admission.—Bnriaas v. WILSON 
(1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 12; 23 L. T. O. S. 136; 
43 BE. R. 772, L.JJ. 
«innotations :—.As to (2) Apld. Nowbould v. Smith (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 882. Refd. Coope v. Cresswell (1866), L. R. 2 Ka. 





106. Generally, entd. Saunders v. Druce (1855), 3 
Drew. 139; Fuller v. Redman (No. 2) (1859), 26 Beav. 
614; Taylor v. Witham, Witham vr. Taylor (1876), 24 


W. RR. 877; 


Re Lacy, Howard v. Lightfoot (1906), 51 
Sol. Jo. 67. 


L. Proposals without Prejudice. 
Admissibility as evidence.|—Sce EXvipDENCE, Vol. 
XXITI., p. 377, Nos. 3853, 3854. 
582. ——— Acceptance of proposal.|—Re RIVER 
STEAMER Co., MITCHELL’S CLAIM, No. 412, ante. 


M. Denial of Liability. 
583. Denial of existence of debt—Admission of 
receipt of money but as gift.|OWEN v. WOLLEY 


(1751), Bull. N. P. 148, N. P. 
fea lata :—Apprvd. Partington v. Butcher (1806), 6 
ap. 66. 


584. ——— Accompanying statement of inability 
to pay.|—(1) Where it was proved that a deft. 
had, after having denied the existence of a debt 
demanded of him, replied, to an assertion by pltf., 
that he had documents in his possession which 
would prove it, that ‘‘ It is of no use for me to look 
at them, for I have no money to pay it now ”’ :— 
Held: a nonsuit, which had been directed on such 
a case made & relied on by pltf., was right. 

(2) The legal effect of such conversations, as to 
how far they are to be considered as admitting 
debts to be due, or amounting to promises to pay 
them, is a question rather for the determination 
of the ct. than the jury.—SNook v. MEars (1818), 
5 Price, 686; 146 E. R. 718. 

Annotation 


:— Aa to (1) Consd. A’Court v. Cross (1825), 11 
Moore, C. P. 198. 
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585. ——— Accompanying promise to com- 
municate personally with plaintiff.|—The operation 
of the Statutes of Limitations will not be barred 
by a written acknowledgment of a pre-existing 
debt, unless a fresh promise to pay it can be 


inferred from the terms used :—Held: a letter 
from a deft. pepyite his liability to pay pltf.’s 
claim, & containing no acknowledgment of its 


validity, though pointing out a time for com- 
municating personally with pltf. about it, did not 
ete a case out of the Statute, & a nonsuit was 
right. 

eSemble : part payment will not bar the interest, 
where the debt to which it is applied consists of 
several items.—BRIGSTOCKE v. SmrTH (1883), 1 
Cr. & M. 483; 3 Tyr. 445; 2 L. J. Ex. 187; 149 
BE. R. 489. 
Annolaion :—Refd. Hicke v, Nokes (1834), 1 Mood. & R. 


586. Claim to benefit of statute.|—An acknow- 
A denens of the debt, though accompanied with a 
declaration by deft. ‘‘ that he did not consider 
himself as owing pltf. a farthing, it being more than 
six years since he contracted,’’ is sufficient to take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations.—BRYAN 
v. HORSEMAN (1804), 4 East, 599; 1 Smith, K. B. 
125; 102 BH. R. 960. 

Annotations :—Distd. Rowcroft rv. Lomas (1816), 4 M. & 8. 
457. Consd. Frost v. Bengough (1823), 1 Bing. 266; 
A’Court », Cross (1825), 11 Moore, C. P. 198. Refd. Snook 
* Mears (1818), 5 Price, 636; Tanner v. Smart (1827), 6 
B. & C. 603. 

587. .]—‘‘ I owe you not a farthing, for it 
is more than six years since,’’ is not to be left to the 
jury as evidence of an admission, to take a debt 
out of Statute of Limitations.—COLTMAN  v. 
MarsH es 3 Taunt. 380; 128 E. R. 151. 
Annotations :—Refd. Frost v. Bengough (1823), 8 Moore, 

Cc. P. 180; Knott v. Farren (1824), 2 L. J. O. S. K. B. 

122; A’Court v. Cross (1825), 11 Moore, 

Poynder v, Bluck (1837), 5 Dowl. 570. 


588. -|—In assumpsit against deft. as 
acceptor of a bill of exchange, & upon an account 
stated, evidence that deft. acknowledged his 
acceptance & that he had been liable, but said 
that he was not liable then, because it was out of 
date, & that he could not pay it, it was not in his 
power to pay it, was held sufficient to take the 
case out of the statute, upon a plea of actio non 
accrevit infra sex annos. ltf. may declare on the 
original promisc, although he relies on the subse- 
quent promise to take the case out of Statute of 
Limitations.—-LEAPER v. TATTON (1812), 16 Hast, 
420; 104 KH. R. 1147. 

Annotations :—Refd. Hurst v. Parker (1817), 1 B. & Ald. 

92; Clark v. Hougham (1823), 2B. & C. 149; A’Court v. 


Cross (1825), 11 Moore, C. P. 198; Tanner v. Smart (1827), 
6 B. & C. 603; Irving v. Voitch (1837), 3M. & W. 90. 


589. -|—In assumpsit for money due on an 
accountable receipt, pltf., in order to take the case 
out of Statute of Limitations, called a witness, 
who proved that he called on deft., & showed him 
the receipt, & asked him if he knew anything of it, 
to which deft. answered that he knew all about it ; 
witness then asked him for the amount; to which 
he answered it was not worth a penny; he should 
never pay it; that it was his signature, but that 
he never had & never would pay it, ‘‘ & besides ”’ 
he added, ‘‘ it is out of date, & no law shall make 
me pay it’? :—Held: this evidence was insufficient 
to charge deft. with it, for there was no acknow- 
ledgment, but the contrary, that the debt ever 
existed.— Rowcrorr v. Lomas (1816), 4 M. & S. 
457; 105 H. R. 903. 

Annotations :—Apld. Snook v. Mears (1818), 5 Price, 636. 

Consd. A’Court v. Cross (1825), 11 Moore, C, P, 198; 


Spencer v. Hemmerde, (1922]2 A. C. 507. Refd. Tanner 
v. Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603. 


590. Expression of belief that debt already paid.] 
—To a demand for the charges of preparing an 





Cc. p, 198; 
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annuity deed, deft. said, ‘‘ I thought I had paid 
it at the time, but I have been in so much trouble 
since, that I really do not recollect it.’? Pitf. 
answered, ‘‘ You know the price of the annuity was 
paid youin a £1,000 banknote, which you changed 
at Badcock’s.” Deft. made no answer :—Held: 
that this was not a sufficient acknowledgment of 
the debt to deprive deft. of the benefit of his plea 
of Statute of Limitations.—HELLINGS v. SHAW 
ee 608; 1 Moore, C. P. 340; 129 


Annotations :—Refd. Beale v. Nind (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 568; 
Frost v. Bengough (1823), 8 Moore, C. P. 180; Scales v. 
Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638; Cottam v. Partridge (1842), -4 
Man. & G. 271; Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 3 A. C. 507. 

591. ——— Promise to produce receipt.]|—-When 
a debt of a bill six years standing is demanded, & 
deft. says he has paid it, & will show the receipt, 
but does not, it is not such an acknowledgment as 
takes the debt out of Statute of Limitations.— 
BIRK v. Guy (1802), 4 Esp. 184, N. P. 

592. -]—Where, after the lapse of six 
years, a deft., being asked for the payment of a 
debt, said, ‘‘I owed the money, but I have a 
receipt in full of all demands, I shall search for 
it, & let you know in the event of my not being 
able to find it.’ :—Held: this was not sufficient 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
at v. PLUMPTRE (1827), 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 

593. ——— By third person—‘‘ If not paid it 
ought to be.’’?]—‘‘ I will see D. or write to him; 
I have no doubt he has paid it; if by chance he 
has not paid it, it is very fit it should be” ina 
letter is not a sufficient acknowledgment of a debt 
under Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 
(c. 14), s. 1, to take the case out of Statute of 
Limitations.—POYNDER v. BLUCK (18387), 5 Dowl. 
570; Will. Woll. & Dav. 191. 














594. -|}—BROWN v. Brown (1838), 
2 Jur. 255. 
595. Proposal to pay by instalments.|— 





In answer to an application for a debt barred by 
the Statute of Limitations, deft. wrote, ‘‘ I have 
received a letter from Messrs. P. & L., solrs.. 
requesting me to pay you an account of £40 9s. 6d. 
I have no wish to have anything to do with the 
lawyers: much less do I wish to deny a just debt. 
I cannot, however, get rid of the notion that my 
account with you was settled in 1851: but as you 
declare it was not settled, I am willing to pay you 
£10 per annum until it is liquidated. Should this 
proposal meet with your approbation, we can 
make arrangements accordingly ’’ :—Held: this 
was not such an absolute unqualified acknowledg- 
ment & unconditional promise to pay as to take 
the case out of the Statute of Limitations. 

The question is whether the letter contains an 
acknowledgment from which a promise can be 
implied to pay the debt which was barred by 
statute. It is obvious that the promise is of a 
nature not to bind deft. unless it was accepted 
by the persons to whom it was proffered ; for it 
would be unjust to hold the one party bound by 
the offer unless it were assented to by the other 
party (WILLIAMS, J.). 

The simple question is whether, independently 
of the special promise there is an absolute & 
unqualified acknowledgment of the existence of 
the debt from which a promise to pay can fairly 
be implied. I am of opinion that there is not. 
There clearly is no acknowledgment at all. The 
writer states his impression to be that the alleged 
debt has no existence (WILLIAMS, J.).—BUCE- 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


MASTER v. RUSSELL (1861), 10 O. B. N. S. 745 
4L. T. 652; 8 Jur. N. S. 155; 9 W. R. 749 
142 E.R. 646. 

Annotations :—Apprvd. Langrish v. Watts, [1903] 1 K. B. 
636. Refd. Chasemore v. Turner (1875), L. R. 10 B 
500; Lusher v. Hassard (1903), 20TLR 
v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. ©, 507, 


596. Claim that debt discharged by written 
instrument—Instrument inoperative as discharge. | 
—If deft. to a debt otherwise bound by Statute 
of Limitations, admits the debt, but claims to be 
discharged by a written instrument, but which 
being referred to does not amount to a legal 
discharge, he shall be bound by the admission & 
the case be thereby taken out of the Statute.— 
PaRTINGTON v. BuTCHER (1806), 6 Esp. 66, N. P. 
anette :—Refd. Hellings v. Shaw (1817), 1 Moore, C, P. 


597. Admission qualified by reliance on valid 
objection.|—-A qualified admission by a party who 
relies on an objection which would at any time 
have been a good defence to the action does not 
take a case out of Statute of Limitations.—DE LA 
aoe v. BARCLAY & SALKELD (1814), 1 Stark. 7, 


we we 


ma) ae Spencer 


ae Se 

598. Claim to set-off more than amount of 
debt.|—Assumpsit on a promissory note. Plea, 
first, general issue; secondly, Statute of Limita- 
tions; but there was no plea or notice of set-off. 
It was proved that on pltf.’s showing deft. the 
note within six years, the latter said, ‘‘ You owe 
me more money: I have a set-off against it.’ :-— 
Held: that was not a sufficient acknowledgment 
within six years to take the case out of Statute of 
Limitations.—SWaNN v. SOWELL (1819), 2 B. & 
Ald. 759; 106 E. R. 543, 
Annotations :—Retd. A’Court v. Cross (1825), 11 Moore, 

C. P. 198; Scales v. Jacob (1826), 11 Moore, C. 653 ; 


Pierce v. Brewster (1827), 12 Moore, C. P. 515; 
Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603. 


599. |—Re RiveR STEAMER Co., MIT- 
CHELL’sS CLAIM, No. 412, ante. 


Tanner v. 





N. Other Cases. 


600. Promise to pay on proof of debt.|—(1) A 
promise to an exor. in these words, ‘‘ Prove the 
debt & I will pay you,’ will avoid Statute of 
Limitations. 

(2) Acknowledgment of debt after commence- 
ment of the action takes it out of Statute of 
Limitations.—HEYLIN v. HASTINGS (1698), Carth. 
470; 1 Com. 54; Holt, K. B. 427; & Mod. Rep. 
425 ; 12 Mod. Rep. 223, 1 Salk. 29; 1 Ld. Raym. 
421; 88 BE. R. 1277. 

Annotations -—As to (1) Consd. Stafford v. Forcer (1714), 
10 Mod. Rep. 311; Perham v. Raynal (1824), 2 Bir 
306; Tanner wv. Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603. : 
Hurst v. Parker (1817), 1 B. & Aid. 92; Scales v. Jacob 
(1826), 3 Bing. 638; Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 
A. C. 507. Generally, Mentd. Anon. (1704), 2 Salk. 655 ; 
Loyd v. Leo (1718), 1 Stra. 94; Hooper v. Summersett 
ree Wight, 16; Williams v. Moor (1843), 12 L. J. Ex. 


601. Promise to do what is right.]|—The words, 
he will do what is right, & just, take it out of the 
Statute (LorpD HARDWICKE, C.).—GALWAY v. 
pare one (EARL) (1752), 1 Dick. 163; 21 E.R. 

31. 

602. —— Through solicitors.|—In assumpsit 
for seaman’s wages, to which Statute of Limitations 
was pleaded, it was proved that deft. being applied 
to for payment, after the lapse of six years, said 
‘‘T will see my attorney, & tell him to do what 
is right ’':—Semble: this was not a sufficient 
acknowledgment to take the case out of the Statute. 
yr eee v. CALDWELL (1823), 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 

608. Reference of creditor to debtor’s solicitors— 
Promise by solicitors to pay if debtor bound.|— 
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Under a plea of Statute of Limitations, pltf. gave 
in evidence a letter of deft.’s in answer to an 
ie esr ie for payment of his debt, in which the 
latter referred pltf. to his solrs., by whose opinion 
he should be governed, adding, ‘they are in 
possession of my determination & ability,” & 
a@ conversation with deft.’s solrs., in which 
they stated, that if pltf. had any letter which would 
bind deft., the debt would be paid, if it amounted 
to £100; this being left to the jury, a verdict was 
found for pltf.; but the ct. inclining to think it 
did not take the case out of the Statute, granted 
a new trial.—BICKNELL v. KEPPEL (1804), 1 Bos. 
& P.N.R. 20; 127 H.R. 364. 
Annotations :—Refd. Coltman v. Marsh (1811), 3 Taunt. 

380; Tanner v. Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603. 

604. Promise to pay if others paid — Wages.] — 
A demand being made by a seaman on the owner 
of a ship for wages, which had accrued during an 
embargo, he said, if others paid, he should do the 
same :—Held: this was a sufficient acknowledg- 
ment to take the case out of Statute of Limitations. 
woe v. FOTHERGILL (1815), 4 Camp. 185, 
Annotation :—Consd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 11 Moore, 

C. P. 553. 


605. Promise ‘‘to satisfy creditor as to mis- 
understanding concerning debt.’’|—A. is applied 
to by the attorney of B. for the payment of a 
debt. He writes in answer “ that he will wait on 
deft., when he shall be able to satisfy him respecting 
the misunderstanding which had occurred between 
them” :—Held: this was no such acknowledg- 
ment of a debt, as would bar a plea of Statute 
of Limitations; & such evidence ought not to be 
left to a jury, as grounds to infer a new promise to 
pay.—Craia v. Cox (1816), Holt, N. P. 380, N. P. 


Annotation :—Refd. Frost v. Bengough (1823), 8 Moore, 
C. P. 180, een 


606. Qualified acknowledgment — Admission to 
some creditors Ar ae acknowledgment by the 
acceptor of a bill of exchange within six years of 
his liability on the bill to the payee of the bill, 
but accompanied with a declaration that he was 
not liable to the drawers of the bill, there being no 
consideration for the acceptance, is not sufficient 
in an action by the drawers against the acceptor 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
EASTERLY v. PULLEN (1822), 3 Stark. 186, N. P. 
Annotation :—Refd. Brownell v. Bonney (1841), 1 Q. B. 39. 

607. Acknowledgment in manner signifying 
intention that debt not to be paid.]}—An admission 
of a debt made to a person who at the same time 
signed a paper purporting to be a discharge of the 
debt, is not a sufficient acknowledgment of the 
debt to prevent the operation of Statute of 
Limitations, though the discharge was inoperative 
in itself, & was given upon a condition which deft. 
failed to observe. 

The two documents taken together show that 
though there was an admission of the debt, it 
was with the intention, on both sides, that the 
debt should never be paid (PoLuock, C.B.).— 
rr v. GOATE (1856), 1 H. & N. 29; 156 HE. R. 
aon i—Refd. Francis vy. Hawkesley (1859), 1 &. & Ee. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—PLEADING AND PROOF. 
See R. 8. C., Ord. 19, r. 5. 
608. Acknowledgment applicable to debt other 
than debt claimed—Onus of proof.|—(1) A general 


PART II. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 7. 


o, N ‘or especial plea.jJ— | —ToO gr 
ee v. IvEa Medi 2 Ont. Dig. 4047.— 


6121, Admissibility of parol evidence 

ove identity of er Wivac 

NOLDS v. O'BRIEN ti847), 4U. 0. R. 
221.—CAN. 
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acknowledgment shall be sufficient totake a demand 

out of the Statute of Limitations. 

(2) If the acknowledgment applied to a different 
debt from that for which the action is brought, 
proof of that shall lie on deft.—BAILLIn v. 
INCHIQUIN (LoRD) ep 1 Esp. 435, N. P. 
Annotations :—<As to (1) Refd. Baillie v. Sibbald (1808), 15 

Ves. 185; Fearn v. Lewis (1830), 8 L. J. O. S. O. P. 95; 

Routledge v. Ramsay (1838), 8 Ad. & KH). 221. As to 

(2) Refd. Read v. Price, [1909] 2 K. B. 724. 

609. Admissibility of parol evidence — To prove 
lost written acknowledgment.] —(1) Where a@ 
written promise to pay a debt barred by the 
Statute of Limitations, has been lost, oral evidence 
of the contents of the writing may be given. 

(2) Such a promise, if conditional, must be 
declared on as conditional notwithstanding Statute 
of Frauds Amendment Act, 1825 (c. 14), & not- 
withstanding it was given within six years from 
the time of contracting of the debt.—HAYDON v. 
WILLIAMS (1830), 7 Bing. 163; 4 Moo. & P. 811; 
9L.J.0.8.C. P.16; 131 BH. R. 63. 

Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. Read v. Price, roe K. B. 
724, Refd. Baildon v. Walton (1847), 17 L. J. Ex. 357. 
As to (2) Consd. Irving v. Veitch (1837), 3 M. & W. 90. 
Generally, Reid. Brigetocke v. Smith (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 
483; Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 539. 

610. .J—Parol evidence is admissible 
to prove the contents of a written acknowledg- 
ment which has been lost.—READ v. PRICE, [1909] 
2K. B. 724; 78 lL. J. K. B. 11387; 101 L. T. 60; 
257. L. R. 701, C. A. 

611. ——— To prove date of undated acknow- 
ledgment.]—(1) Where a letter acknowledging the 
existence of a debt, which was produced for the 
purpose of taking the case out of Statute of 
Limitations, did not contain any date :—Held: 
the time when the letter was written might be 
supplied by parol evidence. 

(2) In an action on a promissory note payable 
with interest, the words in the letter acknowledg- 
ing the debt were as follows: ‘‘I shall be most 
happy to pay you both interest & principal as soon 
as convenient ’’ :—Held: this was a conditional 
promise, & pitf. was bound to give some evidence 
to show that deft. was able to pay, or that it was 
convenient for him to do s0.— EDMUNDS v. DOWNES 
(1834), 2 Cr. & M. 459; 4 Tyr. 1738; 3 L. J. Ex. 
98; 149 E.R, 840. 


Annotations :—As to 








) Apld. McGuffie v. Burleigh (1898), 
78 L. T. 264. Refd. Hartley v. Wharton (1840), 11 Ad, 
& El. 934. As to (2) Consd. Mowbray v. Appleby (1899), 

80 L.T. 805. Refd. Evansv. Nicholson (1875), 32 L. T. 778, 

612. —— To prove identity of debt.) HartTLEY 
v. WHARTON, No. 613, post. 

6138. ——— To prove identity of acknowledgment 
—Letter of acknowledgment undated & without 
address.|—Pltf. produced the following paper, 
signed by deft. ‘‘ I am sorry to give you so much 
trouble in calling ; but I am not prepared for you ; 
but will without neglect remit you in a short time.”’ 
The paper had no address or date, & specified no 
sum: but it was proved orally that deft. delivered 
it tu pltf.’s agent, on being pressed for the debt, 
the amount of which was also proved by oral 
evidence :—Held: sufficient to satisfy Statute 

'of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 5.- 

HARTLEY v. WHARTON (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 934; 

3 Per. & Dav. 529; 9L. J. Q. B. 209; 4 Jur. 576 ; 

118 BH. R. 669. 

Annotations :—Apld. McGuffie v. ae (1898), 78 L. T. 
264. Refd. Howe v. Hopwood (1868), 9 B. & S. 881. 
Mentd. Williams v, Moor (1843), 11 M. & W. 256; Harris 
v. Wall (1847), 1 Exch. 122. 


See, also, No. 479, ante. 


—— To connect second account 
acknowledgment of firat.}—KaLi- 
ANDAS PaNnpuUDAsS ¥v. Lotru (1901), 
I. L. R. 25 Bom. 830.—IND. 
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614. ——- To connect two letters as one 
acknowledgment.]—Parol evidence is admissible 
to show that a letter was written in answer to a 
former one, in order to read the two letters together 
that they may constitute an acknowledgment to 
take a debt out of the Statute of Limitations.— 
McGuFFIE v. BURLEIGH (1898), 78 L. T. 264; 14 
T. L. R. 319. 


SuB-sECT. 8.—STAMPS. 


See, generally, REVENUE. 

615. Necessity for stamp—Agreement stamp— 
Debt proved by other evidence.|—Under Lord 
Tenterden’s Act [Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14),8. 8], the following memorandum, 
**T acknowledge to owe M. £36, which I agree to 
pay him as soon as my circumstances will permit,”’ 
is exempt from stamp duty, as a writing made 
necessary by that statute, provided it be put in 
for the mere purpose of barring the Statute of 
Limitations, the debt itself being proved by other 
evidence.—MORRIS v. Dixon (1836), 4 Ad. & HI. 
845; 2 Har. & W. 57; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 438; 
5L. J. K. B. 155; 111 E. R. 1002. 

Annotation :-—Distd. Jones v. Ryder (1838), 4M. & W. 32. 

vibe ——~ ———.|—-TAYLOR v. STEELE, No. 448, 
ante, 

617. Promissory note.] — (1) A pro- 
missory note, improperly stamped, is not admissible 
as a memorandum to take the case out of the 
Statute of Limitations, under Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 8. That sect. 
applies only to instruments which might be 
stamped with an agreement stamp. 

(2) A mere parol statement of an antecedent 
debt, without any new contract or consideration 
made within six years before action brought, does 
not constitute a sufficient cause of action to prevent 
the operation of the Statute of Limitations.— 
JONES v. RYDER (1838), 4 M. & W. 32; 1 Horn 
& H. 256; 7L. J. Ex. 216; 150 EB. R. 1331. 


Annotations :—<As to (1) Consd. Ez p. Wilson, Ex p. Wyman 
(1841), 1 Mont. D. & De. G. 586. As to (2) Refd. Clark 
v. Alexander (1844), 8 Scott, N. R. 147. 


618. -] — Debtor sent to one of the 
persons beneficially interested under the will of 
his creditor a promissory note stamped for the 
amount of the debt, with a letter referring to the 
note as being for the money due :—Held: the 
letter was not of itself a sufficient promise or 
acknowledgment to exclude the operation of the 
Statute of Limitations, & the note could not be 
received in evidence to show whatt the promise was, 
that being a direct & not a collateral purpose.— 
PARMITER v. PARMITER (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 
461; 30 L. J. Ch, 508; 3 L. T. 799; 45 EB. R. 
957, L. C. 

619. .]—In assumpsit the first count 
of the declaration was on a promissory note dated 
Dec. 7, 1845, made by deft. for payment of £500 
& interest, on demand, to J. pitf.’s testator. The 
second count was on a similar note for £500, 
dated Jan. 20, 1846. The third count was for 
money lent by J. to deft., & for interest & money 
due from deft. to J. on an account stated. Pleas 
to the first & second counts: first, payment ; 
secondly, that, after the making of the notes, 


earner — 
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& before demand of the sums therein mentioned, 
or of any interest thereon, J. exonerated & dis- 
charged deft. from payeient of the notes; thirdly, 
that, after the m g of the notes, it was d 
between J. & deft., that the latter should purchase, 
with his own money, a piece of paper marked with 
a 108. receipt stamp, & should write on it as, 
follows: ‘‘ Hull, Feb. 16, 1846. Received of R., 
deft., the sum of £1,080, being the interest & 
principal on two notes, dated Dec. 1845, & Jan. 
1846, & in full of all demands,’’ & that deft. should 
suffer J. to sign the same; & that such agreement 
& purchase of the piece of paper so ia aa pap & 
acl writing on RS geft., & permitting J. sign 
the same, should be accepted by J. in full satis- 
faction & discharge of the causes of action. To the 
residue of the declaration; fourthly, non 
assumpsit ; fifthly, payment; sixthly, the Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), &, seventhly, a plea 
similar to the third. Replications, to the first 
& fifth pleas, denial of payment; to the second 
plea, de injuria; to the third & seventh pleas, 
that it was not agreed modo et forma; to the sixth 
plea, that the causes of action did accrue within 
six years. At the trial, it appeared from deft.’s 
answer to a bill of discovery, that, in the years 
1835 & 1842, J. lent to deft. two sums of £600, 
upon the security of his promissory notes payable 
on demand, with interest. The interest was duly 
paid, & memoranda thereof indorsed by J. on the 
backs of the notes. At length, the backs of the 
notes being covered with these memoranda, it was 
arranged between J. & deft., that new promissory 
notes should be substituted, & accordingly deft. 
gave J., the notes on which this action was brought. 
In Feb. 1846, J. told deft. that he intended to give 
him the £1,000 secured by the promissory notes, 
& he wished to give deft. a release & discharge for 
the same & interest due thereon, & he directed deft. 
to write out a receipt for such £1,000 & interest, 
for him, J., to sign as a release & discharge; & 
thereupon deft. purchased a 10s. receipt stamp, & 
wrote thereon the receipt mentioned in the third 
plea ; which J. signed, & delivered to deft., with 
the express object of releasing him from payment 
of the £1,000 & interest. No interest was after- 
wards applied for or paid. J. subsequently died, 
having bequeathed the notes in question to pltf. 
This action was commenced in Oct. 1850 :—Held :— 
(1) the transaction relating to the giving of the 
receipt did not amount to payment; (2) the 
transaction relating to the receipt was not evidence 
of part payment of the original debt for money 
lent, so as to take the case out of the Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), neither did the renewal 
of the notes render deft. liable as upon a new 
promise. 

But even upon the supposition of its being a part 
payment, it was not such within the statute, for it 
must be a payment of a portion of the debt, 
accompanied by an acknowledgment, from which 
a& promise may be inferred to pay the remainder. 
Deft. clearly intended to pay the whole debt. 
(PARKE, B.).— Foster v. DAWBER (1851), 6 Exch. 
839; 20 L. J. Bx. 385; 17 L. T. O. S. 310; 155 
BH. R. 785. 

Annotations :— As to (2) Consd. Turney v. Dodwell (1854), 
3 E. & B. 136. Reld. Morgan v. Rowlands (1872), L. KR. 
7 Q. B. 493; Re Somerset, Somerset v, Poulett, (1894) 
1 Ch. 231; Fettes v. Robertson werk 37 T. LL. $81. 

entd. Peace v. Hains (18 3 


ly 
Clay v. Turley (1857), 27 L. J. Ex. 2; Owens v. af 
(1862), 11 W. R. 21; Cook v. Lister (1863), 32 L. J. C. P. 





617 i. ——.}—FATECHAND HARCHAND 
v. aN (1894), I. L. R. 18 Bom. 614. 
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121; Abrey », Crux (1869), L. R. 6 ©. P. 37; Edward 
v. Walters, [1896] 2 Ch. 157; Morris v. Baron, [1918] 
See, also, No. 549, ante. 


Sect. 9.—PART PAYMENT AND PAYMENT OF 
INTEREST. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—PART PAYMENT OF PRINCIPAL. 
A. In General. 


620. Evidence of unqualified promise to pay.]— 
Payment on account of a debt is evidence of a 
general unqualified promise to pay so as to take the 
case out of the statute.—BURLEIGH v. Storr (1828), 
8 B. & C. 36; 2 Man. & Ry. K. B. 93; 6 L. J. 
O. S. K. B. 232; 108 B. R. 956; sub nom. Bur- 
LEIGH v, PLATT, Dan. & LI. 53. 

Annotations :—Refd. Manderston v. Robertson (1829), 4 
Man. & Ry. K. B. 440; Pease v. Hirst (1829), 5 Man. & 
Ry. K. B. 88; Slater v. Lawson (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 396; 

yatt v. Hodson (1832), & Bing. 309; Channell v. Ditch- 

burn (1839), 5 M. & W. 494. 

621. Payment of smaller on account of larger 
sum.|—(1) The mcaning of part payment, to take 
a case out of Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 
is payment of a smaller on account of a greater sum 
of money, due from the party making the payment 
to the party to whom it is made. 

(2) The appropriation of such part payment of 
principal, or of payment of interest, to a particular 
debt, may be shown by any medium of proof, & 
does not require an express declaration by debtor, 
at the time of payment, to establish it; it may 
therefore be proved by previous or subsequent 
declarations of debtor; although the fact of the 
payment must be proved by independent evidence. 
—WATERS v. TOMPKINS (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R. 728; 
1 Gale, 323; Tyr. & Gr. 1387; 5 L. J. Ex. 613; 150 
K. R. 306. 

-innotalions :—As to (1) Consd. Nash v. Hodgson (1855), 6 
De G.M.& G.474. Refd. Kodger v. Arch (1854), 10 Exch. 
333; Turney v. Dodwoell (1854), 18 Jur. 187; Goodwin 
v. Parton & Page (1879), 41 L. T. 91. Ae to (2) Consd. 
Bey ey v. Ashton (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 493; Maghee v. 
O'Neil (1841), 7 M. & W. 531. Apld. Bevan v. Gething 
(en); 3 2: B. 740. Refd. Eastwood v. Saville (1842), 9 

. & W. 615; Baildon v. Walton (1847), 1 Exch. 617; 

Nash +. Hodgson (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 474. Generally, 

Mentd. Edan v. Dudfield (1841), 1 Q. B. 302. 


B. Implied Promise to Pay Residue. 
(a) Necessity for. 

622. General rule.} —In order to take a case 
out of Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), by a part 
payment, it must appear that the payment was 
made on account of the debt for which the action 
is brought, & that it was made as part payment of 
a sreater debt. 

_In order to take a case out of the Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), by part payment, it 
must appear, in the first place, that the payment 
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was made on account of a debt. Secondly it 
must appear that the payment was made on 
account of the debt for which the action is brought. 
But the case must go further; forit is necessary, 
in the third place, to show that the payment was 
made as part payment of a greater debt, because 
the principle upon which a part payment takes a 
case out of the statute is, that it admits a greater 
debt to be due at the time of part payment. 
Unless it amounts to an admission that more is 
due, it cannot operate as an admission of any atill 
existing debt (PARKE, B.). — TIPPETs v. HEANE 
(1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 252; 4 Tyr. 772; 3L. J. Ex. 
281; 149 E. R. 1074. 

Annotations :— Distd. Evans v. Davies (1836), 4 Ad. & El. 

840. Apld. Mills v. Fowkes (1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 455. 

Distd. Burn v. Boulton (1846), 2 C. B. 476. Apld. Davies 

v. Edwards (1851), 7 Exch. 22. Consd. Nash v. Hodgson 

(Teeny 6 De G. M. & G. 474. Refd. Morgan v. Rowlands 

1872), 26 L. T. 855; Goodwin v. Parton & Page (1879), 

41 L. T. 91; Friond’v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 421. 

623. .] — Where a debtor owes his creditor 
some debts from a period longer than six years, & 
others from a period within six years, & pays a sum 
without appropriating it to any particular debt, 
such payment is not a payment on account, to 
take out of Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c, 16), 
the debts due longer than six years: but the 
creditor may at any time apply such payment 
to the debts due longer than six years. 

The law has been correctly laid down that the 
payment must expressly be made in discharge of part 
of a larger debt, which accrued six years or more 
before payment (TINDAL, C.J.).—MILILS v. FOWKES 
(1839), 5 Bing. N. C. 455; 2 Arn. 62; 7 Scott, 
qa 8L. J. C. P. 276; 3 Jur. 406; 132 E. R. 
Annotations :—Consd. Waller v. Lacy (1840), 1 Man. & G. 

54; Nash v. Hodgson (1855), 6 De G.M. & G. 474. Distd. 

Friend v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 421. Refd. Waugh v. Cope 

(1840), 6 M. & W. 824; Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 

39; Re Rainforth, Gwynn v. Gwynn (1879), 48 
. 725; Dingle v. copped, Copnen v. Dingle, = -- 
1 Ch. 726; Smith v. Betty, [1903] 2 K. B. 317. Mentd. 
City Discount Co. v. M‘Lean (1874), L. R. 9 C. P. 692; 

Seymour v. Pickett, [1905] 1 K. B. 715. 

624. .|—If a payment may have been 
made by a party paying to the credit of an account 
due to himself, or with the intention of satisfying 
the whole of the demand, against him, it is not 
sufficient to bar Statute of Limitations; there 
must be a distinct admission of an existing debt, 
of which the payment was a payment in part. 

Piti., an attorney, had transacted professional 
business for deft., in 1827, & several subsequent 
years. In July, 1832, pltf., as the solr. concerned 
on a lunacy inquiry, wrote to deft., who had 
attended the inquiry as a witness, to know what 
his expenses were on that occasion. Deft., in 
answer, told pltf. to allow him what was usual, 
& place the same to his, deft.’s, account. In 
Mar. 1833, pltf. wrote to deft., informing him, that 











PART II. SECT, 9, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. 


6211. Payment of smaller on account 
ee larger Wie Gey v. SOMERVILLE 
(1918), 41 0. L. R. 591; 13 O. W. N. 

53; 41D. L. R. 496.—CAN, 


q. Payment on account of pro- 
missory note.J—SLATER v. MOSGROVE 


Gone mr (isos OWN a ks 
GAN. ), an. L. R. 520.— 
wonrn (Seek), (hae) a". oe 
3.W. W.R.1003-——CAN. 

a. After action commenced.] — Part. 
payment of a note after the com- 
mencement of an action upon it will 
not support the action in answer to 
& plea that the cause of action did 


not accrue within six years.—WaALSH 
Cae (1908), 13 B. C. R. 314.— 


b. <Afler debt barred—Debt revived.}— 
GoopacrE & Sons v. SIMPSON (1910), 
15 B. C. RR. 492.— CAN. 

Cc. J—A part payment, 
made even after the oxpiration of the 
six years, is sufficient in general to 
revive the cause of action.—SAawWYER- 
Massey Co. v. WREDER (1912), 22 
W.L. R. 150; 6D. L. R. 305; 5 Alta 
L. R. 362; 2 W. W. R. 965.—CAN. 

d. Payment must be voluntary.]— 
VIENNE 0, FRASLIN, [1921] 3 W. W. R. 
600.—-CAN. 
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622i. General rule.}—-McKEEN v. 








McDOUGALL (1858), 2 Thom. 403.— 
CAN. 


622 ii. -——.]}+-BOULTBEE v. BURKE 
(1885), 9 O. It. 80.—-CAN. 

622 iii. -}—QUAKER OATS Co. v. 
Denis & Racicot (1915), 19 D. L. R. 
327; 31 W. L. R. 579; 7 W. W. R. 
1008; affd., 8 W. W. R. 877.—CAN. 

622 iv, ——.]-—LINDSAY v. MAGUIRE, 
[1899] 21. R. 554.—IR. 

622 v. ./—A part payment to 
take a debt out of the Statute of 
Limitations must amount to an 
acknowledgment of that debt, from 
which a promise to pay the residue 
must be implied in fact & not merel 
in law.—GILKISON v. TOTHILL (1913), 
32 N. Z. L. R. 1064.—N.Z. 


622 vi. ——.]—Re WEBSTER'S ESTATE 
(1891), 12 N. L. R. 129.—S. AF. 
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take the debts out of the operation of the Statutes 
of Limitation, & ap pees right to prove in the 
administration for the balance due to him was 
therefore barred.—He Len, Fe p. 
[1920] 2 K. B. 200; 89 L. J. K. B. 
81; [1918-19] B. & O. R. 287. 


GRUNWALDT, 
864; 123 L. T. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re A Bankruptcy Notice, [1924] 
2 Ch. 76 Pp Huddersfield Fine Worsteds v. Todd (1925), 


(b) Circumstances Supporting Implication. 
i. Non-Existence of Other Debts. 

629. Evidence of part payment.] — TIPPETs v. 
HEANE, No. 622, ante. 

630. -]—In assumpsit on a promissory note 
bearing interest, proof that deft., being sent to by 
pltf. for money, paid £1, & said, ‘“‘ This puts us 
straight for last year’s interest, all but 188. ; some 
day next week 1 will bring that up,” is sufficient 
answer to a plea of Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), no evidence being given of any other debt 
due from deft. to pltf.—Evans v. DAVIES (18386), 
4 Ad. & El. 840; 2 Har. & W.15; 6L. J. K. B. 
268; 111 E. R. 1000. 

631. .|—A. is indebted to B. in a sum of 
£1656. A.’s creditors, among whom is B., entered 
into a composition with him & agreed to take 5s. 
in the pound upon their debt. A. paid B. 2s. 6d. 
in the pound. B. then became bkpt. Six years 
elapsed since the last acknowledgment of debt 
by A. Upon the assignees of B. applying to A. 
for a settlement of the original debt, A. inclosed 
them a cheque for £100 in the following note: 
‘‘ Inclosed I send a cheque for £100 for which have 
the goodness to return receipt as at foot. The 
balance shall be arranged the earliest possible, 
& which I expect will be very shortly.’’ The words 
& figures of the receipt were: ‘‘ Received from A. 
£100 being a payment on account of a composition 
of 5s. in the pound, upon the balance of account 
owing by A. to the estate of B.’’ Upon the 
question, whether the payment of the £100 was 
to be considered a part payment in respect of the 
original debt, & so take it out of Statute of Limita- 
tions, 1623 (c. 16), or merely as expressed in the 
letter, a part payment of the balance due under the 
composition :—Held: the part payment must 
have reference to the only debt then subsisting, 
namely, the original debt, subject to the com- 
position, which on account of the bkpcy. having 
supervened, was thereby at an end. 

Qu. : without the circumstance of part payment, 
would the acknowledgment & promise in the letter 
of Feb. 18, have been sufficient to have taken the 
original debt out of the statute-——Re WoTHER- 
SPOON, Ha p. BATESON (1840), 1 Mont. D. & De G. 
289; 4 Jur. 994, Ct. of R. 








ii. Ascertained Debt. 


682. Payment must be on account of debt sued 
on—Onus of proof on payee.|—-HoLME v. GREEN, 
No. 864, ante. 

633. -]—In an action of assumpsit, 
which contained several demands, deft. pleaded, 
except as to one, a set-off & Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16). Pltf., in order to take the case out 
of the statute, put in evidence the particulars of 
set-off, containing an item, ‘‘ Paid to pltf. £15 ”? :— 
Held: the particulars were no evidence in support 
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6341. Payment musi be on account 
of debt sued on.}—DEANE 0. CITY BANK 
OF SYDNEY (1918), 25 C. L. R. 215; 
85 N, 8, W, W. N. 118,—AUS. 


must appear 


634ii. -——-.]}—In order to take a case 

out of the operation of the Statute of 

Limitations ny a part 
hat the 


made on account of the 
the action is brought, & that it was 
made as part payment of a greater 
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of deft.’s lea of set-off.—-BURKIT?Y v. BLANSHARD 
haga 3 Hixch. 89; 18 L. J. Ex. 84; 12L.T. 0.8. 
1; 154 E. R. 768. 
634. aw —TIPPETS v. HAND, No. 622, ante. 
635. = wices v, Copg, No. 624, ante, 


(c) Rebuttal of Implication. 

636. Refusal to pay remainder.]|—WAINMANW. 
KynMAN, No. 625, ante. 

637. Words qualifying payment—Used at time 
of payment.]—In an action for money lent deft. 
pleaded Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & 
at the trial pltf. proved the transmission of the 
money to dett., & the pone by him of a half- 
yearly sum for interest up to a certain time, & 
produced an answer to a bill in Chancery, in which 
deft. admitted having paid the same half-yearly 
sum within six years, but asserted that it was paid 
by way of annuity & not of interest. Assuming 
that an acknowledgment of a payment must be 
in writing, & signed, under Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1, in order to bar 
the operation of Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16):—Held: the evidence for pltf. was 
insufficient to go to the jury; the construction 
of the admission in the answer was for the ct., & 
the whole of it: should have been left to the jury ; 
but they might believe the fact of the payments 
having been made half-yearly, but reject the 
residue, & infer from the other evidence that the 
payments were really made in respect of interest. 

ords used at the time of making a payment 
qualify it; but it is for the jury to judge of the 
truth of a statement accompanying the admission 
of a previous payment.—BAILDON v. WALTON 
(1847), 1 Exch. 617; 17 L. J. Ex. 357; 154 E.R. 
262, Ex. Ch. 

638. Payment by trustee in bankruptcy.|— 
DAVIES v. EDWARDS, No. 626, ante. 

639. -]—The insertion of a debt in the 
schedule to a deed of inspectorship executed for 
the purpose of distributing the estate of a debtor 
is not, although the schedule be verified by the 
affidavit of debtor, a sufficient acknowledgment to 
take the debt out of the operation of Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), so as to entitle the 
creditor to prove for the debt under a subsequent 
distribution of the debtor’s estate in bkpcy. Nor 
is the payment by the inspectors of a dividend 
upon the deft a sufficient part-payment for that 
purpose.—Re LEvEY, Ex p. TOPPING (1865), 4 
De G. J. & Sm. 551; 34 L.3. Bey. 44; 12 L. T. 
; 11 Jur. N.S. 210; 13 W. R. 1025; 46 E.R. 


1083, L. C. 

Annotations :—Apld. Taylor v. Hollard, [1902] 1 K. B. 676. 
Mentd. Lacey v. Hill, Leney v. Hill (1872), 8 Ch. App. 441; 
Nanson v. Gordon (1876), 1 App. Cas. 195; Fe ene 
Ex p. Sheen (1877), 6 Ch. D. 235; Re Hind, Ex p. Hind 
CoS 638 L. T. 327; Re Head, Ex p. Head, [1894] 1 





640. Intention to pay whole debt.]|—-LINSELL 
v. Bonsor, No. 580, ante. 

641, ——.]—Wavuau v. Copsr, No. 624, ante. 

642. ——.]—FosTER v. DAWBER, No. 619, ante. 


C. Effect of Payment of Principal on Claim for 
Interest. 


643. Payment of principal coupled with refusal 
to pay interest—Claim to interest not revived.|— 
Where a party revives a debt barred by Statute 


debt.—-NEWMAN v. BLACKBURN (1868), 
§ Nfid. L. R, 249.—NFLD. 7 

payment, it 
ayment was 


6431. Pa of princt coupled 
ee Henedl 16 eae inter im to 
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Sect. 9.—Part payment and payment of interest: 

Sub-sect. 1, C., D., H. & F. (a), (b) & (c) 4. & tt.) 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), by paying it into ct., 
but at the same time refuses to pay interest, such 
payment of the principal does not revive the claim 
for interest.—COLLYER v. WILLOCK (1827), 4 
Bing. 313 ; 12 Moore, C. P. 557; 6L. J. 0.8. C. P. 


181; 130 E. R. 788. 
Annotation :—Refd. Bealy v. Greenslade (1831), 1 L. J. Ex. 1. 


LIMITATION 


D. Payment in Court. 

644. Rest of debt not taken out of statute.]— 
Assumpsit for goods sold & delivered, & on the 
money counts. Pleas, general issue, & Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16). Deft. paid money 
into ct. generally :—Held: such payment did not 
take the case out of the statute.—LONG v. GREVILLE 
(1824),3 B. & C.10; 4 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 632; 2 
L. J. O. 8. K. B. 205; 107 E. R. 638. 

Annotation :— . Ra fs 

hea Aa Mentd. Ravenscroft v. Wise (1834), 1 Cr. M. 
645. -|—Payment of money into ct. on 
a count on a promissory note payable by instal- 
ments, is only an admission by deft. that money to 
the amount paid in was due on the promissory 
note: it does not bar Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), as to a further sum claimed to be due on the 
same note.—REID v. Dickons (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 
499; 2 Nev. & M. K. B. 369; 110 E. BR. 875. 


Annotations :—-Mentd. Shearwaod +. Hay, Wills v. Lang- 
_ (1836), 6 Ad, & El. 383; Fischer v. Aidi (1838), 7 
L. J. Ex. 229; Dolby v. Iles (1840), 3 Per. & Dav. 287. 


646. Payment coupled with denial of interest 
due.|-- COLLYER v. WILLOCK, No. 643, ante. 





E. Payments under or on Eve of Bankruptcy. 

647. Payments under bankruptcy—Payment by 
order of bankruptcy court.|—DaviEs v. EDWARDS, 
No. 626, ante. 

648. ——.]—Re Levry, Ex p. Toprrna, 
No. 639, ante. 

649. Payment on eve of bankruptcy—Account 
treated as subsisting debt.|A debtor unable to 
pay his debts as they became due from his own 
money pate within three months of his being 
adjudged bkpt. part of a debt barred by Statute 
of Limitations, with the object of renewing the 
debt & enabling the creditor to prove in the 
bkpcy. for the balance due. The debt up to the 
date of such payment on account had always 
been treated by debtor & creditor as a subsisting 
debt, & one which it was intended should be 
ultimately paid :—Held: there was a sufficient 
part-payment to take the debt out of the operation 
of the Statute of Limitations.—Re Lang, Ex p. 
GAZE (1889), 23 Q. B. D. 74; 58 L. J. Q. B. 3738; 
61 LL. T. 54; 37 W. R. 671; 6 Morr. 143. 





F. Mode of Payment. 
(a) In General. 

650. Money payment unnecessary.|—To con- 
stitute a payment of interest sufficient to take a 
debt out of the operation of Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), it is not essential that money should 


or ACTIONS. 


actually pass between debtor & creditor. After 


| & debt due to pltf. from his son had been barred 


by the statute, pltf., his son, & his son’s wife, had 
an interview at which the interest due was 
calculated. Pltf.’s son then put his hand into 
his pocket, as if to get out the money to pay it. 
Pltf. stopped him, &, writing a receipt for the 
interest, gave it to his son’s wife, saying that he 
would make her a present of the money. No 
money actually passed between the parties :—~ 
Held: this transaction was a sufficient payment to 
take the debt out of Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16).—MABER v. MaBER (1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 
153; 836L. J. Ex. 70; 16 L. T. 26. 

651. Maintenance of child.]—In 1833, pltf. 
married, at which time his wife was the holder of a 
promissory note made by deft., & which had been 
given to her whilst sole. In 1834, pltf.’s wife died, 
after giving birth to a child. It was then agreed 
between pltf., who claimed the note as the repre- 
sentative of his late wife, & deft., that the latter 
should maintain the child, & that in consideration 
thereof deft. should receive the rents of certain 
cottages which had been the property of pltf.’s 
wife, & that he should also retain the interest to 
become payable on the note. In 1839, deft. 
signed an indorsement on the note, to the effect 
that all interest on the note was then paid. Deft. 
continued to maintain the child to ~ : : 
‘its death in 1848. In 1853, letters of 
tion were granted to pltf,; & subsequently, in the 
same year, pltf. brought the action on the note :— 
Held: agreement between pltf., & deft., that the 
future maintenance of the child should be taken in 
part payment of the interest upon the note, & 
which had been acted upon within six years before 
action brought was a sufficient payment of interest 
within the proviso of Statute of Frauds Amend- 
ment Act, 1828 (c. 14), 5. 2.—BoDGER v. ARCH 
(1854), 10 Exch. 333 ; 2C. L. R. 1491; 241. J. Ex. 
19; 24L.1T.0.8. 96; 1565. R. 472. 


! Annotations :—Apld. Amos v. Smith (1862), 1 H. & C. 238. 


. Maber v. Maber (1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 153. Mentd. 


Refd 
Kregor v. Hollins 


Baker v. Blaker (1886), 55 L. T. 723; 
(1913), 109 L. T. 225. 


(b) Delivery of Goods. 

652. Delivery to creditor—Agreement to accept 
as part payment.}—If the parties to a bill of 
exchange agree that goods shall be supplied in part 
payment, & they are supplied & taken accordingly, 
that is part payment, so as to prevent the operation 
of Statute of Limitations.—Harr v. Nasu (1835), 
2 Cr. M. & R. 337; 1 Gale, 171; 5 Tyr. 955; 4 


L. J. Ex. 130, n.; 150 E. R. 146. 

Annotations :—Polld. Hooper v. Stephens (1835), 4 Ad. & El. 
71. Distd. Walker v. Nussey (1847), 16 L. J. Ex. 120. 
Refd. Blair v. Ormond (1851), 17 Q. B. 423. Mentd. R. 
v. St. Michael’s, Southampton (1856), 6 KE. & B. 80 
M‘Kune v. Joynson (1858), 5 C. B. N. 8. 218. 


653. +|—Where it has been agreed 
between debtor & creditor that the latter shall 
recelve goods in reduction of his demand, the 
delivery of such goods operates as a payment within 
Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), 
8. 1, to bar Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16).— 
HoOopsErR v. STEPHENS (1835), 4 Ad. & El. 71; 1 











interest not revived.}—-MAKUNDI KUAR 


out of the Statute of Limitations,— 


in the current coin of the realm, but 


rie rear oe (1880), I. L. R. | Braxerr v. BisoNETTE (1907), 15 | in any other medium that the creditor 
, -—IND. O. L. R. 93; 10 0. W. R. 171.—CAN. may ehcow to Oa Eee ee 
PART Il, SECT, 9, SUB-SECT. 1.—E. | ,f,-—) <— Spriags ». Stvctare ne IND ee 
©. Dividends paid by assignee , Sr Pd 1 
under the tend ola ar ase? | PART IL, SECT, 9, SUB-SECT. 1 ete gh 
gm td] ® ’ . _— .- 
by a debtor for the benefit of his ‘F, (a). erg fo Tyooept. an” oe ot iia 


creditors, is not such @ part pa: 
as will take a debt, cthorwiss oie 


650i, Money payment unnecesea 
—A payment may be made not o 


accep payment. 
Fermin v. Posuic Treerer (1889), 7 


J 
y N. Z. L. R, 277.—N.Z. 
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Har. & W. 480; 111 E. R. 714; sub nom. Cooper 
v. STEVENS, 5 Nev. & M. K. B. 635; 5 L. J. K. B. 4. 


Annotations :—Refd. Blair v. Ormond (1851), 17 Q. B. 423. 
Mentd. R. v. St. Michael’s, Southampton (1856), 6 E. & B. 


654. -.]—An open account between 
two tradesmen for goods sold by each to the other, 
without any agreement that the goods delivered 
on the one side shall be considered as payment for 
those delivered on the other, does not constitute 
such an “account as concerns the trade of 
merchandise between merchant & merchant ”’ 
within the exception of Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), s. 3. Since Lord Tenterden’s Act 
(Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), 
8. 1), the existence of items, within six years, in 
an open account, will not operate to take the 
previous portion of the account out of the Statute 
of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16).—-CoTram v. PArRT- 
RIDGE (1842), 4 Man. & G. 271: 4 Scott, N. R. 
819; 11L. J.C. P. 161; 134 BH. R. 111. 
Annotations :—Consd. Friend v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 421. 

Refd. Tatam v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 347 

655. -.|—COLLINSON v. MARGESSON, 
No. 561, ante. 

656. Delivery to agent of creditor.]|—A., hav- 
ing authority to collect the debts of a firm, agreed 
with B., who was indebted to the firm, to purchase 
goods from him, & to allow him the amount of the 
purchase money in his account with the firm, & 
drew a cheque including that amount, & delivered 
the same to the bankers of the firm. The greater 
part of B.’s debt to the firm was incurred beyond 
the period of the Statute of Limitations :—Held : 
there was a sufficient evidence of a part payment to 
prevent the operation of the statute.—PEARCE v. 
SELBY (1842), 6 Jur. 896. 














(ec) Negotiable Instruments. 
i. In General. 

See Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 
(c. 14), 5. 3. 

657. Bill of exchange.] — Where a bill of 
exchange has once been so delivered in payment 
on account of a debt as to raise an implication 
of a promise to pay the balance, Statute of Limita- 
tions is answered, as from the time of such delivery, 
whatever afterwards becomes of the bill: the 
promise implied from such delivery not being, 
within the meaning of Statute of Frauds Amend- 
ment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1, ‘‘ an acknowledgment 
or promise by words only,’’ & the word ‘“‘ payment 
in the proviso in that section being used in the 
popular sense, so as to include a giving & taking 
of a negotiable instrument on account of a debt, 
as well as a giving & taking of it in satisfaction of 
the debt.—TURNEY v. DODWELL (1854), 3 H. & B. 
136; 2C. L. R. 666; 23 L. J. Q. B. 187; 23 
L. T. O. 8S. 38; 18 Jur. 187; 118 E. R. 1091. 


Annotations :—Apprvd. Marreco v. Richardson, [1908] _ 
K. B. 584. d. Garden ». Bruce (1868), L. R. 3 C. P 
a Reger v. St. Michael’s, Southampton (1856) 


658. -|—An account of £1,000 was sent 
in for goods delivered, other goods were afterwards 
supplied, a bill of exchange for £375 was then 
given generally on account, & more goods were 


e 
’ 
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subsequently supplied :—Held: the bill of 
exchange took the whole account out of Statute 
of Limitations.—CURLEWIS v. MORNINGTON (EARL) 
(1857), 5 W. R. 491. : ; 

659. Cheque.|—Deft., being indebted to his 
solr. in respect of a bill of costs, handed him on 
May 10, 1900, a cheque in part payment of the 
bill; at the same interview it was verbally agreed 
between the parties that the cheque should not be 
presented for payment before June 20. On 
June 20 the cheque was presented for payment at 
deft.’s bankers, & was duly paid. On June 18, 
1906, the exors. of the solr., who had meanwhile 
died, issued the writ in the present action to 
recover the balance of the debt upon the bill of 
costs :—Held: the date of part payment of the 
debt was the date when the cheque was handed 
by deft. to his creditor, & not the date when the 
cheque was in fact paid by virtue of the special 
arrangement; therefore, the only time at which 
a promise to pay the balance of the debt could be 
implied from the circumstances under which part 
payment was made was May 10, 1900, & that being 
more than six years before the issue of the writ, 
a plea of Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 
afforded a good defence to the action —MARRECO 
v. RIcHARDSON, [1908] 2 K. B. 584; 77L. J. K. B. 
859; 99 L. T. 486; 24 T. 1. R. 624; 52 Sol. Jo. 
516, C. A. 

660. Renewal of promissory note-—In exchange 
for cancelled notes.]|—FosTEr v. DAWBER, No. 619, 
ante. 

See, also, Sub-sect. 1, F. (b), ante. 


ii. From What Time Operative. 
661. From time of delivery.|-A. & B. being 
joint owners of a ship, & indebted to C. for repairs, 
B. gave two bills to C., which were dishonoured, 
& afterwards sold his interest, & became bkpt. 
A. proved under B.’s commission for £3,000, & 
in 1822 drew on his assignee a bill of exchange 
payable to C., which the assignee accepted, & 
which A. then delivered to C. on account of the 
sum due to him for the repairs & on the bills. It 
was agreed that payment of this latter bill should 
not be demanded of the acceptor until he should 
have funds on account of dividends of B.’s estate. 
The bill was paid in Mar. 1827. In 1830, C. 
brought an action against A. for the sum remaining 
due on account of repairs, & A. pleaded Statute 
of Limitations :—Held: the drawing of the bill, 
supposing it to be evidence of a fresh promise on 
the original demand, was only evidence of a 
romise at the time when it was drawn, & not when 
it was paid, & therefore did not take the case out 
of the statute-——Gowan v. ForSTER (1832), 3 
B. & Ad. 507; 110 B. R. 184. 
Annotations :—Apprvd. Marreco v. Richardson, [1908] 2 
K. B. 584. Refd. Re Harries (1844), 13 M. & W. 3; 
Turney v. Dodwell (1854), 3 KH. & B. 136; Francis +, 


ay | 
Hawkesley (1859), 1 EH EK. 1052; Garden v. Bruce 
(1868), L. R. 3 C. P. 300 


662. .|}—Where debtor draws a bill of 
exchange, to be applied in part payment of the 
debt, & the bill is paid when due by the drawee 
to creditor, it operates as part payment, to defeat 
Statute of Limitations, only from the time of the 
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659 i. Cheque, }—KEDAR NATH MITRA 
o; DINM@LERG BIER SINC Le 
42 Calo. 1043,—IND. 


Fad de thay Poll tod alow 

nce pay- 
ments by son. }—Wheroe, in a settlement 
of aooounta between pitf. & deft., the 


former took as part payment an order 
drawn by the latter upon a third party, 
which was not accepted by him, but 
by his son, who made payments under 
it :—Held: not sufficient Per nent by 
doft. to take the case out of the Statute 
of Limitations.—SsarryrH v. MCDONALD 
(1859), 4 N. 8. R. (Coch.) 86.—CAN. 


h. —— Not taken as }- 
To take a case out of the 8 tute of 


Limitations pltf. relied on a written 
order given by deft. to pltf.’s agent 
on a third party, to be applied to pay- 
ment of deft., but which order was 
never accepted or paid by the party 
upon whom it was drawn :—Held: 
the order did not operate as an 
acknowledgment, the evidence showing 
that it was not taken as payment 
FAULKNER v. ARCHIBALD (1889), 


"a1 
N. g, R. 294.—CAN. 
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Sect. 9.—Part L or a 

Sub-sect. 1, F. (c) %., 4 

sect, 2, A., B., C. & D.) 
delivery of the bill by debtor, not from the time 
of its payment. 

On Pri thie a part payment by an agent 
operates as an acknowledgment so as to take a 
case out of the Statute of Limitations.—IRVING 
y. VEITCH (1837), 3M. & W. 90; Murp. & H. 313; 


7L. J. Ex. 25; 150 BH. R. 1069. 
Annotations :—Consd. Hartland v. Jukes (1862), 7 L. T, 
792, Apld. Re Stock, Ez p. Amos (1896), 66 L. J. Q. B. 
Folld. Marreco v. Richardson (1908), 77 L. J. K. B. 

859. Refd. Bateman v. Pind r(ree2) 2 Gal. & Dav. 790 
Re Harries (1844), 13 M. & . 3: Turney v. Dodwel 
(1854), 3 BE. & B. 136; Garden v. Bruce (1868), L. R. 3 
c. P. 300. Mentd. Burgh v. Leege (1839), 5 M. & W. 418; 
Baker v. Heard (1850), 5 Exch. 959; Evans v, Nicholson 
(1875), 32 L. T. 778; Camillo Tank S.S. Co. wv. 
Engineering Works (1921), 38 T. L. R. 134. 


663, ———.|——TURNEY v. DoDWELL, No. 657, ante. 
664. ——- Agreement to delay presentation.|— 
MARRECO v. RICHARDSON, No. 659, ante. 


(d) Striking a Balance. 

665. Balance must be struck.|—-A. occupied a 
house & land under B., at the rent of £16 a year, 
& A., at B.’s request, entered into his employment 
as a farming bailiff, & to perform other services, 
in the place of another person who had been 
employed by A., & had been paid 12s. a week. 
A. continued in B.’s service for more than twelve 
years, but there was no payment of rent on the 
one hand or of wages on the other. In an action 
brought by A., to recover wages for twelve years, 
deducting the rent :—Held: this was not such an 
open account as would take the case out of the 
Statute of Limitations since Statute of Frauds 
Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14); but that there 
must be a part payment in cash, or what is 
equivalent to it, to have that effect.—WILLIAMS 
v., GRIFFITHS (1835), 2 Cr. M. & R: 45; 1 Gale, 65 ; 
5 Tyr. 748; 4L. J. Ex. 129; 150 BE. R. 19. 
Annotations :—. pid. Mills v. Fowkes (1839), 5 arses 


455. Consd. aller v. Lacy (1840), 1 Man. ; 
Refd. Cottam v. Partridge (1842), 4 Scott, N. R. 819. 


666. ———.|—-COTTAM v. PARTRIDGE, No. 654, 
ante. 

667. .|—Where A. has an account against 
B. some of the items of which are more than six 
years old, & B. has a cross account against A. 
& they meet & go through both accounts & a 
balance is struck in A.’s favour, this amounts to an 
agreement to set off B.’s claim against the earlier 
items of A.’s, out of which arises a new considera- 
tion for the payment of the balance; & takes the 
case out of the operation of the Statute of Limita- 
tions.—ASHBY v. JAMES (1843), 11 M. & W. 542; 
12 L. J. Ex. 295; 152 E. R. 9203; sub nom. 
ASHLEY v. JAMES, 1 L. T. O. 8. 170. 

Annotationa :—Distd. Clark v. Alexander (1844), 8 Scott, 
N. R. 147. Consd. Pott v. Clegg (1847), 16 M. & W. 321. 
Refd. Worthington v. Grimsditch (1845), 7 Q. B. 479; 
Callander v. Howard (1850), 10 C. B. 390 ; Cawley v. 


Furnell (1851), 15 Jur. 908; Amos v. Smith (1862), 1 
Aas C. 238; Brenan v. Crawley (1868), 16 W. R. 


668. ——.|—-HINSON v. Boyson (1843), 1 


Alexandria 
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670. ——.]—Where it appeared that the 
course of aeeune. between master & steward hae 
been to allow the steward to retain his salary 
from time to time out of money in his hands, the 
steward was allowed after the master’s death to 
claim in account salary for twenty years, 
Statute of Limitations being held not to apply to 
such a claim.—He HAWKINS, HAWKINS v. HAWKINS 
(1879), 28 W. R. 240. 

671. Running account.|—A running account 
between a solr. & another person is within the 
exception of Statute of Limitations, & the debt on 
the balance is eae SEABER, Ez p. 
SEABER (1836), 1 Deac. 543; 2 Mont. & A. 588; 
5 L. J. Bey. 42. 

672. -]}— Bkpt. had been in the habit 
for a long course of years of making payments & 
receiving moneys for petitioner, no account of 
which had been rendered by bkpt.; but the 
account was extracted from his books after his 
bkpcy. It did not appear, however, that for the 
last six years he had made any payment to the 
pooner or had received any money for him, 

ut that the only transaction, during that period, 
was an actual payment made by him for petitioner 
of the drainage tax :—Held: such payment was 
evidence of a running account between the parties 
so as to take the case out of Statute of Limita- 
tions. Re SEABER, Ex p. PEacuy (1836), 1 
Deac. 551. 


G. By and To Whom Made. 
Sce Sub-sect. 3, post. 


H. Proof of Payment. 
See Sub-sect. 4, post. 





I. Appropriation. 
See Sub-sect. 5, post. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PAYMENT OF INTEREST. 
A. In General. 

678. Amounts to acknowledgment of debt.|— 
The payment, within six years, of interest due 
upon a note beyond six years, where the note 
remains in the hands of the payee, is sufficient to 
take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
BEALY v. GREENSLADE (1831), 2 Cr. & J. 61; 2 
Tyr. 121; 1L. J. Hx. 1; 149 EB. R. 26. 

Anne :—Refd. Hollis v. Palmer (1836), 5 L. J. C. P. 


674. |—Payment of interest upon a 
promissory note payable on demand, is sufficient 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations, 
although there be no independent evidence that 
any demand of payment of the note has been made. 
—BAMFIELD v. TUPPER (1851), 7 Exch. 27; 155 
KE. R. 841; sub nom. BRADFIELD v. TUPPER, 21 
L. J. Ex. 6; 18 L. T. O. 8. 78. 


nnotations : ned. Re Hutherford, Brown v. Rutherford 
(1880), 14 Ch. D. 687. Refd. Nash v. Hodgson (1855), 
6 De G. M. & G. 474. 








L. T. O. 8. 107. 675. -|—Testator devised certain estates 
669. ——-.]|—CLARK v. ALEXANDER, No. 408, to trustees for the pouerer nt debts, & appointed 
ante. the same trustees his exors., & devised other estates 
PART Il. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 1.— | 13 O. R. 458.—CAN. 678 iil. ——-.])—SUKHAMONI CxHOoW- 
k. Whether fiotenc }—Mere strikin Dep gs Onle: Bike Deh oe eee 
e su. ‘ ere str. a as ° . . alc. ; ° . . 

of & balance as between the parties | PART Il. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. | yp" 95°.°9 G.'W. N. 402.-—IND. 


does not constitute an account stated 
to take the case out of the Statute of 
Limitations.—-McCFATRIDGE v. HUNTER 
peel 12 N. 8. R. (3 R. & C.) 289.— 


& 


6731. Amounis to acknowledgm 
dett.}-—-VANWART v. ROBERTS (1847), 


673 fi. ——-4—NICKLE v. KINGSTON 
Ry. Co. 


PEMBROKE 1906 
1, ——-.}--STEWART v. GAGE (1887), | O. L. R. 349; 80. W. R. ish AN. 


ent of 





6738 iv. -}-MUBAMMAD ABDULLA 
KHAN v. BANK INSTALMENT Co., LTD. 
(1909), I. L. R. 81 All. 495,.—IND, 

——-, }+— Re KinGston’s (EARL) 


» 12 673 v. 
Estate (1869), 3 I, R. Eq. 485.—IR. 


Part [].—Simpte Contract Depts AND PreRsonaL ACTIONS. 


in various portions, some to the same trustees for 

the separate use of married women for life with 

remainders over, others to devisees in fee, & others 
to devisees for life with remainders over in tail, 

& of some of which estates testator created 

terms for raising specific sums of money, & others 

he charged with legacies & annuities. Testator 

died in Jan. 1843. On a bill filed in Aug. 1849, 

by the payee of a promissory note made by testator, 

on which it was proved that interest had been paid 
by the exors. up to 1847, for payment of the note 
out of the real as well as the personal estate, against 
the exors. & trustees, some of whom were insolvent, 
against the residuary legatees who had received 
payments on account of their residuary shares, 

& against the parties beneficially interested in the 

real estate, of whom some set up Statute of Limita- 

tions in bar of the demand, some omitted to do so, 

& others were out of the jurisdiction :—Held: 

(1) payment of interest is an acknowledgment of 

a debt; &, upon a general acknowledgment of a 

debt where nothing is said to prevent it, a general 

piouise to pay is to be implied: & such an acknow- 
edgment made by a party filling the two characters 
of beneficial devisee & exor., will be attributed to 
both characters & not to one only, for the moral 
obligation does not attach more to one character 
than to the other. But it is otherwise where the 
characters held by the party are entirely distinct, 
as where he is personally liable as debtor, & is 
answerable also in the character of exor. or trustee 
of another; for he then represents two persons, 

& the question in such a case is by whom the 

promise is made, & not what is its extent or effect. 

(2) The payment of interest of a debt of testator 
by his exors., they being also trustees of his real 
estate not subjected by the will to debts, did not 
necessarily keep the debt alive as against such real 
estate, for, although the exors. & trustees were the 
same persons, they filled different characters; & 
where the payment was made by them in the 
character of exors. only, the real estate was not 
affected by it. 

(3) The creditor was entitled to a decree as 
against the parties beneficially interested in the 
real estate who had omitted to claim the benefit 
of the Statute of Limitations —FORDHAM v. 
WALLIS (1853), 10 Hare, 217; 22 L. J. Ch. 548 ; 
21 L. T. O. 8S. 190; 17 Jur. 228; 1 W. R. 118; 68 
K. R. 905. 

Annotations :—-.48 to (1) Consd. Re Holli 
head v. Webster (1888), 37 Ch. D. 651. Refd. Roddam v. 
Morley (1857), 1 De G. & J. 1; Pears v. Laing (1871), L. R. 
12 Eq. 41; Re Macdonald, Dick v. Fraser, [1897] 2 Ch. 181. 
As to (2) Retd. Coope v. Cresswell (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 106 ; 
Astbury v. Astbury, [1898] 2 Ch. 111. As to (3) Refd. 
Re Marsden, Bowden v. Layland, Gibbs v. Layland (1884), 
26 Ch. D. 783. Generally, Mentd. Briggs v. Wilson (1854), 
5 De G. M. G. 12; Ridgway v. Newstead (1860), 2 
Giff. 492 ; Hunter v. Young (1879), 4 Ex. D. 256. 

676. ——..] — Re RUTHERFORD, Brown v. 
RUTHERFORD, No. 152, ante. 

677. ———.|—Re CoUCHMAN, COLLYER v. COUCH- 
MAN (1915), 139 L. T. Jo. 158. 

678. Payment must be on account of debt sued 
oe v. PARKER (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 
337. 

679. Similar payments made previously.}—A.., 
an attorney, being indebted to B. in several 
sums on bond, & simple contract, bearing interest, 
from time to time stated accounts with B. in which 
he debited himself with the interest, & took credit 
for payments which he made from time to time, 
on account of B., for the rent & tithes of a farm 
occupied by B., & other disbursements. The 
latest of these accounts was stated in 1823; & a 
balance was struck therein in favour of B.; up to 
that time the rents & tithes had nearly balanced 
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head, Hollings- 
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the interest ; but the rents were then considerably 
reduced. Afterwards A., who took considerable 
part in the management of B.’s affairs, continued 
to pay the rents & tithes on B.’s account, & stated 
a further account with B. in writing, in which he 
took credit for the payment of rent & tithes, but 
inserted no item on the debit side. The latest 
account stated was in 1842. B., in 1843, sued A. 
for the sums due on simple contract, & interest 
thereon :—Held: the facts above stated were 
evidence for the jury, from which they might find 
the payments of rent & tithes since 1823 were 
payments made on account of the interest due on 
the simple contract debts, so as to take the case 
out of Statute of Limitations —WoRTHINGTON 
v. GRmspircu (1845), 7 Q. B. 479; 15 L. J. Q. B. 
52; 5L.T. 0.8. 214; 10 Jur. 26; 115 E. R. 569. 

680. Payment under compulsion of law—-No 
acknowledgment.]|—Morcan v. RowLANps, No. 
627, ante. 

681. Security given for debt—Effect of payment 
of interest on debt to keep security alive.|——-One 
of two joint drawers of a bill of exchange becomes 
bkpt., & under his commission the indorsees prove 
a debt, beyond the amount of the bill, for goods 
sold, etc., & they exhibit the bill as a security they 
then held for their debt, & afterwards receive a 
dividend. In an action by the indorsees of the 
bill against the solvent partner :—Held: Statute 
of Limitations was a good defence, although the 
dividend had been paid by the assignees of bkpt. 
partner within six years.—BRANDRAM Vv. WHARTON 
(1818), 1 B. & Ald. 463; 106 E. R. 170. 


Annotations :—Refd. Goss v. Watlington (1821), 6 Moore, 
G. P. 355; Atkins v. Tredgold (1823), 2 B. & C. 23; 
Perham v. Raynal (1824), 2 Bing. 306; Manderston v. 
Robertson (1829), 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 440; Davies v. 
Kdwards (1851), 7 Exch. 22. 


682. .|—N. having applied to D. for 
a loan of £300 on mtge., D., doubting the suffi- 
ciency of the security, refused to advance it with- 
out having, in addition, a joint & several pro- 
missory note for £50 from N. & one from F., 
payable on demand. The note & mtge. were 
accordingly given, the latter containing a covenant 
by N. to pay the sum of £300 & interest at 5 per 
cent. Several half-yearly payments of £7 10s. 
each for interest having been made by N. :—Held: 
in an action against F. upon the note, such pay- 
ments by N. kept all the securities alive, & pre- 
vented the operation of Statute of Limitations 
as to the note.—DowLING v. Forp (1843), 11 
M. & W. 329; 12 L. J. Ex. 342; 152 EB. R. 829. 
Anion :—Refd. Nash v. Hodgson (1855), 6 De G. M. & 








683. Payment by promissory note.|—A  pro- 
missory note, ‘‘ Five months after date I promise 
to pay to L.’s order the sum of £23 2s. 6d., being 
the amount of interest due on a promissory note, 
from the undersigned to the late W. for £117, 
dated July 6, 1838, up to July 6, 1844,” is evi- 
dence of the debt of £117, being still due, & will 
support a count on an account stated with L. 
as exor. of W.—PERRY v. SLADE (1845), 8 
Q. B. 115; 1 New Pract. Cas. 322; 15 L. J. Q. B. 
10; 6L. T. O. S. 168; 10 Jur. 31; 115 E.R. 
817. 


B. By and To Whom Made. 
See Sub-sect. 3, post. 


C. Proof of Payment. 
See Sub-sect. 4, post. 


D. Appropriation. 
See Sub-sect. 5, post. 
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Sect. 9.—Part payment and payment of interest: 
Sub-sect. 8, A., B. & C. (a).] 
SuB-sEcr. 3.—By AND To WHOM EFFECTIVE 
PAYMENT MAY BE MADE, 
A. Agents. 


684. Payment of interest by agent—Agency 
question for jury.]|—A parish vestry having re- 
solved to borrow money for the purpose of build- 
ing almshouses, the money was in 1830 advanced 
by pltf. upon the security of a promissory note 
payable to him, or bearer, on demand, with 
interest, & signed by defts, thus :—‘‘ J. H., church- 
warden, J. H., overseer, or others for the time 
being.’’ The interest had been regularly paid 
by the overseers for the time being up to 1847, 
but defts. had never paid the interest, or in ex- 

ress terms authorised the parish officers to pay 
it for them. Defts. having pleaded the Statute 
of Limitations to an action on the note :—Held: 
it was a question for the jury, whether, by the form 
of the note, defts. had not constituted the parish 
officers for the time being their agents for the pay- 
ment of interest, so as to take the case out of the 

statute.—JONES v. HUGHES (1850), 5 Exch. 104; 

155 BE. R. 45; sub nom. JONES v. Evans, 19 L. J. 

Ex. 200; 14 L. IT. O. S. 156, 446; 14 J. P. 98. 
685. -.|—A parish vestry resolved to 

borrow money from H. N., who advanced it, & 

took promissory notes for the amount, made by 

P., W., & F., who were churchwardens & overseer, 

& who added to their signatures the titles of their 

respective offices. Interest was paid on the 

notes, from the parochial funds, & the accounts 
containing the item were allowed by the vestry ; 

& W., with other parishioners, signed the allow- 

ance in one instance. P., W., & F. resided con- 

stantly in the parish. To an action brought on 
the notes, against P., W., & F., within six years 
from W.’s signature of the allowance, but not 
from the making of the note, Statute of Limita- 
tions was pleaded; the jury having found for 

pltf., the ct. sustained the verdict.—REW v. 

PETTET (1834), 1 Ad. & El. 196; 110 BE. R. 1181; 

sub nom. CREW v. PETIT, 2 Nev. & M. M. C. 309; 

3 Nev. & M. K. B. 456. 

Annotations :—Refd. Dowling v. Ford (1843), 12 L. J. Ex. 
342; Jones v. Hughes (1850), 5 Exch. 104. Mentd. 
Furnivall », Coombes (1843), 6 Scott, N. R. 522; Eliott 
v. Bax-Ironside, [1925] 2 K. B. 301. 

686. ———.|—-H ALL v. THORNTON (1852), 19 
L. T. O. 8. 184. 

687. 
in order to obtain an advance of money, gave a 
promissory note to H., a customer of pltfs., who 
were bankers. H. indorsed the note to pltfs. 
on obtaining the money, with which he was 
debited by them. Deft. was debited by H. with 
the amount, & H. had paid interest on the note 
to pltfs. within six years:—Held: these pay- 
ments did not take the note out of the statute as 
against deft., H. not being his agent for that pur- 

ag Tr mers v. EDGECUMBE (1859), 28 L. J. 

x. : 

688. -|—In 1878 resps., as first 
mtgees., sold the property under their power of 
sale, employing 8., who was also the mtgor.’s 
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m. General rule.}—CowIna v. Vin- 
CENT (1870), 29 U. C. R. 427.—GAN, 


Not agent for that purpose.]—Deft..- 
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solr., to conduct the sale. 8. received the sale 
moneys, & after satisfying resps.’ mtge., kept the 
balance for himself ins of paying off the second 
mtgee. 8, did not inform the second mtgee. of 
the sale but, acting as the mtgor.’s solr., continued 
to pay him interest on-the second mtge. as if it 
were still subsisting. Until 1892 resps. either 
did not know that there was a second mtge. or 
believed a false representation made to them by 
S. that he had the authority of the second mtgee. 
to receive the balance. In 1892 the second 
mtgee. discovered the fraud & brought an action 
against resps. for an account & payment of the 
amount due to him :—Held: the action was barred 
by Statute of Limitations & Trustce Act, 1888 
(c. 59), s. 8; the case did not fall within either of 
the exceptions mentioned in sect. 8; the resps. 
were not ‘“ party or privy ” to the fraud of S., & 
the trust moneys were not “still retained"’ by 
them, the moneys not being in their hands or 
under their control when the action was brought ; 
in committing & concealing the fraud S. was not 
acting as resps.’ agent, & there was nothing to 
prevent the Statute of Limitations from beginning 
to run in 1878.—THORNE v. HEARD & MARSH, 
[1895] A. C. 495; 64 L. J. Ch. 652; 73 L. T. 
291; 44 W. BR. 155; 11 T. L. R. 464; 11 R. 
254, H. L.3; affg., [1894] 1 Ch. 599, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd, Re McCallum, McCallum v. McCallum, 

{1901} 1 Ch. 143. Refd. Mara v. Browne, [1895] 2 Ch. 

69; How v. Winterton, [1896] 2 Ch. 626; Whitwan v. 

Watkin (1898), 78 L. T. 188 ; Hambro v. Burnand, [1903] 

2K. B. 399; Ruben v. Great Fingall Consolidated, [1904] 

2K. B. 712; Re Fountaine, Fountaine v. Amherst (1909), 

78 L. J. Ch. 6483; Re Allsop, Whittaker v. Bamford, 

{1914) 1 Ch. 1. Mentd. Lloyd v. Grace, Smith (1912), 

81L. J. K. B. 1140. 

689. Part payment by agent.}]-—— IRVING v. 
VEITCH, No. 662, ante. 

690. .}—H., the owner of a_ business, 
mortgaged it to S. to secure an annuity, the 
mtge. deed providing that S. might exercise the 
power of appointing a receiver under Conveyancing 
Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 24, &, further, that the re- 
ceiver might, if so directed in writing by S., 
“‘manage & carry on the business as he might 
think fit.’”’ H. continued to carry on the business 
from the date of the mtge., & in doing so became 
indebted to pltf. for work done in connection 
with the business. The debt was unsecured, but 
it was arranged between H. & pitf. that H. should 
pay it off by fixed instalments, In June, 1891, 
after having paid some of the instalments, H 
died leaving an extrix., & then, S.’s annuity being 
in arrear, S. by | under the power con- 
ferred by the mtge. deed appointed a receiver of 
the business “‘ with full power to manage & carry 
on the same as he might think fit.” In Aug. 
1891, the receiver paid pltf. a further instalment 
in reduction of his debt. 

In a creditor’s administration action com- 
menced in July, 1897, by pltf. against H.’s extrix. : 
—Held: the balance of pltf.’s debt was not 
statute-barred, inasmuch as the receiver had, 
under the combined powers of Conveyancing 
Act, 1881 (c. 41),8. 24, & of the mtge. deed, & also 
as agent for H.’s extrix., as he had been for H. 
himself, authority to continue paying the debt 





which the wife had previously having 
been terminated by this prohibition.— 
ROBERTSON v. MOKEIGAN (1897), 29 
N. 8. R. 315.—CAN, 


RuDRA PERKASH 
R. 17 Cale. 944.— 


n. ——~.}--MAssEY-HARRIS v. SMITH ocation 
(1904), 6 Terr. L. R. 50.—CAN. ‘ elds payment ads q. rs aie by agg Must be 
= ne wees omens MB © by deft.’s wif insufficient to take 98 agent.}—HaRkRis v. GREENWOOD 
papuedly authorised within Limitation the case out of Statute of “Timitations: Qi 904), 9 bn L. R25; 40. W. R. 140; 
Fhe 4 20, to make & payment of the evidence” sho hat deft. bad 25. L. T. 72.—OAN, 
een Popa before the expira- forbidden his wife make further vr. Payment by curator of insolvent 
period prescribed. payments, & any impHed authority " " }-Payments made by tho curator 
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by instalments, & there was, as incident to his 
authority, an implied promise that the balance 
should be paid out of H.’s assets.—Re HALE, 
LILLEY v. Foap, [1899] 2 Ch. 107; 68 L. J. Ch. 
517; 80 L. T. 827; 47 W. R. 579; 15 T. LR. 
389; 43 Sol. Jo. 528, C. A. 

691. Payment of interest to agent—Wife.|— 
A feme sole, payee of a promissory note payable 
with interest, married, & her husband survived 
her. In an action on the note by her adminis- 
trator :—Held: (1) the note did not become the 
property of the husband, but passed to her adminis- 
rator, though the husband had received the 
interest during her life; for he did not thereby 
reduce the chose in action into possession; (2) the 
payment of such interest, in the wife’s life, to the 
husband, within six years before action brought, 
must be considered as made to him in the character 
of agent to the wife, & was an answer to a plea of 
Statute of Limitations—Hart v. STEPHENS 
(1845), 6 Q. B. 987; 14L. 3. Q. B. 148; 4L. T. 
QO. S. 453; 9 Jur. 225; 115 EB. BR. 353. 
suit etna ao to (1) Refd. Scarpellini v. Atcheson (1845), 


B. Cestui que trust. 

692. Payment to cestui que trust—Payment 
to trustee.|—Testator bequeathed to his two 
daughters £250 each, to be paid when they arrived 
at the age of twenty-one; & till that period 
expenses of board, clothes, & education to be 
borne & paid by his exors. Jie appointed exors. 
& also trustees, & with all necessary powers to 
fulfil the will. At a meeting of the trustees & 
exors., for the purpose of settling testator’s affairs, 
the exors. paid over to the trustees (inter alia) 
the sum of £500, to be set apart for the payment 
of legacies to the daughters when they attained 
the age of twenty-one. This sum was afterwards 
lent by the trustees to pltf. on a promissory note 
which described them as “‘ trustees acting under 
the will of the late Mr. W. B.’”’ (testator) :—Ifeld: 
a payment of principal & interest to one of the 
legatees within six years was sufficient to take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations, & the 
trustees had a right to maintain an action on the 
note.—MEQGINSON v. HARPER (1834), 2 Cr. & 
M. 322; 4 Tyr. 04; 3 L. J. Ex. 50; 149 BE. R. 
784, 


C. Co-Contractor. 
(a) Payment by Co-Contractor. 

See, now, Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 
1856 (c. 97), s. 14. 

693. Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 
c. 97), s. 14—Not retrospective.|—To a plea of 
tatute of Limitations in an action on a pro- 
missory note, pe replied that the note was made 
by deft. jointly with one P., & that within six 
years before suit P. paid pltf. interest on the 
note :—Held: assuming the payment to have 
been made before the passing of the above Act 
the replication was bad on general demurrer.— 
a ae ue aig (1857), 2 H. & N. 567; 157 


694, ——- ~——-.|— Where a payment has been 
of an insolvent estate are virtually 


permeate made by the insolvent 
lumself, & they interrupt prescription. 


~—HoOcHELAGA BANK v. RICHARD (1908), pro 
6 EB. 1. BR. 675.-—~CAN. ar 
t. Payment to solicitor of creditor m by 


—Without creditor's knowledge—Not 


8 .--OoTron v. MITCHELL 
(1883), 3 O. R. 421.—CAN. 
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money— As part payen of debt of 
cestur que trust.}—T 

a trustee of the income of trust 
ee roocived by him, to 
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made, of either interest or principal, on a promis- 

sory note by one of the co-contractors, before the 
assing of the above Act an action may be main- 
ined by the holder of the note against any other 

of the co-contractors within six years after such 
payment, notwithstanding above sect., as that 

sect. has no retrospective effect—JACKSON v 

WooL.ey (1858), 8 EK. & B. 778; 27 I. J. Q. B. 

448; 31 L. T. O. S. 842; 4 Jur. N.S. 656; 6 

W. R. 686; 120 E. R. 289, Ex. Ch. 

Annotations :—Consd. Williams v. Smith (1859), 4 H. & N. 
559. Folld. Flood v. Patterson (1861), 29 Beav. 295. 
Refd. Pardo v. Bingham (1869), 4 Ch. App._735_; Watson 
», Woodman (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 721. Moentd. Lofft v. 
Dennis (1859), 56 Jur. N. S. 727; Re Sanford’s Trust 
Bonnett v. Lytton (1860), 2 John. & H. 155; Rv. General 
Council of Medical Education & Registration (1861), 7 

ur. N. 8.798; West 0. Gwynno (1911), 80 L. J. Ch. 578. 
695. ‘* By reason only of payment ’’— 

Letter authorising creditor to recelve dividend from 

debtor’s estate.]|—A. & B. made a joint & several 

promissory note, payable on demand, which they 
gave to C., B. being only surety for A. <A., be- 
coming insolvent, assigned his property for the 

benefit of his creditors, when C. obtained from B. 

more than six years after the date of the note, 

the following letter, in order to enable C. to reccive 
the dividend upon his claim on the note, from 

A.’s estate : ‘‘I hereby consent to your receiving 

the dividend under A.’s assignment, & do agree 

that your doing so shall not prelee your claim 
upon me for the same debt. (Signed) B.’’ :— 

eld: (1) the letter not containing an express 
promise to pay, was not such an acknowledg- 
ment as to take the debt out of the statute ; 

(2) payment of A.’s dividend, in connection with 

B.’s letter, did not except the case from the 

operations of Mercantile w Amendment Act, 

1856 (c. 97), s. 14, which declares that one of 

several co-debtorg shall not lose the benefit of 

Statute of Limitations, so as to be chargeable by 

reason only of a payment by some other of the 

co-debtors; &, therefore, deft. was entitled to 
avail himself of the statute.-—CocKRILL v. SPARKES 

(1863), 1 H. & C. 699; 1 New Rep. 4393; 32 

lL. J. Ex. 118; 71. T. 752; 9 Jur. N. S. 307; 

11 W. R. 428; 158 E. R. 1065. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Refd. Lee v. Wilmot (1866), L. R. 
1 Exch. 364. As to (2) Distd. Re Powers, Lindsell v. 
Phillips (1885), 30 Ch. D. 291. Refd. Re Wolmershausen, 
Wolmershausen v. Wolmershausen (1889), 62 L. T. 541 ; 
Bradford Old Bank v. Sutcliffe, [1918] 2 K. B. 833. 
Generally, Mentd. Read v. Price, (1909) 1 K. B. 577. 
696. Payment by principal debtor—Effect on 

liability of surety.]|—Five directors of a co. gave, 

in the years 1871 & 1874 respectively, two joint 

& several promissory notes to secure an advance 

to the co. The advance was also secured by a 

mtge. by assignment by the co. of certain lease- 

hold collieries. The to. was wound up, & at that 
date a considerable sum was due to the lenders. 

The collieries could not be profitably worked. 

One of the five directors afterwards became 

bkpt., & the lenders proved against his estate 

for the balance due on the promissory notes. This 
proof was afterwards withdrawn, in pursuance 
of certain complicated arrangements which the 
lenders had entered into for the purpose of re- 
lieving themselves from the rents & covenants 





C. L. 562,.—IR. 
e application by 


the PART IL. eer 9, SUB-SECT. 3,— 


al liquidation of a debt due to » (8) 
his cestui que trust will, if made 
by the authority of the latter, prevent 
the residue of the debt from being 
affected by the Statute of Limitations, 
in respect of the lapse of time pre- 
ceding the last suc 
STEWART v. CONNICK (1871), I. R. 6 


b, Payment by one joint maker 
of note.}—Payments made by one of 
two joint & several makers will not 
take the case out of the Statute of 
Limitations as against the other, 
unless made expressly as his agent & 
by his authority.—CrEIGHTON v. ALLEN 


aa O 


application. — 
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under the colliery leases to which they had become 
liable, & a general receipt had been given to the 
trustee in bk cy: The lenders now claimed to 
prove for the b. ance due on the promissory notes 
against the estate of another of the signatories 
which was being administered by the ct. This 
claim was first made in 1879:—Held: (1) the 
claim on the first promissory note was barred by 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16). The fact 
that the principal debtor, the co., had made 
payments in respect of the debt did not prevent 
the statute from running in favour of the surety, 
& an affidavit by testator’s representatives as to 
creditors’ claims was not a sufficient acknowlcdg- 
ment to take it out of the statute. The receipt 
given to the trustee in bkpcy. could not release 
the other sureties, because, altliouch a release to 
one of several joint debtors is a release to all, 
the liability became on the bkpcy. several only, 
& the release was, in consequence, given to one 
of a number of persons severally liable. More- 
over, the receipt was not in fact intended to be 
a release of the whole liability, but merely a com- 
promise of the claim against bkpt.’s estate; 
(2) the withdrawal by the creditors of their 
proof against bkpt.’s estate was a pro tanto dis- 
charge to the co-sureties. 

(3) An acknowledgment must, in order to take 
a case out of Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), 
contain an express or implied promise to pay.— 
Re WOLMERSHAUSEN, WOLMERSHAUSEN v. WOL- 
oe HAUSEN (1890), 62 L. T. 541; 38 W. R. 


Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. Re E. W. A., [1901] 2 K. B. 


LIMITATION 





-|—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 105, 
106, Nos. 725-736. 


(b) Payment by Contractor Executor of Deceased 
Co-Contractor. 

See Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 
(c. 97), 8s. 14. 

697. Liability dependent on capacity in which 
payment made—Whether as executor or co- 
contractor.|—-A. & B. make a joint & several 
promissory note, & after the lapse of six years, A. 
dies, leaving B. one of his exors.; & B. subse- 
quently pays interest on the note, not in his 
executorial character, but personally as a maker 
of the note. In an action by the exors. of the 
payee of the note, against A.’s exors., alleging, a 

romise by testator in his lifetime, &, a promise 
y the exors. after his death :—Held: the pay- 
ment within six years, of interest by B., who 
suffered judgment by default, was not sufficient 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations as 

against the exors.—ATKINS v. TREDGOLD (1823), 

2B. & C. 23; 3 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 200; 1L. J. 

O.S. K. B. 228; 107 E. R. 291. 

Annotations :—Consd. Perham v. Raynal (1824), 2 Bing. 
306. Apld. Slater ». Lawson (1830), 1 B. & Ad. 398. 
Distd. Braithwaite ». Britain (1836), 1 Keen, 206. Apld. 
Way v. Bassett (1845), 5 Hare, 55. Refd. Channelt v. 
Ditehburn (1839), 5 M. & W. 494; Crallan v. Oulton 
(1840), 3 Beav. 1; Scholey v. Walton (1844), 12 M. & W. 


510; 5 


‘ordham v. Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 217; Nash v. 
Hodgson (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 474; Re Wolmershausen, 


& FRETZ (1868), 26 U. Cc. RK. 627.- 
CAN. 

6. ——~.}--PRICE tv. WHITING (1880), 
19 N. B. R, 620.—CAN, a 


——.}-—LEWIN tv. WILSON (1884), 
Cc, R, 637.—CAN. 


e 


d. 
98. in ich 


v. GREENWOOD 


@, ——~.}—HARRIS 
(1904),9 O.L. R. 25; 40. W. BR, 140; 


25 C. L. T. 72.—CAN. 
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697i. Liability dependent on capacity 
wh payment made— 


W. 
executor or co-contractor.}—After the 
death of one maker of a joint & several 
promissory note signed by two, the 


oF ACTIONS. 


Wolmershausen v. Wolmershausen (1890), 62 L. T. 541; 

Re Macdonald, Dick v. Fraser, [1897] 2 Ch. 181; Astbury 

v. Astbury, [1898] 2 Ch. 111. 

698. ——-.]|— BRAITHWAITE v. 
No. 369, ante. 

6 





BRITAIN, 











-|—To an action by the payee 
of a promissory note for £300, against defts., as 
surviving exors. of W., the maker, pltf., to take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations, proved he 
has been supplied by J., the deceased exor., with 
malt & other articles, & he put in evidence an 
account between them, signed as follows :— 
‘‘ Settled, J.’?; on one side of which pltf. was 
charged with various quantities of malt, & on the 
other side had credit for payments: there being, 
amongst others, the following item :—‘‘ To one 
year’s interest, £15” :—Held: this settlement 
of account was evidence of payment of the £15 
by J., but not in his representative character. 

Semble: paynieuy by one exor. will not take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations as against 
@ co-exor.—SCHOLEY v. WALTON (1844), 12 M. 
& W. 510; 13 L. J. Ex. 122; 2L. T. O. S. 3381; 
8 Jur. 319; 152 E. R. 1299. 

Annotations :—Consd. Spollan v. Magan (1851 
O. S. 200; Re Macdonald, Dick v. Fraser 
181. Refd. Callander v. Howard (1850), 10 
Nash v. Hodgson (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 474. 

700. Presumption that acts done as 
co-contractor.|—A. deposited moneys with B., C 
& D., who were bankers in partnership, & received 
from them notes, in which they promised to pay 
him the amount three months after sight, with 
interest. B. died in Mar. 1837, having appointed 
C. & another his exors. C. & D. continued the 
banking business in the same name until 1842, 
& interest was regularly paid on the notes by the 
firm until that time, the payment being indorsed 
upon the notes, & signed by one of the partners 
or their clerk. In Dec. 1843, the exors. of A. 
filed their bill against the exors. of B. & the devisees 
under his will for payment of the amount of the 
notes out of the personal or real estate of B.:—Held: 
the acts of the surviving partners of B. had not 
the effect of taking the debt upon the notes out 
of the operation of the Statute of Limitations as 
against the real or personal estate of deceased 
partner.—Way v. Bassetr (1845), 5 Hare, 55 ; 
151. J. Ch.1; 61. T. O.S. 118; 10 Jur. 89; 67 
E. R. 825. 

Annotations :—Refd. Brown ». Gordon (1852), 16 Beav. 


302; Fordham »v. Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 217 ; Re Mac- 
donald, Dick v. Fraser, [1897] 2 Ch. 181. 


}; AS EL... 'T. 
[1897] 2 Ch. 
C. B. 290; 














701. -|—ForDHAM v. WALLIS, No: 
675, ante. 
702. .]—As to the equity of a creditor 








of a partnership to obtain payment out of the 
separate estate of deceased partner. 

A creditor of a banking firm held to have 
accepted the surviving partners as his debtors, 
& to have lost by sixteen years’ delay’& his con- 
duct, the benefit of a trust contained in the will 
of deceased partner for payment of his debts out 
of his real estate. 

Where a man fills two characters, he may do 
an act which may affect him in one, but not in 
the other character. 

Payment of interest on a debt by survivin 
partners, one of whom was the exor. of a decease 


deceased being a surety only, a pay: 
ment upon it out of hia own moneys & 
on his own account was made by the 
surviv: maker who was also the sole 
. exor. of the deceased co-maker :— 
Held; such payment did not take th 
debt out of the Statute of Limitation 
ap regarda the estate of the latter.— 
Payeen v. SMITH (1889), 18 O. R. 178 


er aé 
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poe, held to have no reference to the execu- 

rial character—BRown v. GoRDON (1852), 16 

Beav. 302; 22 L. J. Ch. 65; 20 L. T. O. 8. 75; 

1W. R.2; 51 E.R. 795. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Lee v. Flood (1854), 2 W. R. 348; 
Rouse v. Bradford Banking Co. (1894), 63 L. J. Ch. 337. 
708. -|—A. & B., partners, gave a 

promissory note in the name of the firm. A. 

died, leaving B. his sole exor., & no proceedings 

were taken against his estate for more than six 
years; but B. who continued the business made 
ayments of interest & then became bkpt. :- 
eld: the payments were made in his character 
of surviving Vag tee & not as exor. of A., & 
having regard to Mercantile Law Amendment 

Act, 1856 (c. 96), s. 14, the debt was barred as 

against the estate of A.—THOMPSON v. WAITH- 

MAN (1856), 3 Drew. 628; 26 I. J. Ch. 1843; 28 

L. T. O. S. 95; 2 Jur. N. S. 1080; 5 W. R. 30; 

GL E.R. 10438. 

Annotations :-—Apld. Re Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, [J] 894] 
1 Ch. 724. Refd. Cornill v. Hudson (1857), 3 Jur. N.S. 
1257; Jackson v. Woolley (1858), 8 E. & B. 778, 784: 
Williams v, Smith (1859), 4 H. & N. 559; Pardo v. Bingham 
(1869), 4 Ch. App. 735; Watson v. Woodman (1875), 
L. R,. 20 Rq. 721, 

704. Capacity immaterial.]—A., B., & C. made 

a joint & several promissory note. <A. diced, 

leaving B. his exor. C., being afterwards sued 

on the note, pleaded Statute of Limitations; & 
plitf., in order to take the case out of the statute, 
proved a payment of interest on the note by Bb. 
within six years. Semble, pltf. was entitled to 
recover, without reference to the question whether 

B. had paid such interest as the exor. of A. or as 

a party to the note.—GRIFFIN v. ASHBY (1845), 

2 Car. & Kir. 139. 








D. Haeculors and Devisees. 


705. Payment by devisee—Revives debt against 
all interested in realty.|—Payment by a devisee 
for life of interest on a simple contract debt of 
his testator’s is a sufficient acknowledgment to 
keep the right of action alive against all parties 
interested in remainder. The law in regard to 
the payment of interest by a tenant for life on a 
simple contract debt stands on the same footing 
as that in respect of payment of interest on a 
specialty debt.—Re HOLLINGSHEAD, HOLLINGS- 
HEAD v. WEBSTER (1888), 37 Ch. D. 651; 57 
L. J. Ch. 400; 58 L. T. 758; 36 W. R. 660; 4 
T. L. R. 275. 

Annotations :—Expld. Dibb v. Walker, [1893] 2 Ch. 429. 
Consd. Re Chant, Bird v. Godfrey, [1905] 2 Ch. 225. Refd. 
Edwards v. Waitors, {1896]) 2 Ch. 157; Re Macdonald, 
Dick v. Fraser, [1897] 2 Ch. 181; Astbury 2. Astbury, 
[1898] 2 Ch. 111. Mentd. Re Lacey, Howard v. Light- 
foot, [1907] 1 Ch. 330. 


706. ——.|—-Payment on account of a 
simple contract debt of testator by the devisce 
for life of a part of his real estate is sufficient to 
keep a right of action alive, not only as against 
the person making it, but as against all other 
persons interested in the real estate, so as to 
entitle a simple contract creditor to an order for 
administration of the whole of testator’s real 
estate.—Re CHANT, BIRD v. GopFrEy, [1905] 2 





Ch. 225; 74 L. J. Ch. 642; 938 L. T. 265; 53 
W. R. 526; 49 Sol. Jo. 537. 
Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, 


Annotation :-—Mentd. 
{1907} 1 Ch. 330. 


PART IL SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 3.—D. 

f. Ezecutor de son _ tort.)—- An 
exor. de son tort cannot, by giving a 
confession of judgment, or making 
payments on account of a debt, or by 
any other act of his, give a new start 
to the Statute of Limitations as against 
the rightful administrator, or the 


8 Gr. 468.—CAN, 


ner—W hile 


parties beneficially interested in the 
estate.--GRANT v, MODONALD (1860), 


PART II. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 3.—F. 


107i. Effect of payment 
ile partnership 
A part payment by one partner of a 
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Payment by contractor executor of deceased co- 
contractor. ]——_See Sub-sect. 3, C. (b), ante. 

Payment by executor.|—See ExecuTors, Vol. 
XXIII., pp. 360-362, Nos. 4283-4293. 


E. Narried Women. 


See Huspanp & Wire, Vol. XXVII., p. 187, 
Nos. 1535-1539. 


F. Partners. 


See, generally, PARTNERSHIP. 

707. Effect of payment by one partner—While 
partnership subsisting.|—-If part-owners of a ship 
are connected together so as to be considered 
partners, a payment made by one will revive a 
joint debt as against the other, & will prevent the 
operation of Statute of Limitations, though the 
payment is made for the express purpose of so 
reviving the debt.—GRIFFITHS v. HiIcKsS (1850), 
15 1. T. O. S. 349, N. P. 3) subsequent proceedings 
(1851), 16 I. T. O. S, 341. | 

708, --—— |—W. & B., partners, were 
employed by X. as his solrs. & general agents 
to receive moneys for him from time to time & 
apply them according to his directions. By a 
dissolution deed of June 1, 1866, it was agreed 
that W. should retire from the firm, & that the 
business should belong exclusively to B.; & B. 
covenanted to pay out of the partnership assets, 
or out of his own moneys, all debts due from the 
partnership, & also to pay W. a moiety of the 
profits made by B. between June 1 & Dec. 31, 
1866. B. thereupon continued to act alone as 
X.’s solr., & agent from June 1, 1866, to X.’s 
death in 1870, & W. shortly after the date of the 
dissolution deed advanced various sums to B. 
to enable him to pay the partnership debts. At 
the date of the deed a considerable sum was due 
to X. from the partnership, & in reduction of the 
debt. B. on July 20, 1866, gave X. a cheque 
drawn in his favour by B. for £300, which was 
paid on the following day out of moncys standing 
to B.’s credit at his bankers, though B. was at 
that time in embarrassed circumstances. A. bill 
filed on July 20, 1872, by X.’s residuary legatee, 
to compel W. to pay the balance of the debt, was 
dismissed with costs, on the ground that the debt 
was barred by Statute of Limitations & Mercantile 
Law Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 60), s. 14, & that 
there was no evidence that B. was acting as 
W.’s agent in paying the £300. 

Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 60), 
s. 14, is inapplicable to a subsisting partnership, 
payments made by either partner being payments 
of the firm ; but on the dissolution of the partner- 
ship, payments by one of the late partners can 
only be held to be payments of both on proof 
that such one has been authorised, either expressly 
or by implication, to make the payments as the 
payments of the other._—-WaATSON v. WOODMAN 
(1875), I. R. 20 Eq. 721; 45 L. J. Ch. 573 24 
W. R. 47. 

Annotations :—Refd. Friend v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch, 421. 

Mentd. Watson wv. Rodwell (1878), 11 Ch. D. 150; Re 


‘Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, [1894] 3 Ch. 429: North 
on Land & Timber Co. v. Watkins, [1904] 1 Ch. 


709. —— .|}—One of two partners must 
be presumed, in the absence of proof to the con- 
trary, to have authority to make a payment on 








oing mercantile firm of a debt due 
y the firm will save the limitatior 
against the other parinets. if the 
partner who made the paymenv ha¢ 


authority to do so on behalf of thi 
one part- firm.—- VALASUBRAMANIA PILLAI 
isisting.}— RAMANANATHAN CBETTIAR (1908), I 


L. R. 32 Mad. 421.—-IND. 
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account of a debt due by the firm, so as to take the 
debt out of Statute of Limitations as against the 
other. 

A., one of the partners in a firm, gave instruc- 
tions to their solr. to put in force & realise a bill 
of sale held by the firm, & to place the proceeds 
when received ‘‘ to the account of the firm,’’ who 
were then indebted to the solr. for his bill of 
costs. The solr. aoe | sued the two partners 
for the balance of his bill of costs, B. pleaded 
Statute of Limitations :—Held: there was suffi- 
cient evidence for the jury of a part payment so 
as to take the case out of Statute of Limitations 
as against B.—GoOODWIN v. PARTON & PAGE 
(1880), 42 L. T. 568, C. A. 

710. ——— After dissolution of partnership — 
Payment made fraudulently.|—A payment made 
by one partner after the dissolution of the partner- 
ship on account of a partnership debt, & after six 
years have elapsed without any acknowledgment 
of the debt, is sufficient to take the case out of 
the operation of Statute of Limitations, as against 
the other partner, though the jury find that the 
payment was fraudulently made against his con- 
sent & in concert with the creditor to revive the 
debt.— GODDARD v. INGRAM (1842), 3 Q. B. 839; 
3 Gal. & Dav. 46; 12 L. J. Q. B. 9; 6 Jur. 1060; 
114 BE. R. 730. 


Annotations :—Expld. Goodwin v. Parton & Page (1879), 
Od T. 91. Refd. Cockrell v. Sparke (1863), 9 Jur. N.S. 


See, now, Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 
oT (c. 97), 8. 14. 
7 1. 


——.]— WATSON v. WoopMAN, No. 
708, ante. 


712. ——— Dissolution kept secret.] — W. 

a member of a firm, was jointly & severally liable 
in a sum of money deposited with the firm by the 
trustees of will. In 1883 W. retired from the firm, 
& a deed of dissolution was executed by which it 
was agreed that W.’s retirement should not be 
made known for a year, & then that it should be 
optional whether it should be gazetted; that the 
continuing partners should take & collect all the 
assets & should pay all the debts & liabilities, & 
should indemnify W. against them, & should pay 
him a certain sum by instalments; & that so long 
as any money remained due to him he should have 
power on giving notice to collect the debts due to 
the firm & to re-enter on the premises & carry on 
the business himself. W.’s retirement was never 
gazetted, & the business was carried on in the 
old name of the firm. Down to 1891 interest was 
regularly paid to testator’s estate on the loan by 
cheques drawn in the name of the firm :—Held: 
in a suit by the beneficiaries under the will, as 
against W. the debt was not barred by Statute of 
Limitations, notwithstanding Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 60), s. 14, for, consider- 
ing the terms of the deed of dissolution & the fact 
that the retirement of W. was kept secret, the 
morwreont -f interest, after his retirement, by the 
partners, must be taken to have been 


711i. —— After dissolution of part- 
nership.|—Payments having been made 
within six years by one partner after 
the dissolution of the firm, as also an 
account in writing atated & 8 ed 
by him, acknowledging a balance, which 
included what was still due :—Held ; 
sufficient to entitle pltf. to a verdict 
against such deft. & if the respective 
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714i, Receiver a 

Act, 1881 (c, 41), 8 24— 

Agent of mortgagar—To make pa 
conferred 


or ACTIONS. 


made by them on his behalf & as his agents. —Re 

TuCKER, TUCKER v. TucKkER, [1894] 8 Ch. 4293; 

63 L. J. Ch. 787; 71 L. T. 453; 12 BR. 141, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Hambro v. Hambro, [1894] 2 Ch. 
664; Blackburne v. Hope-Edwardes, (1901] 1 Ch. 419. 
See Sub-sect. 8, C., ante. 


G. Recewer in Lunacy. 

See, generally, LUNATICS. 

713. Payments on account of maintenance. |— 
A lunatic not so found by inquisition was main- 
tained in a pauper lunatic asylum by the guardians 
of a union from 1876 until her death in 1904, at 
an annual cost of about £21. The lunatic was 
entitled to property producing about £8 per annum. 
By an order in lunacy a receiver was appointed of 
this income of the lunatic, & was directed to apply 
the same in & for the maintenance & benefit of 
the lunatic. Pursuant to this order the receiver 
paid the income to the guardians from 1887 to 
1903 for the maintenance of the lunatic, & the 
guardians in their books appropriated each pay- 
ment of the receiver as a payment on account 
of the arrears of maintenance due to them at 
the date of each payment. At the death of the 
lunatic considerable arrears of maintenance were 
due to the guardians & in an action by them 
against the administratrix of the lunatic for 
these arrears the administratrix contended that 
the guardians were only entitled to six years’ 
arrears prior to the date of the writ :—Held: 
under the circumstances, the payment by the re- 
ceiver took the case out of Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), & the guardians were entitled to pay- 
ment of all the arrears due to them.—WANDSs- 
WORTH UNION v. WORTHINGTON, [1906] 1 K. B. 
420; 75 L. J. K. B. 285; 95 L. T. 331; 70 J. P. 
191; 54 W. R. 422; 22 T. L. R. 284; 50 Sol. 
Jo. 273; 41L. G. R. 320. 


H. Receiver of Mortgaged Property. 

See, now, Law of Property Act, 1925 (c. 20), 
8. 109. 

714. Receiver appointed under Conveyancing 
Act, 1881 (c. 41), s. 24—Agent of mortgagor—To 
make payments within the powers conferred by Act.] 
—Re Haz, LILLEY v. Foap, No. 690, ante. 

715. Receipt of rent by mortgagee in posses- 
sion.|—If an equitable mtgee. enters into the re- 
ceipt of the rents of the mtged. estate, such re- 
ceipt is, primd facie, a payment within the meaning 
of the proviso in Statute of Frauds Amendment 
Act, 1828 (c. 14).—BROCKLEHURST v. JESSOP 
(1835), 7 Sim. 488; 58 I. R. 906. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Cockburn v. Edwards (1881), 18 


Ch. D. 449. Refd. Barnes v. Glenton, (1899] 1 Q. B. 
885; London & Midland Bank v. Mitchell, [1899) 2 Ch. 
161. Mentd. Connell v. Hardie (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 


582; Tipping v. Power (1842), 1 Hare, 405; Fordham v. 
Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 217 ; Tuckley v. Thompson (1860), 
1 John, & H. 126; Wrigley v. Gill, [1906] 1 Ch. 165. 


I. Strangers. 


716. General rule—Payment must be to creditor 
or his agent.|—The maker of a promissory note 
repaid the same by instalments to the original 


arrears of interest ov the mtge. which 
° are statute-barred ; & if he pays over 
the rents & profite to the mtgeez., 
they cannot legally appropriate them 
to the payment of such arrears.— 
HIBERNIAN BANK ¥. YOURELL, [1919] 
1 I. R. 310.—IR. 


nted under Con- 


payments were actually made on the receiver appointed by a mtgee, pur- PART I. SECT. 9, BUB-SECT. 3.—I. 

ee they would be sufftotent to take suant toe ve ect, bene for. all 7161, General rule—Payment must 

phe cans ont Ny the Statute of Limita- purposes the agent of the mtgor., be to creditor or his agent.}—MOoRE v. 
ons against both defts.—Sanps v, commits a breach of duty if he pays Roper (1904), 35 8. C, R. 633,--CAN. 
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holder, after the latter had indorsed it over to 
pltfs., to whom one payment was communicated : 
—Held: such payments were not acknowledg- 
ments of the debt so as to prevent the Statute 
running, as there was no authority to receive 
payment on behalf of pltis 

n my opinion there is no question that a pay- 
ment or acknowledgment must be made to the 
creditor or his agent (LoRD HERSCHELL, C.).— 
STAMFORD, SPALDING & BosTON BANKING Co. v. 
SMITH, [1892] 1 Q. B. 765; 61 L. J. Q. B. 405; 
66 L. T. 306; 56 J. P. 220; 40 W. R. 355; 8 
T. L. R. 336 ; 36 Sol. Jo. 270, C. A. 


Annotations :—Roefd. Re Beavan, Davies, Banks v. Beavan, 
[1912] 1 Ch. 196; Lloyd v. Coote & Ball, [1915] 1 K. B. 


717. Payment to person wrongly believed to 
act as representative—Administrator before grant.] 
—Payment of interest on a promissory note to 
an administrator, who had omitted to take out 
administration in the diocese in which the note 
was a bonum notadile, held a sufficient acknow- 
ledgment of debt to defeat a plea of Statute of 
Limitations.—CLARK v. HOOPER (1834), 10 Bing. 
480; 4 Moo. & S. 353; 3 L. J. O. P. 150; 131 
EH. R. 981. 

Annotations :—Oonsd. Stamford, Spal 

Co. v. Smith, (1892) 1 Q. B. 765. Refd. Lloyd v. Coote 

& Ball, [1915] 1K. B. 242. Mentd. Bodger v. Arch (1854), 

10 KHxch. 333; Baker v. Blaker (1886), 55 L. T. 723. 

eg -|—BoODGER v. ARCH, No. 651, 
ante, 


ding & Boston Banking 








SUB-SECT, 4.—PROOF OF PAYMENT. 


A. Parol Admission. 

See Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 
(c. 14), ss. 3, 9. 

719. Whether sisneptar nga! OR verbal acknow- 
ledgment of the payment of part of a debt within 
six years, is not sufficient within Statute of 
Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), to take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations—WILLIs v. 
NEWHAM (1830), 3 Y. & J. 518; L. & Welsb. 


197; 148 HK. R. 1285. 
Annotations :-—Expld. Megginson v. Harper (1833), 4. Tyr. 
. & M. 658. Consd. 


94; Wilby v. Honman (1834), 2 Cr. & C 
Waters v. Tompkins (1835), 1 Gale, 323; Maghee v. 
O'Neil (1841), 7 M. & W. 531; Baildon v, Walton (1847), 


1 Exch. 617. Overd. Cleave v. Jones (1851), 6 Exch. 
578. Refd. Bealey v. Greenslade (1831), 2 Tyr. 121; 
Bayley v. Ashton (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 493; Edan v 


Dudfleld (1841), 1 Q. B. 302; Bevan v. Gething 
3 Gal. & Dav. 59; Kastwood v. Saville (1842), 11 L. J. 
Hx. 383; Clark v. Alexander (1844), 8 Scott, N. R. 147; 
Napper v. Napper (1847), 9 L. T. O. 8. 80; Bradley v. 
James (1853), 13 ©. B. 822; Marreco v. Richardson, 
[1908] 2 K. B. 584.. Mentd. Scholey v. Walton (1844), 
12 M. & W. 510. 

720. -)— A mere verbal acknowledgment, 
within six years, of payment of part of a debt, is 
not sufficient under Statute of Frauds Amend- 
ment Act, 1828 (c. 14), s. 1, to take the case out 
of Statute of Limitations —-MAGHEE v. O’NEIL 
eer 7M. & W. 631; 10 L. J. Ex. 8263; 151 

877 


Annotation ‘—Mentd. Bevan v. Jenkins (1842), 6 J. P. 





721. ———.|—BEVAN v. GETHING, No. 750, post. 

722. .| — An indorsement on a promissory 
note of the payment of interest within six years, 
made by an authorised agent of the payee, coupled 
with a parol admission by the maker of its correct- 
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7191. Whether admissibie.}—Where 
part payment is relied on to take a ( 
case out of the Statute of Limitations, 
it is the duty of pltf. to give affirmative 
evidence of such payment, & if the 


5B 
5 All, 520.--CAN. 


evidence is doubtful & the jury find 

t pitt. the verdict wi 
sturbed.—CHARLOTTE CouNTY BANK 
PRESIDENT, ETC.) v. BERRY (1863), 


719 ii, ——.}—GaspaT Rat v. CHIM- 
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ness, is not sufficient to take the case out of Statute 
of Limitations as against the maker.—LaTHAM v. 
BELL (1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 418. — 

728. .|— Part payment of principal or 
payment of interest on account of a debt is not 
affected by Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14); & therefore a parol acknowledg- 
ment of such payment, within six years before 
action brought, will take the case out of Statute 
of Limitations.—CLEAVE v. JONES (1851), 6 Exch. 
573; 20 L. J. Ex. 238; 17 L. T. O. S. 108; 15 
Jur. 515; 155 BH. R. 672, Ex. Oh.3 subsequent 
proceedings (1852), 7 Exch. 421. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bradley v. James (1853), 13 0. B. 


822; Turney v. Dodwell (1854), 2 C. L. R. 666; HKdwards 
. Janes Saray K. & J. 534; Nash v. Hodgson (1855), 





De G. M. 474; Marreco v. Richardson, [1908] 2 
K. B. 584. 
724, ———.] -— Evidence of verbal admissions in 


1850 by A., since deceased, that he owed a debt. 
of £2,300 to B.’s estate, the interest of which he 
had arranged to discharge, & was discharging b 
paying two annuitics bequeathed by B.’s evil ; 
together with a statement in an affidavit made by 
B.’s exor. in 1850, which was inserted in the 
draft affidavit from the dictation of A., to the 
effect that B.’s exor. had received in Aug. 1850 
from A. a half-year’s interest on £2,300, & had paid 
the annuities the same half-year :—Held: suffi- 
cient to take the debt of £2,300 out of Statute of 
Limitations—Epwarps v. JANES (1855), 1 K. 
& J. 534; 3 W. R. 566; 69 E.R. 571. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Emmett, Jenkins v. Emmett (1906), 
95 L. T. 755. 


B. Entries in Accounts. 


725. By debtor.] —In order to take a case out 
of Statute of Limitations, deft.’s nephew & clerk 
was called, & an account in the handwriting of 
deft. was put into his hands, with the following 
Memorandum, which the witness admitted to be 
in his handwriting, thereunder written :—‘ Paid 
£12 10s. interest to May 13, 1830.’ The witness 
professed to have no recollection whatever of this 
payment; but stated that he had a general 
authority to settle all accounts for his uncle :—~— 
Held: this was evidence for the jury.—TRENTHAM 
v. DEVERILL (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 397; 4 Scott, 
128; 182 B. R. 463. 


ana an :—Consd. Bayley v. Ashton (1840), 12 Ad. & 
Cl. ‘ 


726. ——.] — Diss v. Buraess (1844), 3 L. T. 
O.S. 50. 

727. Interest credited to creditor.] — 
JACKSON v. Oaa, No. 202, ante. 

728. By creditor — After statutory perlod ex- 
pired.|—In an action by the exor. of the payee 
against the maker, upon a promissory note more 
than six years overdue, pltf., in order to take the 
case out of the Statute of Limitations, produced 
a book in which he had, in the years 1844 & 
1847 respectively, at the request of testatrix, 
entered two payments as for interest due upon 
the note, which she told him she had received from 
deft. :—Held: admissible evidence, as entries 
against the interest of the party making them.— 
BRADLEY v. JAMES (1853), 138 C. B. 822; 10.L.R. 
449; 22L. J.C. P. 193; 1 W. R. 388; 188 BE. R. 
1426. 

Annotation :—Refd. 

832. 





Hdye v. Kingsford (1854), 2 C. L. R. 


IND. 
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725i. By debtor.}—Ko.LLirarRa PUL: 
LAMMA 0. MADDULA TATAYYA (1896) 
I. L. R. 19 Mad. 340.—IND, 


1 not be 
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Sect. 9.—Part payment and payment of interest: 
Sub-sect. 4, B. & C.; sub-sect. 5, A. & B.] 


729. .]— MorLEy v. FINNEY (1870), 18 
W. R. 490. 

Declarations against interest.|—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 98 et seq. 


C. Indorsements of Negotiable Instruments. 


See Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 
(c. 14), ss. 3, 9. 

730. By creditor.) How far an indorsement 
shall be good evidence.—BARNEs v. RANSOM (1730), 
1 Barn. K. B. 4382; 04 BE. R. 291. 

Annotation :—Refd. Gleadow v. Atkin (1833), 3 Tyr. 289. 

781. ———.] — BosworTH v. COTCHETT (1824), 
1 Phillipps & Arnold on Law of Evidence, 10th 
ed. p. 300; sub nom. Parr v. Cotcuett, 3 Starkie 
on Evidence, 3rd ed. p. 824, n., Hi. L. 
Annotations -—Consd. Gleadow ». Atkin (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 

410; Briggs v. Wilson (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 12. Refd. 

Edie v. Kingsford (1854), 14 C. B. 759. 

732. -|}—A plea of set off stated, that 
pltf. made his promissory note payable to A. 
which was duly indorsed & delivered to deft. 
after A.’s death, by A.’s administrator, & was 
unpaid. Replication that the supposed cause of set 
off on the said note did not accrue to deft. within 
six years in manner & form, etc. :—Held: this 
replication admitted not only the making of the 
note but the indorsement of it to deft. by A.’s 
administrator; & deft. might, therefore, avail 
himself of memorandums of the payment of 
interest written on the note by A., before Statute 
of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), to bar 
Statute of Limitations.—GALE v. CAPERN (1834), 
1 Ad. & El. 102: 8 Nev. & M. K. B. 863; 31. J. 
K. B. 140; 110 RB. BR. 1146. 

Annotations :—Consd. Scarpellini v. Atcheson (1845), 7 


Q. B. 864; Stamford, Spalding, & Boston Banking Co. 
». Smith (1892), 66 L. T. 306. Refd. Gwynne v. Burnell 


LIMITATION 








(1840), 6 Bing. N. C. 453; Cripps v. Davis (1843), 12 
M. & W. 159; Pott v. Clegg (1847), 16 M. & W. 321; 
De Beauvoir v. Owon (1850), 5 Exch, 166. Mentd. 


Gould v. Lasbury (1834), 4 Tyr. 863. 

788. .]—Assumpsit by the exors. of the 
payee of a promissory note, against deft. as maker. 

Itf. produced the note with the following indorse- 
ment upon it, signed by deft. & one of pltfs.: 





‘* Hull, 1838. Memorandum, that the sum of 
£1 7s. 6d., one quarter’s interest, was paid on the 
within note’’:—Held: this was sufficient evi- 


dence of an account stated with the exors., with- 
out any proof of the time of testator’s death.— 
PURDON v. PURDON (1842), 10 M. & W. 562; 12 
L. J. Bx. 3; 152 B. RR. 595. 

784. Payment by agent of payee.j]— 
LATHAM v. BELL, No. 722, ante. 

735. After statutory period expired.| — 
BriaGs v, WILSON, No. 581, ante. 

736. By debtor.|—In an action on a promissory 
note by the payee against the maker, the note, 
when produced in evidence by pltf. at the trial, 
bore upon it an indorsement as follows :—‘‘ Aug. 4, 
1837, Received of J.S., £6. B.x EE.” The whole 
of this entry except the cross, was in the hand- 
writing of deft., & there was no attestation, nor 
any proof that the cross was the mark of H., nor 
any proof of the fact of payment :—Held:;: the 
indorsement was not evidence of part payment, 
to take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
Hastwoop v. SAVILLE (1842), 9 M. & W. 615; 11 
L. J. Ex. 8883: 152 E. R. 259. 
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note out of the Statute of Limitations. 
—WaATSON ©. HARRINGTON (1888), 21 
N. 8. R. 218.—CAN 


PART II. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 5.—A. 
737i, Necessity for appropriation. }— 


or ACTIONS. 


Declarations against interest.|—See EVIDENCE, 
Vol. XXII., pp. 98 et seq. 


SUB-sECT. 5.—APPROPRIATION, 
A. In General. 


Appropriation of payments generally, see CON- 
TRACT, Vol. XII., pp. 474 et seq. 

737. Necessity for appropriation.] — Semble: 
where there are two clear & undisputed debts, 
the case is not taken out of Statute of Limitations 
as to either debt, by evidence of a part payment 
within six years, not specifically appropriated to 
the one debt or to the other.—BURN v. BOULTON 
(1846), 2 C. B. 476; 15L.3.C. P. 97; 6L. T. 
O. 8. 296; 135 BH. R. 1031. 

Annotations :—Consd. Nashv. Hodgson (1855),6 De G.M.& G. 
474, Dbtd. Collinson v. Margesson (1858), 27 L. J. Hx. 
305. Refd. Abley v. Dale (1851), 11.C. B, 378; Walker 
». Butler (1856), 6 E. & 3. 506; Re Friend, Friend v. 
Young (1897), 77 L. T. 50. 

738. Payment made generally on account.|— 
Between Midsummer, 1845, & Lady Day, 1854, the 
guardians of the Wycombe Union made payments 
by way of relief to certain non-settled paupers of 
the Eton Union. The only authority for these 
payments were letters written in the years 1847, 
1849, & 1850, in which the guardians of the Eton 
Union requested the guardians of the Wycombe 
Union to make weekly payments to certain 
paupers. One of these letters stated that ‘‘ the 
money would be repaid quarterly,’’ & another 
stated that ‘if they would furnish an account at 
the end of each quarter they would be repaid.” 
Art. 80 of the Consolidated General Orders of the 
Poor Law Board, requires that all account of 
relief to non-settled paupers shall be sent in within 
fourteen days from the close of each quarter. In 
July, 1850, the guardians of the Wycombe Union 
sent to the guardians of the Eton Union an account 
in which they claimed a balance, after giving 
credit for a payment made in Nov. 1849, for 
relief of non-settled paupers of the Eton Union, 
from Lady Day, 1845,to Lady Day, 1847, & from 
Lady Day, 1849 to Lady Day,1850. No previous 
account had been sent in or claim made in respect 
thereof. From Lady Day, 1850, to Lady Day, 
1854, the accounts were made out sometimes 
quarterly & sometimes half-yearly, but in no 
case were they sent to the Eton Union within 
fourteen days after the expiration of each quarter 
of half-year, but at periods varying from one to 
three months after such time:—Held: pltfs. 
could not recover any part of the claim, for assum- 
ing that an action would lie, this was a qualified 
contract to pay if the accounts were sent in within 
fourteen days after each quarter, as required by 
the order of the Poor Law Board. Also, the pay- 
ment not being generally an account did not take 
the case out of Statute of Limitations.—W YCOMBE 
UNION v. ETon UNION (1857), 1 H. & N. 687; 26 
L. J. M. C. 97; 28 L. T. O. 8. 256; 21 J. P. 70; 
5 W. R. 260; 156 BH. R. 1877. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Bury & District Joint Hospital 
Board v. Chorlton Union Grdns. (1905), 70 J. P. 31. 

789. -.}—An action may be maintained 
against the medical officers of a dispensary, who 
were also members of the managing committee, 
for drugs supplied for the dispensary, on the orders 
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of others of its medical officers, on behalf of the 
committee, & with the knowledge of defts., the jury 
being directed that defts. would be personally 
liable unless they made pltfs. understand that 
they were to look only to the funds of the 
institution. 

As to the Statute of Limitations, the payment 
by defts. generally on account takes the whole 
claim out of the statute (CockBURN, C.J.).— 
LUCKOMBE v. ASHTON (1862), 2 F. & F. 705. 
Annotation :-—. . ; 

ad ad jmentd Stcele v. Gourley & Davis (1887), 3 

740. —— Or appropriated to particular debt 
by debtor.|—In 1877 an action was commenced to 
administer the estate of A., who owed B. £1,864 
for cash advances from time to time made to her 
by B., from the year 1851 down to the time of 
her death in 1877. Most of the advances were 
made before 1871. B. claimed to prove for the 
entire debt, alleging that small cash payments 
made by A. in 1872, & in 1873, were payments 
made on account of the general balance of the 
debt :—Held: on the evidence, the payments in 
question were specific repayments made in respect 
of particular advances, & the gencral balance of 
the debt was statute-barred.—Re RAINFORTH, 
GWYNN v. GWYNN (1879), 49 Iu. J. Ch. 53; 41 
L. T. 610, C. A. 


B. Debts Barred and Unbarred. 


741, Presumption of appropriation to unbarred 
debt.|—-MILLs v. FowkKEs, No. 623, ante. 

742. ——.|—A. being indebted to B. on three 
promissory notes was applied to by B. for pay- 
ment on account of interest but without referring 
to any debt in particular: in consequence of this 
application A. paid £5: at the time of this pay- 
ment two of the notes were barred by Statute of 
Limitations & one was not barred :—Held: the 
payment must be attributed as made exclusively 
in respect of the note not barred & the effect was 
as to it to prevent the operation of the statute.— 
NASH v. HODGSON (1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 474; 
3 Eq. Rep. 1025; 25 L. J. Ch. 186; 1 Jur. N.S. 
946; 3 W. R. 590; 43 E.R. 1818, LC. & L. JS. 
Annotations :—Distd. Walker v. Butler (1856), 25 

Q. B. 377; Friend v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 421. 

Re Boswell, Merritt v. Boswell, [1906] 2 Ch. 359. 

743, -] — (1) A solr. brought in a claim for 
costs against a deceased client’s estate which was 
being administered by the ct. Most of the costs 
were incurred more than six years before the 
judgment in the administration action. The solr., 
who had acted for the client in various matters 
for many years, during the whole of which period 
the client was heavily indebted to him, on several 
occasions recovered moneys for the client & made 
certain payments thereout on the client’s behalf &, 
with the assent of the client, retained the balance 
on account of the client’s indebtedness to him. 
On another occasion he received from an interested 
party a contribution to the costs of an action 


L. J. 
Refd. 





740i. Payment made generally on 
account—Or appropriated to particular 
debt by debtor.}—Deft. was indebted 
to pitf. & interest was paid up to ave: 
1878. Deft. thereafter paid in 1882, 
$50, $40, & $100, & in 1883, $100. 
The first two payments were specially 
appropriated by deft. to the interest, 
& the others were unappropriated :— 
Heid: the payments must be applied 
to the interest due on al} the notes, 
the effect of which was to take them 
out of the Statute of Limitations.— 
een v. RYKERT (1886), 14 O. R. 


to unbarred t. 
several debts & 


earlier deb 


672.—CAN. 
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some of which are made after the 
earlier debts were b 
Statute of Limitations 
all the debts were barred, & th 
creditor appropriates them 
» none of the debts are 
taken out of the Statute.—MaHnHONEY 
v. MoSwEENEY (1888), 81 N. B. R. 
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which formed the principal item of the claim, &, 
with the assent of the client, placed the sum so 
received to the credit of the client’s account :— 
Held: these transactions did not constitute per 
payments as to take out of the operation of Statute 
of Limitations the items which were barred at 
the date of the judgment. 

(2) Qu.: whether, when a payment on account 
is made by the debtor & there has been no appro- 
pea by either the debtor or the creditor, the 
aw will appropriate it to the earliest of the items 
which at the date of the payment were not statute- 
barred, or will treat it as attributable pari passu 
to all such items so as to take them out of the 
operation of the statute.—Re BoswELL, MERRITT 
v. BOSWELL, [1906] 2 Ch. 359; 75 L. J. Ch. 234 ; 
04 LL. T. 243; 54 W. R. 306; 22 T. L. R. 247; 
50 Sol. Jo. 241; subsequent proceedings, [1907] 2 
Ch. 331, C. A. 

744. Right of creditor to appropriate to barred 
debt—To take debt out of statute.|—Whoere, in an 
action for the balance of a banking account, the 
question between the parties was whether a dis- 
puted sum, above six years old, had been paid 
by pltfs. with deft.’s authority or not :—Held: 
the jury having found that the payment was 
authorised by deft., pltfs. were entitled to apply 
subsequent unappropriated payments of deft. in 
discharge of the sum in question, so as to prevent 
the operation of Statute of Limitations.—WIL- 
LIAMS a GRIFFITH (1839), 5 M. & W. 300; 151 
E. R. 127. 


745. ———-  ——_.]—MIL18 v. FowkEs, No. 623, 
ante. 
746. ——- -———.]—In 1894 BH. & co., had pre- 


sented an account to F. & co., showing a balance 
due to E. & co. This account included items 
which had accrued due within six years & also 
items under the heading ‘‘ Consignment Account,” 
nearly all of which were statute-barred. The 
figures of the account were not agreed by either 
party ; but F. & co., paid to E. & co., £300 “on 
account ’’ which was credited in E. & co.’s books 
to the ‘consignment account’ :—Held: the 
appropriation of the £300 by HK. & co. to the con- 
signment account did not take the case out of 
Statute of Limitations; but the payment 
amounted to an acknowledgment by F. & co. that 
there was an account between them & E. & co. 
on which a balance of more than £300 would be 
payable from which a promise to pay that balance 
when ascertained must be inferred.—FRIEND v. 
Youna, [1897] 2 Ch. 421; sub nom. Re FRIEND, 
FRIEND v. FRIEND, 66 L. J. Ch. 737; sub nom. 
Re FRIEND, FRIEND v. YOUNG, 77 L. T. 50; 46 
W. R. 139; 41 Sol. Jo. 607. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Boswell, Merritt v. Boswell, (1906} 
2 Ch. 359. Mentd. Bagel ». Miller, [1903] 2 K. B. 212; 
North American Land & Timber Co. v. Watkins, (1904) 
1 Ch. 242; Seymour v. Pickett, [1905] 1 K. B. 715; 
Henry v. Hammond, [1913] 2 K. B. 515. 


T47. .}—SmitH v. Berry, No. 97, 
ante. 








to barred debt—To take debt out of 
statutc.}—In an action by an exor. for 

testator aa aA 
y hiring, extend- 


services rendered b 
labourer, on a mont 

ing over many years, it appeared that 

by the Payments had been made on account, 

& some after at i ular intervals both to testator 
e & to pitt. after his death, without any 
specific appropriation either by deft. 
or the payee :—Held : pltf. was entitled 
to have such payments applied to the 
earlier items which had become barred 
by the’ Statute of Limitations.— 
CATHCART v0. HaGGarRtT (1876), 37 
U~. C. R. 47.—CAN., 
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Sect. 9.—Part payment and payment of interest: 
Sub-sect. é C. Sect. 10: Sub-sects. 1 & 2. 
Part II, Secta. 1 & 2.) 

C. Proof of Appropriation. 

748. General rule.}] — WATERS v. TOMPKINS, 
No. 621, ante. 

749. Question for jury.|—— COLLINSON v. MAR- 
aEsson, No. 561, ante. 

750. Admission after payment — By parol.|— 
In an action upon a promissory note, to which 
Statute of Limitations was pleaded, pltf. gave 
evidence that deft. had paid 5s. on account of 
the note. He then offered to prove that deft., 
on a subsequent occasion, admitted orally that 
he had made such payment on the above account : 
—Held: the latter evidence was not excluded 
by Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14). 
——BEVAN v. GETHING (1842), 3 Q. B. 740; 3 Gal. 
& Dav. 59; 12 L. J. Q. B. 37; 6 Jur. 971; 114 
KE. R. 689; sub nom. BEVAN v. JENKINS, 6 J. P. 731. 
Annotation :—Refd. Blair v. Ormond (1851), 15 Jur. 1054. 

751. Appropriation at time of payment.] — A 
creditor, who had, more than six years before the 
action, supplied ships’ stores on seven separate 
occasions to debtor, amounting in the aggregate 
to more than £300, within six years, asked his 
debtor for money. Debtor answered that he had 
not looked into his accounts, but supposed the 
balance due to be between £90 & £100, but he had 
not cash. Being pressed, he accepted a draft at 
four months for £60, which he did, taking an 
acknowledgment that he had given the acceptance 
on account. It was proved by other evidence 
that the amount unpaid for the ship’s stores was 
£95; but the different accounts were never 
balanced or ascertained between the creditor & 
debtor :—Held: evidence of the giving of the 
acceptance under these circumstances was evi- 
dence to go to the jury of a payment on account 
of all the debts, so as to be evidence of a fresh 
promise to pay what was due, sufficient to take 
the whole out of Statute of Limitations.—WALKER 
v. BUTLER (1856), 6 E. & B. 506; 25 L. J. Q. B. 
377; 2 Jur. N. S. 687; 119 E. R. 953. 


Annotations :—Folld. Curlewis v. Mornington (1857), 5 
W. 1.491. Apld. Ze Rainforth, Gwynn v. Gwynn (1879), 


or ACTIONS. 


48 L. J. Ch. 725. (See 49L. J. Ch. 5.) Oonsd. Friend v. 
Lous, [1607] 2 Ch. 421; Re Boswell, Merritt v. Boswell, 

Ch. 359. Refd. Re Fountaine, Fountaine v. 
Amherat (1909), 78 L. J. Ch. 648. Mentd. Roberts v. 
Shaw (1863), 32 L. J. Q. B. 308. 


762. .]}— By deed between D. & H., D. 
sold to H. beds of coal, & H. covenanted to pay to 
D. a sum named for the purchase money, “in 
manner & at the times following’ that is to say, 
part in cash on the day of the date of the deed, 
& the remainder by five promissory notes under 
H.’s hand, bearing even date with the deed, pay- 
able to D. or order on July 1, in every year till 
the whole purchase-money should be paid, with 
interest, until the notes should be paid.—D. 
declared against H., on this deed, alleging that, 
though H. gave D. two notes, etc., according to 
the language of the covenant, & afterwards paid 
a part of the principal & interest mentioned in 
those notes, yet he did not pay the residue of the 

rincipal & interest mentioned in those notes, 
bat. except as to the part so paid, those notes & 
so much of the purchase-money & interest as was 
therein mentioned remained wholly unpaid to 
D. :—Held: a good breach, the covenant extend- 
ing to the payment of the money in the notes, & 
not being satisfied by the mere delivery of the 
notes —& it was a bad plea, the causes of action 
did not accrue within six years before the suit.— 
Dixon v. HoLDROYD (1857), 7 E. & B. 903; 27 
L. J. Q. B. 43; 29 L. T. O. 8S. 196; 3 Jur. N.S. 
1147; 5 W. R. 688; 119 B. R. 1482. 





Srct. 10.—ACTIONS OF TORT BY AND AGAINST 
PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVES. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—By REPRESENTATIVES. 


See Execurors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 295 et seq., 
Vol. XXIV., p. 721. 


SuB-SEcT. 2.—AGAINST REPRESENTATIVES. 


See Exercutors, Vol. XXIII., p. 302, Nos. 
3668-3673; Vol. XXIYV., p. 649, Nos. 6758-6762. 


Part I1l—Specialties. 


Sect. 1.—WHAT ARE SPECIALTIES. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, (c. 42) ; 
Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 97). 

753. Claims founded on statute.] — An action 
against a shareholder of a co. for calls, in which 
the co. declares in the general form given in 
Companies Clauses Act, 1845 (c. 16), s. 26, is an 
action on the statute; & therefore a plea alleging 
that the action is on contracts without specialty, 
& that the causes of action accrued within six 
years, is bad. 

_A declaration in debt upon a statute is a declara- 
tion upon a specialty (MavuLE, J.).—CorK & 
Bannon Ry. Co. v. GoopE (1853), 18 0. B. 826; 
1C.L. R. 345; 22 L. J.C. P. 198; 21L. 7. 0.8. 
141; 17 Jur. 555; 1 W.R. 410; 188 B. R. 1427. 


Annotations :-—Folld. Shepherd v. Hills (1855), 11 Exch. 


55. Consd. Thomson ». Clanmorris 


; 1900) 1 Ch. 718. 
Refd. Aylott v. West Ham ! } 1 Ch. 718 


Corpn., Sisson v. Weat Ham 


i cult wee ee cee 
icst arrears.\—EVvre v. Comn 
(1898), 33 1. L. T. 59.—IR. 
PART III. SECT. 1. 
753i. Claims founded on 


* 


CARLYLE v. OXFORD 
413; 18 D. L. R. 759 
728.—CAN. 


753 ii, ——.}—Kamsack TOWN '¥. 
CANADIAN NORTHERN TOWN PROPER- 


Corpn. (1926), 95 L. J. Ch. 533. Mentd. Re Royal Bank of 
Australia, Robinson’s Exors.’ Case (1856), 6 De G.M. & G. 


572; He Manchester & Milford Ry., on 1 Ch. 276; 


Shepheard v. Bray (1906), 75 L. J. Ch. 633. 

754, -]— The justices of a county, as the 
local authority for the county, neglected between 
the years 1869 & 1878 to recoup to pltfs., as the 
local authority for a borough within the county, 
the proportionate amount contributed by the 
borough to the expenses incurred by the local 
authority of the county, in carrying out the pro- 
visions of Contagious Diseases (Animals) Act, 
1869 (c. 70), which they were bound to repay under 
sect. 97 of that Act. After the passing of Local 
Government Act, 1888 (c. 41), pltis. sued defts., as 
successors of the local authority for the county, to 
recover the sums which should have been recouped : 
—RHeld: the only remedy against the justices 
would have been by mandamus to them to pay the 
amounts claimed out of moneys in their hands, or to 


(1914), 30 O. I. Sask.), [1922] 3 W. W. R.1; 
; 5 OC. W. * 660.—CAN. 





R. Tires Co. 
N. 68D.L. 

783 til, ———.}+—-R. v. Baty (1841) 
1 Dr, & War. 213.—IR. : , 
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levy a rate for the purpose; &, as Local Govern- 

ment Act, 1888 (c. 41), vests in the county council 

the property of the justices for the county subject 

the same conditions & restrictions as if the Act 
had not been passed, defts. were not liable in the 
action. Also, if any action would lie it would be 
an action on the case & not an action for debt on 

a Statute, & therefore Statute of Limitations was 

a bar to the claim.—Sanrorp Corpn. v. LANCA- 

SHIRE County Councin (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 384; 

69 L. J. Q. B. 576; 63 L. T. 409; 55 J. P. 85; 

38 W. R. 661; 6 T. L. R. 362, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Aylott v. West Ham Corpn., Sisson v. 
West Ham Corpn. (1926), 90 J.P.99. Mentd. Bootle-cum- 
Linacre Corpn. v. Lancashire C. C. (1890), 60 L. J. Q. B. 
323; Everett v. Griffiths, (1924] 1K. B. 941. 

755, Ship duties.|—Sect. 8 of a local Act, 
imposes certain rates & duties ‘‘ to be paid by the 
master or owners ’’ for every ship or vessel of a 
certain burden passing from, to, or by Ramsgate. 
Sect. 14 declares, that ‘‘no coasting vessel or 
fisherman shall pay the duty charged by that Act 
oftener than once in any one year.’’ Sect. 15 
empowers the collectors to distrain every ship, & 
all the tackle, etc., for nonpayment of the duties. 
By sect. 16 if any master or owner of any ship or 
vessel shall elude or avoid payment of the duties, 
he shall stand charged & be liable to the payment 
of the same; & the same shall be levied & 
recovered from such master or owner by the same 
method by which fines & penalties imposed by 
that Act are levied & recovered. By sect. 72, 
penalties & forfeitures are to be recovered by 
action or distress. Deft., who was sued for duties 
under the local Act, was the owner of a vessel 
which several times in the year sailed in ballast 
to Jersey, & brought from thence oysters, which 
deft. purchased of fishermen there, & which be 
deposited in beds at Milton :—Held: the action 
being on a specialty, the period of limitation was 
twenty years, under Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), 8s. 3.—SHEPHERD v. Hus (1855), 1] Exch. 
55; 25L. J. Ex.6; 41. T. 742; 156 EB. R. 748. 


Annotations :—Refd. Aylott v. West Ham Corpn., Sisson v. 
West Ham Corpn. (i926), 95 L. J. Ch. 533. Mentd. st. 
Pancras Parish Vestry v. Batterbury (1857), 2 C. B. N.S. 
477; Lamplough wv. Norton (1889), 58 L. eee B. 279; 

all, [1922] 


payee pornne. {1906] 2 K. B. 772; Cohen v. 

Bonds.|—See Bonns, Vol. VII., pp. 191, 192, 
Nos. 307-313, & Nos. 759-762, post. 

Company proceedings—Calls on shareholders.]— 


See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., pp. 99, 197, 198, Nos. 
415, 1236. 





In winding up.]— See COMPANIES, 
Vol. X., p. 917, Nos. 6280-6282. 
———- Statutory company for public purpose.] 
—Sec COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1139, No. 8045. 
Return of excess capital.]|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., p. 161, No. 933. 
Recovery of dividends.}—See ComPpaANIEs, 
Vol. IX., p. 5938, No. 3962; Vol. X., pp. 1159, 
1160, No. 8205. 

—— Borrowing by statutory company—Interest 
on securities.|— See COMPANIES, Vol. X., p. 1192, 
No. 8458. 

Contracts of guarantee—Surety’s rights against 
principal debtor.|—See GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., 
pp. 121-122, Nos. 855-866. 

Covenants.]—See Nos. 763-765, post. 
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Sect. 2.—PERIODS OF LIMITATION. 
See Civil Procedure Act, 1888 (c. 42), 8. 3. 


756. Actions within two statutes — Whether 
shorter or longer period of Imitation applies—Civil 
Procedure Act, 1833 ‘ 42)—Real Property Limi- 
tation Act, 1833 (c. 27).]—In covenant by mtgees. 
in possession for arrears of rent due under an 
indenture of demise for a term of years :—Held : 
a plea alleging that the sum sought to be recovered 
did not, nor did any part thereof, become due at 
any time within six years before the commence- 
ment of the suit, was bad upon demurrer, inasmuch 
as Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 42, limiting the recovery of arrears of rent, or of 
interest in respect of any sum of money charged 
upon or payable out of any land or rent, or any 
damages in respect of such arrears of rent, to 
within six years next after the same, respectively, 
shall have become due, is pro tanto repealed by 
Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 3. 

Qu.: whether the provisions of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), refer to conventional 
rents created by agreement between landlord & 
tenant. Semble: they were intended to apply 
only to charges & incumbrances upon the land.— 
PAGET v. Fouey (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 679; 2 
Hodg. 32; 3 Scott, 120; 5 L. J. C. P. 2583 182 
no 


Annoladtone :-—Folld. Strachan v. Thomas (1840), 12 Ad. & 
Kl. 536. Refd. Du Vigier v. Lee (1843), 2 Hare, 326 ; 
Doe d. Angell v. Angell (1846), 9 @. B. $28; Hunter »v. 
Nockolds (1850), 1 H. & Tw. 644; Baines v. Lumley (1868), 
16 W. R. 674; Howitt v. Harrington, [1893] 2 Ch. 497 ; 
Jones v. Withers (1896), 74 L. T. 572. 

757. —— Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8.]— The limitation of 
twelve years imposed by above sect. to actions 
& suits for the recovery of money charged on land 
applies to the personal remedy on the covenant 
in a mtge. deed as well as to the remedy against 
the land.—SuTTon v. SuTTON (1882), 22 Ch. D. 
611; 52 L. J. Ch. 333; 48 L. T. 95; 31 W. Kt. 








Annotations :—Distd. Re Powers, Lindsell v. Phillips (1885), 

30 Ch. D. 291. Consd. Re Frisby, Allison v. Frisby (1889), 
43 Ch. D. 106; Barnes v. Glenton, [1899] 1 Q. B. 885. 
Apld. Shaw v. Crompton, [1910] 2 K. B. 370. Consd. Re 
Turner, Klaftenberger uv. A adele », (1917] 1 Ch. 422; 
Re Jauncey, Bird v. Arnold, [1926] Ch. 471. Refd. Fearn- 
side v. Fiunt (1883), 22 Ch. D. 579: Firth v. Slingsby 
(1888), 58 L. T. 481; Re Turner, Turner wo. Spencer 
1894), 43 W. R. 153; Re England, Steward v. England, 
(1895) 2 Ch. 820; Kibble v. Kairthorne, [1895] 1 Ch. 219; 
sondon & «Midland Kank #. Mitchell, [1899] 2 Ch. 161: 
Kirkland v. Peatficld, [1903] 1 K. B. 756; Hervey v. 
Wynn (1905), 22 T. L. RR. 93; Re Lacey, Howard +. 
Lightfoot, {1907} 1 Ch. 330; Re Jordisou, Raine v. Jor- 
dison, {1922} 1 Ch. 440. Mentd. Powell ». Kempton Park 
Racecourse Co., [1897] 2 Q. B. 242; De Beauvais v. Green 
(1906), 22 T. L. KR. 816. 


758. —— Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c, 57), 5s. 1.|—The effect of Real Pro- 

erty Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 5. 1, upon Civil 

rocedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 3, is to cut down the 
period within which a covenant to pay a rent- 
charge can be enforced, so that after the expiry 
of twelve years from the last payment without 
acknowledgment the remedy on the personal 
covenant is gone as well as the remedy against 
the land on which the money was charged.— 
SHAW v. CROMPTON, [1910] 2 K. B. 8370; 80L. J. 
K. B. 52; 103 L. T. 501, D.C. 
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Sect. 3.—WHEN TIME BEGINS TO RUN. 


See Civil Procedure Act, 18383 (c. 42), 8. 8. - 

759. Bond—On each successive breach.] — Civil 
Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 8, constitutes a bar 
to an action on a writing obligatory in those cases 
only where every breach of the condition has 
taken place more than twenty years previous to 
the commencement of the suit.—SANDERS v., 
CowarpD (1845), 15 M. & W. 48; 3 Dow. & L. 
281; 15 L. J. Ex. 97; 10 Jur. 186; 153 E. R. 
756; sub nom. SAUNDERS v. COWARD, 6 L. T. O. S. 


414, 
Annotations :—Consd. Amott v. Holden (1852), 18 Q. B. 
593. Refd. Blair v. Ormond (1851), 17 Q. B. 423. 


760. -] — Declaration on the obliga- 
tory part only, upon two bonds, dated in 1828, 
& 1829, respectively. Pleas, (a) that the alleged 
causes of action did not accrue within twenty 
years; (b) that after the making of the bonds, 
& before the commencement of the action, deft. 
became bkpt., & that the said causes of action 
accrued before such bkpcy. At the trial, it 
appeared that deft. had become bkpt. in 1836; 
that M. had paid the annuities half-yearly down to 
1848, but never till after the day of payment fixed 
by the condition, so that there had been breaches 
of the condition twenty years before action, & 
before the bkpcy.; & that the arrears suggested 
by pltf. were still due. Pltf. had not attempted to 
prove as annuity creditor under deft.’s bkpcy. :— 
Held: a new cause of action arose upon each 
successive breach of the condition ; on the record 
as it stood, pltf. was entitled to prove, at the trial, 
breaches, within twenty years; &, on such proof, 
he was entitled to a verdict upon the issue on 
Statute of Limitations.—AMoTT v. HOLDEN (1852), 
18 Q. B. 593; 22 L. J. Q. B. 14; 19 L. T. 0.8. 
253; 17 Jur. 318; 118 E. R. 224. 

Annotations :—Retd. Forsyth v. Bristowe (1853), 8 Exch. 
347. Mentd. Warburg v. Tucker (1855), 5 E. & B. 384; 
White v. Corbett (1859), 1 E. & E. 692; Wythes »v. 
Labouchere (1859), 3 De G. & J. 593. 

761. Post-obit bond— Time runs from 
death.|—T’o debt on a bond bearing date on a day 
more than twenty years before the commence- 
ment of the action, deft. pleaded that the debt 
& cause of action in the declaration mentioned, did 
not accrue at any time within twenty years next 
before the commencement of the suit. Replica- 
tion, that the debt & cause of action did so accrue. 
At the trial, the bond was produced, & appeared 
to be a post-obit bond; & it was proved that the 
party upon whose death the sum secured was 
made payable, died within twenty years :—Held : 
pltf. was entitled to the verdict.—TucCKEY v. 
HAWKINS (1847), 4 C. B. 655; 16L. J.C. P. 201; 
11 Jur. 910; 1386 E. R. 665 ; sub nom. HUCKEY v. 
Hawkins, 9 L. T. O. S. 247. 

«Annotation :— Folld. Amott v. Holden (1852), 18 Q. B. 593. 
762. Death of obligor — No personal 

representative appointed for over twenty years 

—Action within year of appointment.]— Where 

an action on @ money bond abates by the 

death of deft. & no personal representative is 
appointed for twenty years, but after that time 
letters of administration are granted, a fresh 
action may, notwithstanding the lapse of time, be 
maintained on the bond against the administrator, 
if commenced within a year after his appointment, 
as according to the equitable construction put 
upon Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 3, 


PART III. SECT. 3. 
ral Bind 0%, eh mart 
a. v. LET 
121.0. L. R. 173, 193.—IR. 

761i. ———  Post-obit bond — Time 
runs from death.}—-The Statute of 














Limitations does not begin to run 
against a judgment entered on a post 761 iti 
obit bond, until the death occurs on 
which the bond jis payable.—BARKER 
v. SHORE (1839), 1 Jebh & S. 610.—IR. 


761 1k. ——- —— 





LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


adopted by analogy from. Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), the right of action is not in such case 
barred.—StTurGis v. DARELL (1860), 6 H. & N. 
120; 29L. J. Ex. 472; 2L. T. 808; 6 Jur. N.8. 
1351; 8 W. R. 653; 158 BE. R. 50, Ex. Ch. 

ACHR :—Apld. Swindell v. Bulkeley (1886), 18 Q. B. D. 


763. Covenant— Dependent on fulfilment of 
trust deed—Time runs from such fulfilment.|— 
In July, 1817, a mtge. was executed by deft., for 
securing, first, to deft.’s bankers, the payment of 
a sum of £1,620 & upwards, & in rest 5 &, 
secondly, to pltf. a sum of £1,500 & interest, & 
pltf. thereby became a surety with deft. for pay- 
ment to the bankers of the amount so due to them. 
A power of sale was given to the bankers, which 
they exercised in the year 1834, but the proceeds of 
the sale were not sufficient to satisfy the amount 
due to them. By a deed-poll, dated Aug. 7, 1817, 
after reciting the existence of the debt due from 
deft. to pltf., & the fact that pltf. had become 
surety for deft. in divers instances, & that deft. 
had considerable expectations from the relations 
& friends of himself & his wife, & that he was 
desirous as far as might be of securing the payment 
of the debt due to pltf., deft., in the most extensive 
terms, nominated pltf. his attorney irrevocable, 
to sue for & receive from all persons whomsoever, 
all sums of money, & all legacies & bequests, which 
should or might become due or payable to him, or 
his wife, etc. Several of the relatives of deft. & 
his wife, subsequently to the date of the deed-poll, 
bequeathed legacies to deft. & his wife eu antec ; 
& in the year 1842, pltf. filed this bill, seeking the 
benefit of the deed-poll, & a decree for payment 
to pltf. of the legacies so bequeathed to deft. & 
his wife in satisfaction, so far as the same would 
extend, of the debt due to pltf.:—Held: pltf.’s 
debt was not barred by Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), notwithstanding the lapse of twenty-five 
years between the date of the security & the filing 
of the bill ; the power of attorney contained in the 
deed-poll was in the nature of a covenant, & whilst 
the trusts of the indenture of July, 1817, remained 
unsatisfied, Statute of Limitations would not run 
against pltf.’s debt. ‘ 

Whilst this trust was pending, & whilst he 
might expect to receive payment by means of it, 
& whilst steps were taking towards payment of 
the prior debt, until satisfaction of which he had 
no remedy for himself, it cannot, I think, be 
maintained that time ran against him, so as to 
deprive him of the benefit of his own securities ; 
& it appears to me, that until the trust was 
exhausted in 1834, the covenant remained in 
force, wholly unaffected by time (LORD LANG- 
DALE, M.R.).—BENNETT v. COOPER (1846), 9 
Beav. 252; 15 L. J. Ch. 315; 71. T. O. S. 209 ; 


10 Jur. 507 ; 50 E. R. 340. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Seager’s Estate, Seager v. Aston 
(1857), 29 L. T. O. 8. 154. Mentd. Re Clarke, Coombe 
v, Carter (1887), 36 Ch. D. 348; Tailby v, Official Receiver 
(1888), 13 App. Cas. 523. 

764. Time runs from _ breach.] — Deft. 
being seised in fee of land & coal beneath it, in 
1844, let the coal, by a written agreement, to 
lessees for a term of twenty-five years, with power 
to enter & work & carry away the coal across the 
land, & all other powers fit & necessary for the 
working & carrying. The lessees entered & 
worked & carried away coal, & after they had 


CHUTE (1847), 11 Ts L. R. 442.—IR. 
oo ee EK ENNEDY 
v. WHALEY (1848), 12 I. L. R. 54.—I1R. 
qa. —— Payable by instalments.) — 
When a bond is entered into to pay off 
money due under a decree monthly by 
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Parr II].—SpPEctraLrizs. 


ceased, deft., in 1845, conveyed by deed a portion 
of the land to J., a purchaser, who had previously 
been through the workings, but was not shown 
to have any knowledge of the agreement or its 
terms. By the deed deft. covenanted with J., 
his appointees, heirs & assigns for title, for quiet 
enjoyment, & against incumbrances. In 1846 J. 
appointed the portion of land to pltf., a purchaser, 
who afterwards built houses thereon, & who had 
no knowledge of the workings until the land & 
houses subsided, in 1865. The subsidence was 
caused by the workings which had been carried 
on before the conveyance to J. In 1848, the 
lessees entered the mine & took fireclay, which 
they had no right to take, & also fragments of 
coal of nominal value, but these acts did not 
contribute to cause the subsidence. In 1867, 
pitf., as appointee of J., sued deft. on the covenants 
for title & quiet enjoyment, that, after pltf. 
became seised, the lessces entered & worked, 
whereby the damage was caused :—Held : (BRAM- 
WELL, B.) assuming the agreement to be a breach 
of the covenant for title, it was not a continuing 
breach, & the action was barred by Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (c. 42).—SPoOR v. GREEN (1874), L. R. 


9 Exch. 99; 43 L. J. Ex. 57; 30 L. T. 393; 22 
W. R. 547. 


Annotation :-—Refd. Turner v. Moon, [1901] 2 Ch. 825. 

765. -}— By an indenture of con- 
veyance, dated in 1898, deft. as beneficial owner 
granted to pltf., his heirs & assigns, certain land 
subject to specified rights of way over a road 
forming part of the property which had been 
previously granted by deft. to other persons. 
The land was bought & sold for building purposes, 
& plitf. having built a house thereon discovered 
that, in addition to the rights of way specified in 
the conveyance, there existed a further right of 
way over the road, which had been granted by 
deft. in 1891 to another person & was innocently 
undisclosed by him. In an action for damages for 
breach of the covenant for title implied by Con- 
veyancing & Law of Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), 
s. 7:—Held: the breach was single, entire, & 
complete upon the execution of the conveyance ; 
& the proper measure of damages was the difference 
between the value of the property as it purported 
to be conveyed, & its value as the vendor had power 
to convey it. 

Such breach as there has been of the part of the 
covenant for good right to convey occurred & 
was complete upon the execution of the convey- 
ance. ... From the moment of the delivery of 
the conveyance Statute of Limitations in respect 
of this breach commenced to run (Joycs, J.).— 
TURNER v. Moon, [1901] 2 Ch. 825; 70 L. J. Ch. 
822; 85 L. T. 90; 50 W. R. 237. 

Annotations :—Mentd. G.W. Ry. v. Fisher, {1905] 1 Ch. 

316; Eastwood v. Ashton, [1913] 2 Ch. 39. 

Contract of guardntee—Action against surety- 
Time runs from demand.|—See GUARANTEE, Vol. 
XXVI., pp. 68, 69, Nos. 482, 483. 

Company proceedings—Return of excess capital.] 
— See COMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 161, No. 933. 
Recovery of dividend.]|—Sec COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., p. 598, No. 3962. 











Sect. 4.—DISABILITIES. 


ee generally, Part II., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 4, 
ante. 


instalments, each monthly instalment 
becomes a separate cause of action, & 


Hmitation applies to each instalment 112: 


separately.—MUSsSAMAT 
Kavu Saugvu (1869), $3 B. L. R. Ap. | ROGH v, 
12 W. R. 71.—IND. 487.—I 


Infancy A arr rae ea Civil Proce- 
dure Act, 18 Cc. , 8 4. 

“Absence peocnd seas.|—See Civil Procedure Act, 
1833 (c. 42), 88. 4, 7; Mercantile Law Amendment 
Act, 1856 (c. 97), 8. 10. 

Coverture.]—See Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882 (c. 75), ss.1 (2), 25. 


Sect. 5.—ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—By WHom MADE. 

See Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 53 
Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 97), 
s. 14, 

766. Party able to plead statute of limitation.| 
—RoppaM v. MorRuEY, No. 772, post. 

767. Where several obligors—Acknowledgment 
by one obligor.|—Roppam v. Morey, No. 1772, 
post. 

: 768. .j—A testator who died in 1823 
had covenanted in 1815 with trustees of a settle- 
ment made on the marriage of his son, that he, 
his heirs, exors., or administrators, would, during 
his life, or within three months after his death, 
pay to the trustees £3,000, to be held by them upon 
the trusts of the settlement. Testator, by his 
will, devised his P. estate to trustees for sale for 
payment of his debts, the trustees of that estate 
being also his exors., & he devised his D. estate, to 
which he was entitled in remainder expectant on 
the death of F., who died in 1860, to trustees upon 
trust for E. for life, with remainders over. E. 
mortgaged his equitable life-interest in 1863, the 
£3,000 not having been paid, though interest 
thereon had been paid down to 1849 by the eXOrs. 
& trustees of the P. estate, the trustees of the son's 
marriage settlement instituted a suit for the pur- 
pose of having that sum, with interest, raised by 
sale or mtge. of the D. estate :—Held: the pay- 
ment of interest by the exors. & trustees of the 
P. estate, was not such an acknowledgment 
‘by the party liable by virtue of such indenture 
or specialty, or his agent,”’ within Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 5, as would take the debt out 
of the Statute: consequently the debt was barred 
as against the appealing defts.—Coore v. CRESS- 
WELL (1866), 2 Ch. App. 112; 36 L. J. Ch. 1143 
15 L. T. 427; 15 W. R. a c F 
} —, : ward vw. 
A808). "6D LS ok a onsd, Fee acey. Howard v. 
ightfoot, [1907] 1 Ch. 330. Refd. Pears v. Laing (1871), 

L. R. 12 Eq. 41; Re Hollingshead, Holl head v. 

Webster (1888), 37 Ch. D. 651; Re Hyatt, Bowles v. 

Hyatt (1888), 38 Ch. D. 609; Edwards v. Walters, {1896} 

2 Ch. 157; Astbury v. Astbury, (1898) 2 Ch. 111; Re 

Chant, Bird v. Godfrey, [1905] 2 Ch. 225; Read v. Price, 

[1909] 2 K. B. 724. Mentd. British Mutual Investment 

Co. v. Smart (1875), 10 Ch. App. 567; He Atkinson, 

Proctor v, Atkinson, [1908] 2 Ch. 307. 

769. .|—In 1822, A. mortgaged part 
of his V. estate & some renewable leaseholds 
to secure £1,000, & the deed contained the usual 
covenant by A. for himself, his heirs, exors., & 
administrators, for payment of principal & interest. 
A. died in 1825, having by his will devised to B. 








England 








his son, & C. his X. estate, in trust for his daughters 


D. & B. for life, with remainder, in the events 
which happened, to his other children, & the whole 
of his V. estate to the same trustees in trust for 
his daughter F. for life, with remainder to her 
children. The trustees were empowered to sell 
both estates, & apply the proceeds upon the trusts 
declared of the same; & the will contained a devise 
KHEDU . 


v. Yr. 





Continuing breach.}—Mor: 
ALLEYNE (1873), 7 I. R. Eq 
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Sect, 5.— Acknowledgment: Sub-sects. 1, 2 & 8, A. 


to the same trustees of his other real estates, the 
renewable leaseholds, & his personal estate, upon 
trust to sell & apply the proceeds in payment of 
legacies & the mtges. on V. & X. estates, & his 
other debts, the general residue being given to B. 
B. died in 1830, having by will given all his estate 
to his sisters D. & E. & appointed them his extrices. 
In 1831, mtges. affecting X. estate, & the part of 
V. estate not comprised in the mtge. of 1822, were 
paid off out of A.’s general estate, & reconveyances 
were executed to C. as surviving trustee of his 
ill. ID. received the rents of a moiety of X. 
estate, & paid interest on the mtge. of 1822, until 
her death in 1859. In 1864, G. who had by 
representation become the surviving trustee of 
A.’s will, & as such trustee for the persons bene- 
ficially interested of the equity of redemption of 
the property comprised in the mtge. of 1822, 
sold the renewable leaseholds, & applied the pur- 
chase money in discharging the arrears of interest 
due on that mtge., & in satisfaction pro tanto of 
the principal. In a creditors’ suit instituted in 
1867 by the administrator of the transferee of the 
mtge. of 1822 for an account, sale of the mtged. 
property, &, in case the money to arise by the 
sale should be insufficient, that the deficiency might 
be made good out of the assets of A. :—Held: 
the claim was not barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), & Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (c. 42), as independently of the appli- 
cation of the proceeds of the sale in 1864 in 
satisfaction pro tanto of the debt & interest, the 
payment of interest by D. until her death in 
1859 was binding upon all persons interested 
either in the mtged. property or in the other 
property of A. which was liable, by reason of 
the covenant, for repayment of interest, & kept 
the specialty alive against them.—PEARS v. LAING 
(1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 41; 40 L. J. Ch. 225; 24 
L. T. 19; 19 W. R. 653. 
Annotations :—Refd. Barclay v. Owen (1889), 60 L. T. 220; 


fe England, Steward v. England (1895), 65 L. J. Ch. 21; 
Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, [1907] 1 Ch. 330. 


770. -}— Re Lacky, HOWARD uv, 
LIGHTFOOT, No. 919, post. 

771. -|—(1) An acknowledgment in 
writing by one of several obligors is an acknowledg- 
ment by a party liable by virtue of the specialty 
within Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 5, as 
interpreted by Roddam v. Morley, No. 772, post, 
so as to take out of the operation of sect. 3 of that 
Act an action founded on the liability of the 
surviving obligors, & stands on the same footing 
as payment. 

(2) Parol evidence is admissible to prove the 
contents of a written acknowledgment which 
has been lost.—READ v. PRICE, [1909] 2 K. B. 
724; 78 L. J. K. B. 1187; 101 L. T. 60; 25 
T. L. R. 701, C. A. 

772. Any one party liable—Devisee.|—A tenant 
for life under the will of a person who, in 1826, 
gave a bond, in which his heirs were bound, to 
secure payment of £300, paid interest upon the 
bond debt up to 1847. Upon a bill filed by the 
bond creditor, after the death of the tenant for 
life, to enforce payment of the bond debt against 
the estate of the obligor :—Held: (1) acknow- 
ledgment by the “party liable’? within Civil 
Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 5, extends to the 
case of acknowledgment by one of the parties 
liable ; (2) under the Statutes of Fraudulent 
Devises, a devisee liable by virtue of its provisio 
is a party liable within Civil Procedure Act, 183 
(c. 42), 8. 5; (3) acknowledgment within Civil 














oF ACTIONS. 


Procedure Act, 1835 (c. 42), s. 5, by the tenant for 
life, sets free the right of action generally, & not 
merely against the party making the acknow- 
ledgment; (4) an acknowledgment within Civil 
Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), does not operate on 
the footing of a fresh promise, & as constituting 
upon that ground a new cause of action, as under 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & Statute of 
Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14); & an 
action in which such acknowledgment is to be 
operative must be maintained upon the original 
obligation; (5) an acknowledgment te one of 
several obligors is un acknowledgment by the 
party liable within the statute; & any part 
who could plead the limitation given by Civ 
Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 8, to an action 
on the bond, is capable under sect. 5 of making an 
acknowledgment so as to prevent the operation 
of sect. 3 in his favour. 

(6) A bond debt is not ‘‘ charged upon” or 
‘payable out of land’ within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 5s. 40.—RopDAM vw. 
MoRLFy (1857), 1 De G. & J.1; 26 L. J. Ch. 438 ; 
29 L. T. O. 8S, 151; 3 Jur. N. S. 449; 5 W. R. 
510; 44 H.R. 622, L. C. 

Annotations :—-As to (1) Distd. Coopo v. Cresswell (1866), 2 
Ch. App. 112. As to (2) Distd. Dickenson v. Teasdale 
(1862), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 52. Refd. Kdwards v. Walters, 

[1896] 2 Ch. 157. As to (3) Consd. Pears ». Laing (1871), 

4. I. 12 Kq. 41; Re Hollingshead, Hollingshead v. 

Webster (1888), 37 Ch. D. 651. Apld. Dibb v. Walker, 

{1893] 2 Ch. 429; Re Chant, Bird ». Godfrey, [1905] 2 
Ch. 225; Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, [1907] 1 Ch. 
330. Refd. Barclay v. Owen (1889), L. T. 220; 
ée Engiand, Steward », England, {1895} 2 Ch. 100; Ast- 
bury v. Astbury, [1898] 2 Ch. 111. 4s to (5) Apld. Read 
v. Price, [1909] 2 K. B. 724. 

773. Interests distinct.|—-CoopE v. CRESS- 
WELL, No. 768, ante. 

7174. |—Re Lacry, 
FOOT, No. 919, post. 

775. Receiver— Payment not authorised by 
order of appointment.|—-Payments made by a 
receiver in a suit, but which were not authorised 
by the order appointing him, held not to take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations. ; 

In a suit by the exors. of two deceased partners 
against the third, who survived, to take the 
accounts of the concern, a receiver was appointed, 
& ordered to pay the proceeds of the assets into 
ct. Instead of this, he paid them over to one of 
pltfs., in part discharge of the debt due to their 
testator from the estate of the other deceased 
partner, upon the balance of the accounts as then 
estimated :—Held: such payment did not take 
such debt out of Statute of Limitations.—WuT- 
LEY v. LOWE (1858), 25 Beav. 421; 31 L. T. 0. 8S. 
5; 4Jur. N.S. 197; 6 W. R. 236; 53 EB. R. 697; 
affd.2 De G. & J. 704, L. JJ. 

776. Acknowledgment by party actually charge- 
able—Necessity for.|—The acknowledgment pro- 
vided for by Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 
s. 5,in order to take a specialty debt out of the 
operation of that statute, need not be made by 
the person chargeable to the person entitled, or 
amount to a promise to pay. Therefore, an 
admission of a bond debt, contained in the answer 
of the exors. of the obligor in a suit to which the 
obligee was not a party :—Held; sufficient to take 
the bond debt out of the operation of that statute. 
—MOODIE v. BANNISTER (1859), 4 Drew. 482; 
28 L. J. Ch. 881; 32 L. T. O. 8. 876; 6 Jur. N.S. 
402; 7W.R.278; 62 E.R. 166. 


Annotations :~-Refd. Gopeekishen Goshamee v. Brinda- 
bunchunder Sircar Chow (18869), 13 Moo. Ind. App. 
87; Re y, Howard v. htfoot. ae 1 Ch. 330. 
Mentd. Fuller v. Redman (No. 2) (1859), 26 Beav. 614; 
Lucas v, Dixon (1889), 58 L. J. Q. B. 161; 
Hutchins, [1896] 1 Ch. 844. 








HowWarRp v. LIGHT- 


Trevor v. 


Sus-secT. 2.—To WHom MADE. 


jee Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 5. 

‘17, Whether to be made to person entitled— 
knowledgment to person other than creditor— 
sital in deed.J—In an action of covenant on an 
enture of mtge. of certain houses, executed in 
14, by deft., in favour of pltf.’s testator, to 
ure payment of £400, & interest, pltf., in order 
take the case out of Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
42), gave in evidence a deed executed by deft., 
thin twenty years before action brought, but 
which deed pitf.’s testator was no party. The 
ed, after reciting that deft. had executed a 
ige. of the houses in question to pltf.’s testator, 
‘securing to him a sum of £320 & interest, stated 
at he conveyed that & other properties to trustees 
. trust to sell, & out of the proceeds of the sale to 
y off all the mtges. & other incumbrances 
lecting the property, & then to pay the creditors, 
th an ultimate trust as to the surplus :—Held : 
is was not an acknowledgment of the debt within 
ct. 5 of the statute, so as to take the case out of 
i¢ operation of sect. 3.—Howcutt v. BoNnsER 
849), 3 Exch. 491; 18 L. J. Ex. 262; 154 E.R. 
+ sub nom. Howketr v. Bonsor, 13 L. T. 


778. —— Admission in pleading.|—-Moopir 
BANNISTER, No. 776, ante. 

779. —— Or his agent.|—ForsyTH v. BRIs- 
OWE, No. 789, post. 

780. -———.]—Re TVacey, 
oot, No. 919, post. 





HOowaRD v. LIGHT- 


SuB-sEcT, 3.—SUFFICIENCY. 
A. In General. 


See Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 5. 

781. Payment—By recelver— Payment not 
\uthorised by order of appointment.|—WHITLEY 
, LOWE, No. 775, ante. 

782. Separate sum secured by one bond— 
>ayment in respect of one sum.|—By an agree- 
nent, a sum of £1000, part of the purchase-money 
ff real estate, was secured by a bond. The 
wrangement was that £750 was to be paid to a 
serson named on a given event, & the remaining 
32250, to another person on another event. The 
went upon which the £250 became payable 
aappened more than twenty years before the filing 
x the bill, & it was alleged that that sum had 
aever been paid. Ths event on which the £750 
yecame payable happened within the twenty 
years, & the £750 was then paid :—Held: where 
iwo separate sums are secured by one bond, a 
payment in respect of one sum does not prevent 
Statute of Limitations running in respect of the 
other. The payment of the £750 did not prevent 
the £250 being barred by the statute.—ASHLIN v. 
‘WEE (1875), 44 L. J. Ch. 376; 32 L. T. 348; 23 

WR. 458, L. JJ. 

' %88. ——- Evidence—Indorsement of part pay- 
iment.]—TURNER v. CRISP (1740), 2 Stra. 827; 93 
u. R. 876 


1 Cr, & M. 
wie, 





Annotations :—Retd. Gleadow v. Atkin (1833), 
410: Briggs v. Wilson (1853), 5 DeG. M. & G 


784. Promise to pay—-Acknowledgment need 
aot amount to.|—-MooDIE v. BANNISTER, No. 776, 
ante. 

785. Admission of debt—lIn sult to which obligee 
not party.|—Moopie v. BANNISTER, No. 776, ante. 

786. Lost acknowledgment — Admissibility of 
parol evidence.|-—READ v. Prick, No. 771, ante. 





B. Payment of Interest. 


See Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 5. 

787. Law similar to payment on simple con- 
tract debts.|—(1) The law in regard to the effect 
of payment of interest on a simple contract debt 
of a testator by the tenant for life of the real estate 
stands on the same footing as that in respect of 
payment of interest on a specialty debt. 

(2) Payments made by a tenant for life under a 
will of real estate held to be sufficient admission 
of the liability of the real estate, & sufficient 
evidence to keep alive a simple contract debt of 
testator.—Re HOLLINGSHEAD, HOLLINGSHEAD v. 
WEBSTER (1888), 37 Ch. D. 651; 57 L. J. Ch. 
400; 58L. T. 758; 36 W. R. 660; 4 T. L. R. 275. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Dibb v. Walker, [1893] 2 


Ch. 429; Re Chant, Bird v. Godfrey, [1905] 2 Ch. 225. 
As to (2) Consd. Dibb v. Walker, [1893] 2 Ch. 429. Expld. 
Astbury, {1898] 2 Ch. 111. Refd. Edwards v. 


Astbury v. 
Walters, [1896] 2 Ch. 157 ; Re Macdonald, Dick v. Fraser, 
(1897] 2 Ch. 181; Re Chant, Hird v, Godfrey, {1905] 2 Ch. 
925; Ie Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, [1907] 1 Ch. 330, 


788. Bond to replace stock—-Payments by way 
of interest—Bond conditioned for such payments.| 
—An action upon a bond conditioned for the 
replacement of stock is barred by the lapse of 
twenty years after the time at which the stock 
ought to be replaced, & cannot be kept alive by 
the payment of sums by way of interest upon the 
money which the stock would represent. Alifer, 
upon a bond conditioned for the annual payment 
of such sums as the obligor would have been en- 
titled to receive by way of dividends upon the stock 
if replaced.— BLAIR v. ORMOND (1851), 17 Q. B. 
423; 20L. J. Q. B. 444; 18 L. T. O. 8.18; 15 
Jur. 1054; 117. EB. R 1841. 
Annotation :—~-Expld. Amott v. Holden (1852), 18 Q. B. 593. 

789. Interest on mortgage debt.]|—A deed by 
which the mtgor. conveyed the equity of re- 
demption, after reciting the mtge. deed, containcd 
a recital that the principal sum still remained due, 
all the interest thereon having been paid up to the 
date thereof. The deed also contained a covenant 
by the assignee of the equity of redemption to pay 
the principal sum and interest thereon :—Held : 
(1) in an action by the mtgec. against the mtgor. 
upon the mtge. deed, the recital in the deed of 
conveyance which was made within twenty years 
of action brought, was evidence of the payment of 
interest on the mtge. debt, so as to take the case 
out of Statute of Limitations, Civil Procedure Act, 
1833 (c. 42), s. 5, & 7 Will. 4 & 1 Vict., c. 28; 
(2) the subsequent payment of interest by tho 
assignee of the equity of redemption was payment 
by the ‘‘ agent’ of the mtgor. within the meaning 
of the statute. 

Qu. : whether the “ acknowledgment ”’ required 
to take the case out of Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), s. 5, must be an acknowledgment made to 
the creditor or his agent.—Forsytn v. Bristow 
(1853), 8 Exch. 716; 10.1. R. 262; 22 L. J. Ex. 
255; 21 L. T. O. S. 180; 17 Jur. 675; 1 W. R. 
356; 155 HE. R. 1540; previous proceedings, 8 
Exch. 347. 

Annotations :—.As to (2) Expid. Coons v. Cresswell (1866), 2 
Ch. App. 112. Apld. Dibb v. Walker, [1893) 2 
Refd. Roddam », Moriey (1857), 1DeG. & J.1; 

v. Hawkesley (1859), 28 L. J. B. 370; Re England, 


Steward v. ingland (1895), 65 L. J. Ch. 21; Re Laccy, 
Howard »v, Lightfoot, {1907] 1 Ch. 330. 


790. By tenant for life—Of settled equity 
of redemption.|—-Payment of interest by tenant 
for life of a settled equity of redemption is sufficient 
to keep alive the right of action on the covenant of 
the settlor within Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 
s. 5.—DIBB v. WALKER, [1893] 2 Ch. 429; 
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ne i comer Sect. 1: Sub-eect. 1, A.] 


L. J. Ch. 636; 68 L. T. 610; 41 W. R. 427; 87 


Sol. Jo. 355; 3 RK. 474. ; 
7 — . Re Chant, Bird v. Godfrey, [1905] ¢ 
reed ees. England, Steward v. England (1895 


) 

Crt TOh. 21; Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, (1907) J 

Ch. 330. 

791. Evidence of payment—lIndorsement on 
pond—By obligee.|—The indorsement of interest 
being paid [on a bond] within twenty years shall 
be given in evidence though under the hand of the 
obligee.—_BARRINGTON (LORD) v. SEARLE (17380), 3 
Bro. Parl. Cas. 593; 3 P. Wms. 396, n.; 1 E. R. 
1518; sub nom. SERLE v. BARRINGTON (LORD), 
2 Ld. Raym. 1870; 8 Mod. Rep. 278; sub nom. 
SEARLE v. BARRINGTON (LORD), 2 Stra. 826, H. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Glynn v. Bank of England (1750), 2 

Ves. Sen. 38; Gleadow v. Atkin (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 410. 

Refd. Barnes v. Ransom (1730), 1 Barn. K. B. 432; Briggs 

v. Wilson (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 12; Edye v. Kingsford 

(1854), 2 C. L. R. 832. 

792. -}— Indorsements by 
obligee of payment of interest, evidence to take 
off presumption of time.—GLYNN v. BANK OF 
ENGLAND (1750), 2 Ves. Sen. 38 ; 28 E. R. 26, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Gleadow v. Atkin (1833), 1 Cr. & M- 

410; Briggs v. Wilson (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 12. 

793. Indorsement in own hand- 
writing.|—Where, in debt on a bond more than 
twenty years old, to rebut the presumption of 
payment, the obligee gave evidence of payment 
of interest by the obligor to B. equal in amount to 
the interest that would become due on the bond :— 
Held: an indorsement on the bond in the hand- 
writing of the obligee, & which appeared to have 
been made at or about the time when the bond 
was executed, but which was not proved to have 
been ever seen by the obligor, stating that the 
bond was given to the obligee in trust for B. was 
admissible in evidence to connect the payments of 
interest with the bond.—GLEADOW v. ATKIN 
(1833), 1 Cr. & M. 410; 3 Tyr. 289; 2 L. J. Ex. 
153; 149 E. R. 459. 

Annotations :—Refd. Briggs v. Wilson (1854), 5 De G. M. & 

G. 12; Edye v. Kingsford (1854), 2 C. L. R. 832. Mentd. 


Marks v. Lahée (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 408; Ward v. Vitt, 
Lloyd v. Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co., [1913] 2 K. B. 




















794, ———_ ——— By obligor—Indorsement in own 
handwriting..—RosE v. Bryant (1809), 2 Camp. 
321, N. P. 
er aOn :—Consd. Briggs v. Wilson (1854), 5 De G. M. & 


795. —— ——— Indorsement not in own 
handwriting.|—RoseE v. Bryant (1809), 2 Camp. 
321, N. P. 
gto :—Consd. Briggs v. Wilson (1854), 5 De G. M. & 


796. .|—Payment, within twenty 

ears, of interest accruing before twenty years, 
indorsed on the bond, is an acknowledgment that 
the principal was then due, sufficient to negative 
a plea of solvit post diem. After twenty years, pay- 
ment is presumed. 

Payment within twenty years of interest which 
has accrued beyond the twenty years, is only 
proof that such a bond once existed. But the 
making of the indorsement on the bond itself, in 
1808, 1s an admission that the debt was a valid 
subsisting debt within the twenty years (PARKE, 
J.).—-SANDERS v. MEREDITH (1828), 3 Man. & 
Ry. K. B. 116. 
sear iia :—~Refd. Gleadow v. Atkin (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 











797. Payment presumed—Same person to pay 
& receive.|—Pitfs., who were trustees of a marriage 
settlement, lent J. a sum of money which “was 
Bettled to the separate use of his wife, H., on the 
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joint bond of J. & deft., dated Nov. 1, 1838. In 

1847, no interest having been nee on the bond, it 

was arranged at an interview between pltfs. & J. 

& his wife that she should, as the interest on the 

trust money became due to her from pltfs., give 

pltfs. her receipt acknowledging the payment of 
such interest, & that the transaction should be 
considered by all the parties as a payment to pltfs. 
by J. of the interest due to them from him on the 
bond, & as a payment by esa to H. of the interest 
due to her from pltfs., on the trust money. In pur- 
suance of this arrangement H. gave pltfs. from 
time to time receipts, the last of which, dated 

Feb. 1, 1861, was in the following form : ‘“‘ Received 

of Mr. James Amos all the interest due upon 

£816 at £5 per cent. interest on bond given by 

J. & James Smith up to Nov. 1, 1859, upon my 

marriage settlement. Signed H.’’ No money ever 

actually passed between the parties on any 
occasion :—Held: the transaction between the 
arties amounted to a payment of interest sufficient 

bo take the case out of Civil Procedure Act, 1833 

(c. 42)—Amos v. SMITH (1862), 1 H. & C, 238; 

81 1L. J. Ex. 423; 7L. T. 66; 10 W. R. 759; 158 

E. R. 873. 

Annotations :—Consd. Maber v. Maber (1867), L. R. 2 Exch. 
153; Re Dixon, Heynes v. Dixon, [1900] 2 Ch. 561. 
798. —— -|—Upon a marriage in 1818, a 

sum of £400 was handed over by the wife to the 

husband, & the husband executed a bond for repay- 
ment with interest at the expiration of six months, 
if required by the trustees of the marriage settle- 
ment. The trusts of the settlement were to pay 
the interest to the husband for life, then to the 
wife for life, & then for the benefit of the children, 
but if no children to transfer the trust funds to the 

next of kin of the wife. The husband died in 1853, 

leaving his wife his sole legatee & extrix., & his 

wife died in 1864. There were no children, & 
there had been no repayment & no demand :— 

Held: Statute of Limitations did not begin to run 

till the wife’s death.—MILLs v. BORTHWICK (1865), 

35 L. J. Ch. 81; 12 L. T. 600; 11 Jur. N.S. 558 ; 

13 W. R. 707. 

Annotation --—Menti; Re Dixon, Hoynes v. Dixon (1900), 83 


799. —— -|—By a marriage settlement 
dated in 1847, a fund belonging to the wife was 
vested in trustees in trust for investment ‘‘ on 
real or personal securities bearing interest,’’ with 
power of varying investments with the written 
consent of the husband & wife or the survivor, & 
to pay the income to the wife for her separate use 
without pone of anticipation, then to the husband 
for life, & after the death of the survivor, as to the 
capital, upon the trusts therein mentioned. In 
1852, the trustees, on the written consent of the 
wife, lent the trust fund in cash to the husband 
on the security of bis bond in a penal sum, con- 
ditioned for repayment to the trustees of the sum 
advanced with interest at 4 per cent. per annum 
six months after date. The bond contained no 
stipulation in terms for payment of interest beyond 
the six months. The husband & wife lived together 
in amity for more than twenty years after the date 
of the bond, the wife dying in 1876 & the husband 
in 1896. At his death the bond was found in his 
possession. He never, either during his wife’s 
ifetime or afterwards, paid any interest on the 
bond or gave any written acknowledgment of his 
indebtedness under it :—Held: the bond debt was 
not barred by Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 
s. 5, on the grounds (a) that the bond, being & 
penalty bond, was an interest-bearing security 
carrying interest, though not mentioned, beyond 
the date fixed for payment of the debt; (6) that 








Part IV.—Monry Cuarcep Upon or PAYABLE OUT OF LAND, ETC. 


the husband & wife had lived together in amity 
_. Was unnecessary, in order to prevent the statute 
from running to go through the formality of the 
husband paying the interest to the trustees, the 
trustees paying it to the wife, & the wife paying 
it to the husband; & (c) that, as the husband 
took with full notice that the money lent was 
trust money & liable to investment on interest 
bearing security, he was in the position of an ex- 
press trustee.—Re Drxon, HeyYNES v. DIXON, 
[1900] 2 Ch. 561; 69 L. J. Ch. 609; 83 L. T. 129; 
48 W. R. 665; 44 Sol. Jo. 515, ©. A. 


Annotations : — Consd. Re Eyre-Williams, Williams v. 
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Williams [1998] 2 Ch. 588. Refd. Re Drax, Savile v. 
Drax, [1903] 1 Cb. 781. 
.]—Compare Nos. 929-932, post. 


SuB-SECT. 4.—-EFFECT OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 

800. Releases right of action generally—Not only 
against party acknowledging—Acknowledgment by 
tenant for life.—-Roppam v. MorLEy, No. 772, 
ante. 

801. Does not operate as fresh promise—Con- 
stituting new cause of action.|—RoppAmM v. MoR- 
LEY, No. 772, ante. 


Part 1V—Money Charged Upon or Payable out of Land 
or Rent, or Secured by a Judgment, and Legacies, 
and Personal Estates of Intestates. 


SrctT. 1.—PRINCIPAL MONEYS. 


SuB-sEcT. 1.—To WHat Moneys LIMITATION 
APPLICABLE. 
A. Money Charged also Secured by Trust. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
8. 10. 

802. Former law.]—R. in 1806 gave a bond 
for £1,500, with warrant of attorney, both con- 
ditioned to pay the principal at R.’s death, to his 
son T. & C. as marriage trustees of G. to pay 
interest to G. for life, & afterwards the principal 
to G.’s children. On T.’s marriage in 1807, R.’s 
real estates were settled on T., subject to a term 
of 300 years, for raising £5,000 to pay all ‘ judg- 
ment & specialty debts now due & owing by R.” 
R. died in 1816, leaving T. his exor., who survived 
C. his co-obligee. ‘TT. was in possession of the 
estates till his death in 1836, when his son & exor. 
B. came into possession. G. died in 1846, & G.’s 
children, in 1848, filed a bill against B. & his 
children, & the owners of the term, for an account 
& sale of the estates, to pay the bond, there being 
still part of the £5,000 unraised on the term :— 
Held: the bond debt was not a specialty debt 
owing by R. at the date of the creation of the 
term; the debt was not charged on the estate ; 
the suit should have been against the personal 
representative of R. the term being part of his 
assets. Further, though the right to suc at law 
on the bond which accrued in 1816 was barred by 
Statute of Limitations, yet here R. the obligor, 
was a trustee for G.’s children, & the mere fact 
that R. had superadded a legal obligation, by 
giving a bond for the money, did not alter his 
position, & Statute of Limitations was no bar. 

The effect of a charge of this nature, to be raised 
by express trust, falls within the saving as much 
as if the express trust had been applied not to 
charges upon the land but to the land itself (LorD 
St. ONARDS).—BURROWES v. GORE (1858), 6 
H. L. Cas. 907; 32 L. T. O. S. 21; 4 Jur. N.S. 
1245; 6 W. R. 699; 10 E. R. 1551, H. L. 
Annotations :—Oonsd. _Re Jordison, Raine v. 

[1922] 1 Ch. 440. Refd. Mutlow v. Bigg (1874), L. R. 

18 Eq. 246; Re ar Marriage Settlmt., Underhill 

v. Plumptre, [1910] 1 Ch. 609; Re Turner, Klaftenberger 
v. Groombridge, (19171 1 Ch. 422. 

808. Limitation period unaffected by trust.]— 
A testator devised his real estate to trustees for a 
term of five thousand years, to raise the de- 
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ficiency of his personal estate to pay his debts & 
legacies, & which term was to cease on the per- 
formance of the trusts ; subject thereto he devised 
it to his son in fee. In 1807 the son conveyed his 
estate to a creditor, B., in trust, by sale or mtge., 
to raise & pay the debt. In 1811 a suit was in- 
stituted to administer testator’s real & personal 
estate, but B. was not made a party until 1841. 
He took no steps to realise his security, & obtained 
no payment or acknowledgment. The estate was 
sold, & the surplus was in ct. In 1857 :—Held: 
B.’s claim was barred by Statute of Limitations, 
& it was not protected either by the prior term or 
the pending litigation—HuMBLE v. HUMBLE 
(1857), 24 Beav. 535; 30 L. T. O. S. 125; 3 
Jur. N.S. 1289; 53 BE. R. 464. 

804. .|—A testator gave all his property 
upon trust for sale & conversion into money, & 
“‘ after payment thereout ’’ of his debts & funeral 
& testamentary expenses, to be held upon certain 
trusts. The exor. advertised for creditors & a 
creditor sent in a claim. More than six, & less 
than twelve, years after the alleged debt was 
incurred the exor., having applied for & failed to 
obtain from the creditor particulars of the claim 
took out a summons asking that the claim might 
be adjudicated upon by the ct. :—Held: ag to 
the real estate, the testator’s debts being by his 
will charged thereon, the period of limitation was 
twelve years, and consequently the claim was not 
barred. Qu.: whether as to such proportion of 
the debt as was properly attributable to personal 
estate the claim ought not to be considered as 
barred. 

I can have no doubt whatever that by this will 
at least a charge, if not an express trust, is created 
for payment of debts out of the proceeds of the 
real estate, & it is indifferent now whether it is a 
charge or a trust, because under the recent Act 
the time of limitation is the same, viz. twelve 

ears, whether it be a charge or a trust (Kay, J.).— 
é STEPHENS, WARBURTON v. STEPHENS (1889), 
48 Oh. D. 39; 69 L. J. Ch. 109; 61 L. T. 609. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Raggi, Brass v. Young, [1 
Ch. 206. Refd. Barnes v. Glenton, [1899] 1 & Sacre 
Re Balls, Trewby v. Balls, (1909) 1 Ch. 791. : 


805. -|—Re WELCH, MITOHELL v. Wu.4- 
DERS, No. 872, post. 
806. Conveyance to raise two sums—Right to 
raise one sum not barred—Effect on right to raise 
: D 
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Sect. 1.—Principal moneys: Sub-sect, 1, A., B., C. | statute.—He Jonnson, SLY v. ear (1885), 29 
& ‘ 


D. (a).] 
remainder.]—-(1) A conveyance of land to trustees 
for a term of years upon trust to raise specific 
sums of money is an express trust within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 10. 

(2) Where land is conveyed to trustees for a 
term of years upon trust to raise two sums of 
money, & it is held, in an action brought to 
recover both sums, that they are entitled to enter 
& raise one of these sums, but that the other is 
barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), the right to raise the second sum is not 
preserved by the success of the action in respect 
of the first sum.—WILLIAMS v. WILiaMs, Re 
HARTLEY, WILLIAMS v. JONES, [1900] 1 Ch. 152; 
69 L. J. Ch. 77; 81 L. T. 804; 48 W. R. 245. 


B. Claims to Personal Estate of Intestates. 


Norre.—The law on this subject was formerly 
governed by Law of Property Amendment Act, 
1860 (c. 38), 8. 13, now repealed by Law of Property 
Amendment Act, 1924 (c. 5). With regard to deaths 
occurring after Jan. 1, 1926, reference should be 
made to Administration of Estates Act, 1925 (c. 23), 
ss. 33, 46, 54; Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), ss. 1 (3), 
8; Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66), 8. 25 (2), & Part 
VI., post. 


807. Proceedings barred after twenty years.|— 
Re JENNENS, WILLIS v. HOWE (EARL), No. 810, 


post. 

808. |\—(1) The words ‘‘a present right 
to receive,’’ which occur in Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40, & also in Law of 
Property Amendment Act, 1860 (c. 38), mean a 
present right to receive from the exors. or ad- 
ministrators, or their representatives, & not from 
the debtor to the estate. 

(2) The operation of Law of Property Amend- 
ment Act, 1860 (c. 38), s. 13, is retrospective so 
that the limitation of twenty years ‘‘ next after a 
present right to receive the same shall have 
accrued’ thereby imposed, in analogy to Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40, upon 
claims to recover personal estate of ‘‘ any person 
dying intestate possessed by the legal personal 
representative of such intestate’ is not confined 
to the case of persons dying intestate after 
Dec. 31, 1860, the time fixed by the sect. for 
commencement of the operation of the enactment. 
peter add | a claim by next of kin for general 
administration of the estate of an intestate who 
died in 1848 was barred at the end of twenty-one 
years from that date; & leave to revive an ad- 
ministration suit relating to the same estate in 
which no proceeding had been taken since the 
decree in 1855 was refused. But with respect to 
assets of the intestate not received by the ad- 
ministrator until 1870 (more than twenty years 
after the death & within twenty years before the 
issue of the writ) the claim of the next of kin to 
administration limited to such assets was not 
barred ; there being no “‘ present right to receive ”’ 
on the part of the next of kin until the assets had 
been actually recovered by. the administrator. 

The remark attributed to Lorp Rommuxzy in 
Reed v. Fenn, No. 818, post, that the Statute 
does not apply to assets re undistributed 
is not properly capable of being supported on the 
true construction of the statute (Cuirry, J +). 

(3) Part payment by the administrator out of a 
particular asset which has so fallen in will not 
revive the right to sue for general administration 
which waa at the time of payment barred by 





Ch. D. 964; 52 L. T. 682; 33 W. R. 502 

Annotations :—As to (2) Distd. Re Owen, [1894] 3 Ch. 220. 
Refd. He Lacy, Royal General Theatrical Fund Assocn. 
v. Kydd, {1899} 9 Ch. 149; Re Richardaon, Pole v. Patten: 
don, [1919] 2 Ch, 50. 

809. -}— An action brought against the 
representatives of deceased administrators, claim- 
ing to have the grant of letters of administration 
recalled, dismissed as being frivolous & vexatious, 
on the grounds that, as the powers conferred by 
the grant ceased on the death of the original 
grantees, it was not necessary to recall the grant ; 
that the representatives of the grantees were not 
concerned with the question of the propriety of 
the grant; & that no good could result from the 
action, as any claim against the representatives 
of the original administrators in respect of their 
distribution of their intestate’s estate would, 
having regard to the time which had elapsed since 

is death, be barred by Law of Property 

Amendment Act, 1860 (c. 38), s. 18.—WZ&ILLIS v. 

BEAUCHAMP (EARL) (1886), 11 P. D. 59; 55 

L. J. P. 17; 54 L. T. 185; 34 W. R. 357; 2 

T. L. R. 270, C. A. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Blair v. Cordner (1887), 36 W. R. 
64; Barrett v. Day, Day v. Foster (1890), 43 Ch. D. 435 ; 
Remmington v. Scoles, {1897} 2 Ch. 1. 

810. Operation of statute retrospective.|—Pltfs. 
sued to recover property, both real & personal, to 
which, as alleged, their predecessors in title had 
become entitled upon the death of a testator, in 
1798, who had died intestate as to the whole 
property comprised in his will; & alleged fraud 
& concealment on the part of defts. & their 
predecessors in title, which could not, with 
reasonable diligence, have been discovered prior 
to 1879 :—Held: upon demurrer, as to the real 
estate, the alleged fraud might, with reasonable 
diligence, have been sooner discovered, & there- 
fore, pltfs.’ title was barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 26; &, as regards 
the personal estate, Law of Property Amendment 
Act, 1860 (c. 38), s. 18, was an absolute bar to 
pltfs.’ claim, that sect. being held to be retro- 
spective.—Re JENNENS, WILLIS v. How (EARL) 
Gees 50 L. J. Ch. 43 48 L. T. 875; 29 W. R. 

0. 





1885), 20 


Annotations :—Folld. Re Johnson, Sly v. Blake 
heatrical 


Ch. D. 964. Refd. Re Lacy, Royal General 

Fund Assocn. v. Kydd, (1899] 2 Ch. 149, 

811. .} — Re Jounson, Sty v. BLAKE, No. 
808, ante. 

812. To what assets applicable — Assets mis- 
appropriated by mistake.|—REED v. FENN, No. 818, 


Assets distributed & assets retained.]} 
—(1) Law of Property Amendment Act, 1860 (c. 38). 
s. 18, is no bar to a suit by the administrator d¢ 
bonis non of an intestate against the persona 
representative of the original administrator tc 
recover assets which by mistake had been mis- 
appropriated by the original administrator mor 
than twenty years before, where the persons en 
titled were sui juris at the time. 

(2) Sect. 13 applies to assets distributed by thi 
administrator, not to assets retained by hin 
(LorpD Romituy, M.R.).—REED v. FENN (1866! 
35 L. J. Ch. 464; 14 W. R. 704. 


Annotations :—Aa to (1) Apld, Re J ee ep Sly v. Blak 
(1885), 29 Oh. D. 964. 48 to (2) Dbtd. Re Johnson, 8} 
v. Blake (1885), 29 Ch. D. 964. 

——.]—Re JOHNSON, SLY v. BLAK! 


814. 
No. 808, ante. 
81 Assets recelved within statutor 


pee JOHNSON, SLy v. BLAKE, No. 
ante. 














Part IV.—Monry CHarGeD UPON orn PAYABLE OUT OF LAND, ETC. 


C. Judgment Debts. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


s. 8. 

816. Proceedings to be brought within twelve 

years.]— JAY v. JOHNSTONE, No. 819, post. 
bride ——.] — TAYLOR v. HoLuarD, No. 940, 
ost. 

818. To what Judgments limitation applicable— 
Not only judgments operating as charge on land— 
Judgment as charge on personalty.|—Petitioner 
claimed a sum of money due from the estate of a 
testator on a judgment entered up on a bond given 
in 1793. Statute of Limitations was set up as a 
bar, & it was contended that the Statute did not 
apply to a charge upon personal estate, & that a 
suit instituted in 1817 against testator’s estate 
would prevent the statute from running. That 
suit was for the arrears of an annuity due to the 
party who instituted it, & it prayed that the 
estate might be administered, & that certain 
documents, which were in the possession of the 
obligee, & upon which he claimed a lien in respect 
of the money due upon the bond, might be pro- 
duced, & the lien, if any, of the obligee might be 
ascertained :—Held: Statute of Limitations was 
a bar to any proceedings upon a judgment after 
twenty years, although such judgment was a 
charge upon personal estate only, & the suit of 
1817 was not in the nature of a creditor’s suit, & 
there was not such an acknowledgment of the 
debt due upon the judgment as would prevent the 
statute from running.— WATSON v. BIRCH (1847), 
15 Sim. 523; 16 L. J. Ch. 188; 8 L. T. O. S. 
531; 11 Jur. 198; 60 EH. R. 721. 

Annotation :—Apprvd. Jay v. Johnstone, [1893] 1 Q. B. 189. 

819. Judgment on_ covenant.|— 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 8, 
which provides that no action or suit or other 
proceeding shall be brought to recover any sum 
of money secured by any mtge., judgment, or 
lien, or otherwise charged upon or payable out of 
any land or rent, but within twelve years after 
the right to receive it has accrued, applies to pro- 
ceedings to recover money upon a judgment 
obtained upon a covenant, & is not limited to 
judgments which operate as a charge upon Jand.— 
JAY v. JOHNSTONE, [1893] 1 Q. B. 189; 62 
L. J. Q. B. 128; 68 L. T. 129; 57 J. P. 8309; 41 
W. R. 161; 9 T. L. R. 125; 87 Sol. Jo. 114; 4 


R. 196, C. A. 
Annotation :—Refd. Taylor v. Hollard, {1902} 1 K. B. 676. 








PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SEOT. 1.—C. 


8161. Proceedings to be brought within 
twelve years.}—MCCOWEN Sons, 
Ltn. v. MoCaRTHY, [1915] 2 I. R. 371. 

a. Proceedings to be brought within 
twenty yeare.}—A judgment remains 
in force for twenty years at least, the 
only limitation that can be Sppieavle 

r 8. 





for leave to issue execution after the 
lapse of twenty years from the date of 
the judgment or the return of the last 
execution.—-PRICE v. WabDb (1891), 
14 P. R. 351.— CAN 


fi.£—_— —~.] — MoKEN " 
aaa (1897), 11 Man. L. R. 540.— 


&.—— Renewal oo ji. a.}- 
POUCHER v, WILKINS (1515); 70. wv. N. 


403 


820. —— Judgments generally.|—‘‘ Judg- 
ment,’ in Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), s. 8, refers to judgments generally, & is not 
restricted to judgments which operate as charges 
upon land.—HEBBLETHWAITH v. PEEVER, [1892] 
1Q. B. 124; 40 W. R. 818. 

Annotation :—Apld. Jay v. Johnstone, [1893] 1 Q. B. 25. 

821. Application to proceedings to enforce 
judgment—Proceedings in bankruptcy of judgment 
debtor.]|—A debtor, in failing circumstances, for 
his own purposes, caused judgment to be entered 
up against himself upon a warrant of attorney 
executed by him in favour of a creditor, who is 
ignorant both of the execution of the warrant of 
attorney & of the judgment being entered up 
until long afterwards. Upon the bkpcy. of the 
debtor :—Held: the creditor was not entitled to 
prove in respect of the judgment for the purpose 
of avoiding his debt’s being barred by Statute of 
Limitations.—Re CopPpLESTONE, Ex p. Rorib 
(1842), 6 Jur. 897, Ct. of R. 

822, —— -|—A judgment creditor is not. 
entitled, after the expiration of twelve years 
without payment of interest or acknowledgment 
of his right, to obtain an adjudication in bkpcy. 
against the debtor, though within the twelve years 
a suggestion has been entered on the roll under 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 129.— 
Re TYNTE#, Ex p. TYNTE (1880), 15 Ch. D. 125; 42 
L. T. 598; 28 W. R. 767. 


Annotations :-——Refd. Jay v. Johnstone (1892), 67 L. T. 655 
Mentd. Re Whitley, Ex p. Mirfield 








eld Commercial Co. (1881), 
65 L. T. 351; Re Outram, Kz p. Ashworth & Outram 
1893), 63 L. J. Q. B. 308; Re Mendelssohn, Hz p. Men- 
elssohn, [1903) 1 K. B,. 216. 
Foreign jJudgments.]|— See CoNFLIcT oF Laws, 
Vol. XI., p. 488, Nos. 18906-1398. 


D. Legacies. 

hs Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 

8. 8, , 
(a) What Legacies within Limitation. 

823. Residuary bequest.}— (1) In 1780 the 
interest of a sum of money was bequeathed to A. 
for her life, & after her decease the principal to 
her daughter B. Between 1784 & 1795 proceed- 
ings in Chancery, in which A. & B. were parties, 
were instituted against the exor., & a decree for 
an account was obtained, which was not acted 
upon. From that time till 1828, no application 
was made by B. for her legacy, nor did it appear 


_ NEIL v. ALMOND 
(1897), 28 O. R. 63.—OAN, 


m. To what judgments limitation 
applicable-—J' ts in courts of 
. record.}—R. v. RrroHizg, Re MoGINnNIs 


(1891), 30 N. B. R. 691.—CAN. 

proceedings to 
enforce judgment—E xecution. }—WHITE 
v. DimooKk (1858), 2 Thom. 234.—CAN. 


ZIE v 
n. Application to 





to it being R. 8. O., 1887, c. 6 — oO. ——.J—An application 
MASON v. JOHNSTON (1893), 20 A. R. 870; 33 0. L. R. 125,—CAN made in 1915 for leave to issue exe- 
412.—CAN. h. Proceedings to be brought within cution upon a ju ent recovered in 
b. ———~.]— ALLISON v. BREEN ten years.}—Roal Property Limitation 1883 :—Held; to have been properly 
1900), 20 C. L. T. 108, 207; 19 Act, 8. 24, applies to any judgment Tefused on account of the bar imposed 
. R. 119, 143.—CAN. whether charged on land or not, & DY. Dee ee asthe te B. + a: 
cea no proceedings can be taken tn enforce  —— v. , . oN. 
inal of rit applinable to ed a judgment after the lapse of ten years 826; 8 O. W.N. 244, 581; 340.L. R. 
aotion on a judgment of a Ct. of Record. from the date of its 1s Mon. 251; 25 D. L. R. 577.—OAN, 
O.L. T. 71; 320. R. 422.—CAN, L. R. 8.—CAN. CREAGH (1841), Long. & T. 65.—IR. 
k, —-—— Writ of revivor or eug- q. —— Execution creditor ap- 
Farts spose eG (1909), gestion. }~A writ of revivor or sug- ated receiver.}—KINNHAR ¥. OLYNE 
. 5. : . gestion entered upon the roll ie a A tae L. R. 457; 13 0. W. RB. 


e. —— Leave to issue execution.) 
—The limit of twenty P aes being 
fixed by R. 9. O., 1887, c. 60, a. 1, after 
which qa the absence of payment or 
ue an Soon cone be 
rought upon & in og , the analogy 
of the statute applies to application 


revived by 
ten years. 


* proceeding,” & a ju 
considered as ‘* cha upon or 
able out of land” within 38 Vict. 
co. 16, 8. 11 (9) = that i 

or 8 


—-C SPER 
41 U. CO. R. 599.— CAN, 


ent is to be 
ict. PART Iv. SECT, 1, SUB-SEOT. 1.— 


- (a). 
Legacy on arm -—— 
}— Where & 
legatee continues to live on a farm 


mn 4 


cannot be 
fon after Yr, 
v. KEACHIE (1877), 
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Sect. 1.—Principal moneys: Sub-sect. 1, D. (a) & 
(d)4 
that A. had of late years received her interest. 
On the other hand, it was stated by the repre- 
sentatives of the exor., & from circumstances it 
appeared probable, that the Ga a was paid by 
the exor. many years ago to A. & B. jointly, or to 
one of them with the consent of the other :— 
Held: nevertheless, perme of the legacy in the 
mode suggested could not be presumed, such mode 
of payment being contrary to the presumed duty 
of an exor. Also, A. not dying till 1830, B.’s 
claim was not barred by Statute of Limitations. 
(2) A residue bequeathed by will is clearly 
within the provisions of Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1883 (c. 27), s. 40.—PriIoR v. HORNIBLOW 
(1886), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 200; 160 E. R. 369. 
Annotations :—As to ® Consd. Adams v. Barry (1845), 2 
Coll. 285. Apld. Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, 
{1920} 1 Ch. 423. Refd. Portlock v. Gardner (1842), 1 


Hare, 594; Binns ». Nichols (1866), L. R. 2 Ea. 
Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, [1916] 1 Ch. 523. 


824. .] —— Semble: the word “legacy ”’ in 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40, 
includes a residue or share of a residue.—CHRISTIAN 
v, DEVEREUX (1841), 12 Sim. 264; 59 EB. R. 1133. 


Annotations :-—Apld. Re Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, 
[1920] 1 Ch. 423. Refd. Re Rowe, Jacobs v. Hind (1889), 
60 L. T. 696: Re Smith, Prada v. Vandroy, {1916] 1 Ch. 
523. Mentd. Lord v. Colvin (1867), L. RB. 3 Eq. 737. 








825. .|-—— Piacotr v. JEFFERSON, No. 828, 
post. 
826. ——— Confined to assets possessed beyond 


statutory period.|—-(1) More than twenty years 
after the death of a testator the representative 
of one of his exors. & the residuary legatee under 
his will filed a bill against the representative of 
the co-exor. to recover residuary assets of testator 
alleged to have been possessed by the co-exor. :— 
Held: pltfs. were barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40, as to assets 
possessed by exor. more than twenty years before 
the filing of the bill, but they were not barred as 
to assets possessed by him since that time. 

(2) Defts. by their answer claimed the benefit 
of ‘ Statute” of Limitations :—Held: this was 
tantamount to claiming the benefit of the statute 
law of limitations & entitled them to the benefit 
of any statute of limitations that was applicable 
to their case.—ADAMS v. BARRY (1845), 2 Coll. 
285; 63 E. R. 737. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Binns v. Nichols (1866), L. R. 

2 Eq. 256. Apld. He Johnson, Sly v. Blake (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 964. Distd. Re Owen, [1894] 3 Ch. 22 Apld. Re 


0. 
Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, {1920} 1 Ch. 423. Refd. 
Fe Ludiam, Ludlam v. Ludlam (1890), 63 L. T. 330. 


827. Legacies payable out of personalty or 
charged on realty.|—Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40, applies to legacies payable 
out of personal estate as well as to legacies charged 
on real estate.—-SHEPPARD v. DUKE (1839), 9 Sim. 
567; 8 L. J. Ch. 228; 8 Jur. 168; 59 BH. R. 477. 
Annan :—Refd. Portlock ». Gardner (1842), 1 Hare, 


(6) When Limitation Operative. 
i. In General. 
es Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


8. 5. 
828. Proceedings to recover subject to limita- 


which is charged with a | f 
£100 in his favour, an = pe 


(1911), 45 I. L. T. 140.—IR. 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


tion.)—A testatrix, who died in 1808, gave a 
legacy of £200 to the daughter of a person whom 
she appointed residuary legatee & exor. This 
exor. died in 1824, without having paid the legacy, 
& left his daughter, the legatee, tenant for life of 
his property, which he charged with his debts. 
She attained twenty-one in 1815:—Held: the 
legacy could not be included in the charge for 

ayment of debts under the exor.’s will, & the 
egatee was barred by lapse of time & non-claim, 
under Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 40, from recovering the legacy.—PIGGOTT v. 
JEFFERSON (1841), 12 Sim. 26; 5 Jur. 796; 59 
E. R. 1040. 

829. ——— Unless legacy subject to trust.]-— 
Bequest to A. for life, & afterwards to his children, 
& in default. ‘then ’’ unto the persons ‘‘ of the 
blood or next of kin’”’ of the testator ‘‘ as would, 
by virtue of Statute of Distributions, have become 
& been then entitled thereto, in case the testator 
had died intestate.”’ A. died without issue :— 
Held: parties claiming a portion of the residue 
were not barred aftertwenty years’ delay either by 
the Statute or by laches, the fund still existing 
as a trust fund, & all parties having acted under 
a@ misconception of rights.—DOWNES v. BULLOCK 
(1858), 25 Beav. 54; 3 L. T. 194; 53 H.R. 556 ; 
affd. nom. BULLOCK v. Downes (1860), 9 
H. L. Cas. 1, H. L. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Chalmers v. North (1860), 28 Beav. 
175; Lees v. Massey (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 113; Royds 
v. Royds (1863), 1 New Hep. 516; Michel! «. Bridges 
(1864), 11 L. T. 727; Travis v. Taylor (1866), 12 Jur. N.8. 
791; Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 359; 
Re Ranking’s Settlmt. Trusts (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 601; 
White v. epee (1869), 4 Ch. App. 300; Day wv. Day 
(1870), 18 W. 417; Cusack v. Rood (1876), 24 W. R. 
391; Re Morley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 825; Mortimer 
v. Slater (1877), 7 Ch. D. 322; Mortimore v. Mortimore 
(1879), 4 App. Cas. 448; Sturge v. G. W. Ry. (1881), 19 
Ch. D. 444; Clark v. Hayne (1889), 37 W. R, 667 ; Hood 

v. Murray (1889), 14 App. Cas, 124; Re King’s Settlmt., 

Gibson v. Wright (1889), 60 L. T. 745; Re Rees, Williams 

v. Davies (1890), 44 Ch. D, 484; He Nash, Prali v, Bevan 

a 71 L. T. 5; Re Ford, Patten v. Sparks (1895), 72 
. T. 5; Re Wilson, Wilson v. Batchelor, [1907] 2 Ch. 

572; Re Roby, Howlett v. Newington, [1908) 1 Ch. 71; 

Re Nightingale, Bowden v. Griffiths, [1909] 1 Ch. 385; Re 

Winn, Brook v. Whitton, (1910) 1 Ch. 278; Re Helsby, 

Neato v. Bozie (1914), 84 L. J. Ch. 682; He Mellish, Day 

v. Withers, [1916] 1 Ch. 562; Hutchinson v. National 

a for Homeless & Destitute Children, [1920] A. C. 


oe —— ——.]—CADBURY v. SmiTH, No. 842, 
post. 

831. ——_ ——-.] —A testator mortgaged lease- 
holds. On his death his exors. took possession 
of his estate, including the leaseholds, & received 

rents, & for a long time paid the interest on 
mtges., & applied the surplus of the rents for the 
benefit of the beneficiaries. The mtged. property 
proved insufficient to pay the mtge. debt. & in an 
action for the administration of testator’s estate 
the exors. claimed to be credited with the pay- 
ments made to the beneficiaries on the ground of 
acquiescence on the part of the mtgees., & as to 
such of them as were made more than six years 
before the commencement of the action they relied 
on Statute of Limitations :—Held: acquiescence 
by the mtgees. had not been established, & as the 
executors were trustees for the creditors, Statute 
of Limitations furnished no bar to a claim in 
respect of a devastavit committed by them.— 
Re MARSDEN, BOWDEN v. LAYLAND, GIBBS v. 


(1905), 838 N. S. R, 89.—CAN. 


the legatee’s board & | 829i. ——- Unlesa le subject t 
in lem of the interest oo the locas, «PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1— trust.}-—Dazy v. Kimwan (1898), 1 
Bietate ohn et fe os to prevent the ght att aes (b) (4). I. Eq. R. 156.—IR. 

Limi running against ‘ oceedings to recover ect 29 ii, ——-——. }-Re M‘CAUSLAND’ 
the legacy.—HamILTON v. MARTIN tolimitation.}—Re RUNCIMAN’S tena Trusts, (1908) 1 I. R. 327.—1R. ? 


Part IV.—Monzy Caarcep Upon orn PayABLE out oF LAND, ETC. 


LAYLAND (1884), 26 Ch. D. 783 3; 54 L. J. Ch. 640; 
51 L. T. 417; 33 W. R. 28. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re ; ; 

38 Ch. D. 609 Co eeenn BW oer ee i ete 


Refd. Re Blow, St. , 
[1914] 1 Ch. 233, Bartholomew’s Hospital v. Cambden, 


882. —— 
No. 847, post. 
833 





.|—Re Davis, Evans v. Moore, 


3. 15 Testatrix bequeathed an 
annuity to J. for life. She also bequeathed 
several pecuniary legacies, payable after the death 
of the survivor of her mother & J., including a 
legacy to pltf.; & she devised & bequeathed all 
her real & personal estate to trustees, upon trust 
for sale & conversion, & out of the proceeds to pay 
her debts & funeral & testamentary expenses, & 
invest the residue ; & out of the income to pay the 
annuity to J., & apply the residue of the income for 
the benefit of the mother, as therein mentioned ; 
&, “ subject to the several trusts, provisions, & 
directions hereinbefore contained, & to the pay- 
ment of the several legacies, hereby bequeathed,”’ 
testatrix directed that her trustees should stand 
ossessed of the estate in trust for deft. absolutely. 
estatrix died in June, 1860; she left no real 
estate. J. survived the mother, & died in Jan. 
1866. Owing to the default of a former solr. of 
the exors. & trustees of the will, pltf.’s legacy was 
never paid. In 1891 pltf. took out a summons 
against the surviving exor. & trustee, who was also 
the residuary legatee, claiming administration of 
the estate :—Held: the legacy was not held upon 
an express trust, & therefore pltf.’s right was 
barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), 8. 8.— Re BARKER, BUXTON v. CAMPBELL, 
[1892] 2 Ch. 491; 62 L. J. Ch. 76; 66 L. T. 848. 


Annotation :—Apld. Re Lacy, Royal General Theatrical 
Fund Assocn. v. Kydd, [1899] 2 Ch. 149. 


834. -]— The trusteeship of exors. 
created by the Executors Act, 1830 (c. 40), was 
not intended to be different in its nature from that 
which existed previously under the rule established 
in cts. of equity, namely, that in the absence of 
special circumstances exors. were not to be regarded 
as express trustees. 

A testator, who died in 1873, gave all his pro- 
perty charged with certain annuities to the trustees 
of a charity, & appointed K. to be his exor. & 
gave him a legacy. The estate included freehold 
& leasehold property. K. entered into possession, 
é& received the income of testator’s estate on behalf 
of the charity for a period of twenty years. Soon 
after testator’s death he read over the will to 
testator’s only son, who was his heir-at-law & 
sole next of kin, but gave him no information as 
to his rights under the will, having regard to the 
gift being to a charity. The son died in 1895 
without ever having claimed the estate. In an 
action by the trustees of the charity for a declara- 
tion who was entitled to testator’s estate :—Held : 
the gift to the charity failed under the Mortmain 
Act so far as testator’s property consisted of realty 
or impure personalty. K. was not an express 
trustee for the next of kin, & the title of the heir- 
at-law to the freeholds & of the next of kin to the 
leaseholds was barred by statute-——Re Lacy, 
RoyaL GENERAL THEATRICAL FUND ASSOCN. v. 
Kypp, [1899] 2 Ch. 149; 68 L. J. Ch. 488; 80L. 7. 
706 ; 47 W. R. 664. 


Annotations :—Relfd. Re Blow, St. Bartholomew’s Hospital 
v. Cambden, [1914] 1 Ch. 233: Re Richardson, Pole »v. 
Pattenden, [1919] 2 Ch. 50; Toates v. Toates, [1926] 2 


835. 




















836 i. —— Unless 
the Statute of Limitations had no application.—Re 


——-.}—A testator bequeathed all his | their legacies ; 


executor & legatee same person. 1-H eld: the hand to pay & the hand to receive being 
ATES (1902), 22 C. L. tr 
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property to his wife & children, & appointed his 
wife sole extrix. He left him surviving his wife 
& two infant children, viz. a son, long since 
deceased, & a daughter, who attained twenty-one 
in 1876. The widow married again, & during 
her daughter’s infancy she, in her character of 
extrix., advanced all testator’s estate to her 
second husband upon the security of a mtge. 
which proved insufficient. She survived her 
second husband, & died in 1885, having left all 
her property away from her daughter. The 
daughter, as sole surviving beneficiary under 
her father’s will, claimed the whole of her mother’s 
estate upon the ground that it represented moneys 
retained by her mother under an order of the ct. 
in part satisfaction of the mtge., & in 1903 she 
commenced an action against her mother’s exors. 
for an account on this footing :—Held : the mother 
was not an express trustee of these moneys for 
pitf.; this was an action to recover a legacy 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
8. 8, & the claim was statute-barred.—Re MACKAY, 
Mackay v. GOULD, [1906] 1 Ch. 25; 75 L. J. Ch. 
47; 938 L. T. 604; 54 W. R. 88; 50 Sol. Jo. 43. 
—— What amounts to trust.]—See Sub- 
sect. 1, D. (6) ii., post. 

836. ——— Unless executor & legatee same 
person.|—-BINNs v. NICHOLS, No. 884, post. 








37. Effect of Trustee Act, 1888 (c. tf — 
Re RICHARDSON, POLE v. PATTENDEN, No. 1569, 
post. 

838. ——— Administration action by residuary 


legatee—No allegation of possession of assets.|— 
Re RICHARDSON, POLE v. PATTENDEN, No. 1569, 


post. 
ii. Legacies Subject to Trust. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


s. 8. 

839. Not within limitation provisions — What 
amounts to trust—Fund set apart.|—A suit to 
make an exor. account for a sum of money which 
had been bequeathed to him by his testator upon 
certain trusts, & which had been severed by the 
exor. from testator’s personal estate, & the interest 
of which had for a time been applied upon the 
trusts of the will, is not a suit to recover a legacy 
within Real Property Limi tation Act, 1833 (c. 27). 

It is impossible to consider that an exor., so 
acting, is acting as an exor.; he has all this while 
been acting as a trustee (LORD COTTENHAM, C.).— 
PHILLIPO v. MUNNINGS (1837), 2 My. & Cr. 309; 
40 FE. R. 658, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Distd. St. John v. Boughton (1838), 9 Sim, 
219; Sheppard v. Duke (1839), 8 L. J. Ch. 228. Apld. 
Dinsdale v. Dudding (1842),1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 265. Consd. 
Freeman v. Dowding (1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 1014. Apld. 
Watson v. Saul (1859), 1 Giff. 188. Consd. Harcourt v. 
White (1860), 28 Beav. 303; Tyson v. Jackson (1861), 
30 Beav. 384. Distd. Cadbury v. Smith (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 
37. Refd. Roch v. Callen (1848), 6 Hare, 531; 

ort v. Stafford (1851), 14 Beav. 319; Playfair v, Cooper 

rince v. Cooper (1853), 17 Beav. 187; ix v. Burford 

(1854), 19 Beav. 409; Brougham v. Poulett (1855), 19 

Beav. 119; Bullock v. Downes (1860), 3 L. T. 194; Re 

Lyman’s Trust & Trustee Relief Amendment Act, 1860 

1860), 2 L, T. 662 ; Carey v. Cuthbert (1873), 22 W. R. 249 ; 

Rowe, Jacobs v. Hind (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 703; Re 
Smith, Henderson-Roe v. Hitchins (1889), 42 Ch. D. 302; 
Re Davis, Re Davis, Evans v. Moore, [1891] 3 Ch. 119: 
Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 440. Mentd. 
Bond v. Graham (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 306; Hdgar ». 
Reynolds (1858), 4 Jur. N. S. 399; Noble v. Brett (1853), 
24 Bea. 499; Ballard v. Marsden (1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 614. 

840. J—(1) Upon a con- 
structive admission of assets :—Held: residuary 
legatees were entitled to immediate payment of 
&, under circumstances, with 


Daven- 














e & the same, 


on 
413; 40. L. R. 580; 1 0. W. R. 630.—OAN, 
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Sect. 1.—Principal moneys: Sud-sect. 1, D. (b) ti., 
FE. & F.) 


interest beyond the time allowed by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 40. 

(2) With respect to interest it is doubtful 
whether the benefit of the statute [Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27)] is claimed by the 
answer. But assuming it to be so, I am of opinion, 
that if a share of residue such as this is within 
sect. 40 of the statute, circumstances have occurred 
which take it out of that sect. & bring it within the 
rule laid down in Phiilipo v. Munnings, No. 839, 
ante (KNIGHT Bruch, V.-C.).—DINSDALE v. 
ae (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 265; 62 E.R. 
883. 


841, —— ——— ——.]—- When a fund is set 
apart to answer an annuity, Statute of Limitations 
cannot be set up against the residuary legatee on 
the death of the annuitant forty years afterwards ; 
but it can as against a pecuniary legatee, whose 
legacy was payable on testator’s death.—BRIGHT 
v. LARCHER (1859), 27 Beav. 180; 54 BH. R. 51; 
affd.,4 De G. & J. 608, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Rowe, Jacobs v. Hind (1889), 58 


L. J. Ch. 703. Mentd. Bright v. Legerton (No. 1) (1860), 
29 Beav. 60. 


842, ——- ——- ——_.] — A testatrix gave cer- 
tain property, consisting paray of realty & partly 
of personalty, over which she had a power of 
appointment, & also all her own property to three 
gentlemen, whom she also appointed her exors., 
upon trust to pay the income to her daughter for 
life, & after her daughter’s death, upon trust to 
pay several charitable legacies, & she constituted 

er exors. residuary legatees. On a bill, filed 
nearly thirty years after testatrix’s death, to 
obtain payment of one of the legacies :—Held: 
the legacy was barred by Statute of Limitations, 
& there was no trust so as to take it out of the 
operation of the statute, inasmuch as there had 
been no fund set apart for the payment of it.— 
CADBURY v. SmiTH (1869), L. R. 9 Eq. 87; 24 
L. T. 52; 18 W. R. 106. 

Annotations : nsd. Re Stephens, Warburton v. Stephens 

(1889), 43 Ch. D. 39. Mentd. Payne v. Tanner (1886), 

565 L. J. Ch. 611. 


843. Declaration by executor.) — 
TYSON v. JACKSON, No. 1616, post. 

. Devise of realty — Charged with 
legacies.|—Where lands are devised to trustees, 
& an express trust is created for the payment of 
legacies, the claim of the legatces, is not barred 
by Statute of Limitations; & therefore, where a 
bill was filed by the cestuis que trust, more than 
twenty years after testator’s death against the 
a Prien ai of the deceased trustee, who had 
sold the estates, & committed a breach of trust :— 
Held: his real & personal estates was liable to 
make good the legacies, with interest at £4 per 
cent. from the expiration of one year from the death 
of testator.— WATSON v. SAUL (1859),-1 Giff. 188; 
83 L. T. 0.8.55; 5 Jur. N. 8. 404; 7 W. R. 197; 
65 H.R. 880. 

Aneaion cond. Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 


845. ——- ——— —— eam eld A devise of 
real estate, subject & charged with legacies, does 
not create an ope trust in favour of the legatees, 
& therefore such legacies are barred by Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), after twenty 
years, unless there has been some payment or 
signed acknowledgment. 

(2) The existence of al charges upon the 
property upon which the legacy is charged will not 














LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


prevent ‘a present right to receive’’ from 

accruing wit Real Property Limitation Act, 

1833.—Provup v. Proup (1862), 82 Beav. 234; 82 

a aa 125; 7L. T. 658; 11 W. R. 101; 56 
° e 9 s 

Annotation :—Aé to (1) Refd. Cunningham v. Foot (1878), 
38 App. Cas. 974. 


846. Assent of executor to bequest 
of residue.|—An exor. by assenting to a bequest of 
residue, does not thereby constitute himself a 
trustee of the fund so as to prevent the operation 
of Statute of Limitations. 

A. bequeathed her residuary personalty to her 
nephew J. & appointed her sister B. extrix. 
B. apparently t. ing there was an intestacy as to 
the residue, in the residuary account prepared for 
the Revenue authorities, declared it was correct, 
& offered to pay duty on a certain sum as “ being 
the said residue & moneys to which I am entitled, 
& intend to retain to my own use & for the use of 
J., being a sister & a descendant of a brother of the 
deceased ” :—Held: B. had not thereby declared 
a trust of the residue for J. so as to prevent Statute 
of Limitations from running against J.—Re Rowe, 
JAcoBS v. Hinp (1889), 68 L. J. Ch. 703; 61 L. T. 


581, C. A. 
-—Consd. Re Lacy, Royal General Theatrical 
Fund Assocn. v. Kydd, [1899] 2 Ch. 149; Re Mackay, 
Mackay v. Gould, [1906] 1 Ch. 25; Re Gompertz, Parken 
v. Gompertz (1910), 105 L. T. 664. 


847. Constructive trust.]—-A suit 
to recover a legacy from an exor. is within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8, unless 
the legacy is vested in him on express trusts. 
A mere constructive trust will not prevent the 
statute from being a bar.—Re Davis, EVANS 2. 
Moor, [1891] 3 Ch. 119; 61 L. J. Ch. 85; 65 
L. T. 128; 89 W. R. 627; 35 Sol. Jo. 624, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Re Barker, Buxton v. Campbell 

[1892] 2 Ch. 491: Re Lacy, Royal General Theatrical 
Fund Assocn. v. Kydd, [1899] 2 Ch. 149; Re Mackay, 
f Owen, {1894] 


Mackay ve. Gould, [1906} 1 Ch. 25. 
3 Ch. 220; Re Timmis, Nixon v. Smith, (1902) ee re 


Re Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, [1920] 1 
Toates v. Toates, [1926] 2 K. B. 30. 
&. Mortgages. 

See, now, Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), 8. 8. 

848. Limitation relates only to recovery of 
money—Not to recovery of land.|—D. mortgaged 
land in fee to J., subject to a proviso of cesser upon 
payment of the money secured upon a day more 
than twenty years before the passing of Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27). Within 
twenty years before the passing of the statute, D. 
acknowledged that the mtge. money was unpaid, 
On ejectment brought by the heir of J. within five 
years after the passing of the statute, the jury found 
that the mtge. money was unpaid :—Held: the 
ejectment was not barred by sect. 2, D.’s possession 
not being adverse at the time of passing the 
statute, & therefore the lessor of pltf. having, 
by sect. 15, five years from that time to bring the 
action, though no proof was given that he had ever 
been in possession, or received rent or interest. 

Sect. 40 [of Real ioe Spd Limitation Act, 1883 
(c. 27)] is not applicable; for this action is to 
recover the land, whereas sect. 40 relates to actions 
brought to recover the money (LITTLEDALE, J.).— 
DoE d. JONES v. WILLIAMS (1836), 5 Ad. & El. 291 ; 
2 Har. & W. 218; 6 Nev. & M. K. B. 816; 5 
L. J. K. B. 231; 111 B. R. 1175. 

Annotations :—Consd. Dearman v. Wyche (1888), 9 














Sim, 


570; Wrixon v. Vize (1842), 3 Dr. & War. Heath 
v. Pugh (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 345. Refd. Du Vigier v. Lee 
(1843), 2 Hare, 326; Garrard v. Tuck (1849), 8 C. B. 231; 


PART IV e SECT. 1 SUB-SECT. 1.—E. 
8481. Limitation relates only to recovery of money—Not to recovery of land. }—-WBIXON v. View (1843), 8 Dr. & War. 104.—IR. 
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poe - Palmer v. a (1851), 17 5 pte B. 366; a et 0. 
(1866), pe Fath. 678; Hem Blanton 

(ier3 » a i 168; Re Frisby, rine vy. Frisb y 

1889), 43 Sh. ae 

849, —— S monealbsate suit.|—Real Pro- 


perty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 40, may be 
pleaded to a bill of foreclosure. A foreclosure 
suit being, in fact, a suit for the recovery of the 
money secured by the mtge.—DEARMAN v. WYCHE 
(1839), 9 Sim. 570; 9L. J. Ch. 76; 59 BH. R. 478. 


Annotations -—Consd. "Henry v. Smith (1842), oe Dr. & War. 
381; Wrixon v. Vize its), 3 Dr. . 104; Du 


Vigior vw. Lee (1843) Hare, 326; Dine v. Coppen, 
Coppen v. Dingle, [1 


003 1 Oh. 726; Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. 
Lloyd, (1903] 1 Ch. 385. fair v, Jackson (1853), 
17 Beav. 405; Bol v. Lane (1862), 3 Giff. 561; 
Badeley v. Consolidated Bank (1886), 34 Ch. D. 636. 

850. -]|—(1) Under Real Pro- 

porty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 42, & Civil 
rocedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 3, a mtgee. of land, 
whose mtge. debt & interest are secured also by 
a bond or covenant, is entitled in a foreclosure suit 
to charge the mtged. estate with the full arrears 
of interest accruing on the mtge. debt, within 
twenty years before the institution of the suit. 

(2) The price of redeeming the mtged. premises 
is the same in a suit by the mtgor. to redeem as it 
would be in the like circumstances in a suit by the 
mtgee. to foreclosure. 

(3) Semble: if the debt & interest are secured 
only by the mtzge., the mtgee. is entitled to no more 
than six years’ arrear of interest.—Dvu VIGIER v. 
LEE (1843), 2 Hare, 326; 12 L. J. Ch. 345; 7 
Jur. 299; 67 BE. R. 134. 


Annotations <a é Avi. Consd. Hunter v. Nockolds (1850), 
ks vite d. Elvy v. Norwood (1852), 5 De G. 
m. 


Round v. Bell (1861), 30 Beav. 121; 
Shaw v. Johnson Meaey 1 Drew. & Sm. 412; Dingle v. 
Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, eee 1 Ch. 720 Re L pyc, 
Lloyd v. Sere neon) 1 Ch. Refld. Bolding v. Lan 
(1862), 3 661; Pile v. aero (1875) ny W. R. 440, 
‘As to (3) Rota Blower v. Blower (1858), 32 L 











L. T. O. 8S. 193. 
Generally, Refd. Sinclair v. Jackson (1853), 17 Beav. 405. 
851. Action for damages against third 

ee to pay money secured on land.]— 

OWERS, LINDSELL v. PHILLIPS, No. 915, post. 

852. Personal remedy on covenant—In mort- 
gage deed.}|—-SuTron v. SuTTON, No. 757, ante. 

853. —— Though estate reversionary — 
KIRKLAND v. PEATFIELD, No. 878, 

854. In collateral bond ae en a mtge. 
debt is secured by a collateral bond the remedy on 
the bond is, under Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874 (c. 57), 8. 8, barred by the lapse of twelve 
he since the last payment of interest or acknow- 

dgment of the debt, equally with the remedy 
against the land comprised in the mtge.—FEARN- 

SIDE v. FLINT (1883), 22 Ch. D. 579; 52 L. J. Ch. 

479; 48 L. T. 154; 31 W. R. 318. 


Anncitions ‘—Refd. Re Powers, Lindsell ». Te 8 rth 
30 Ch. D. 201; Re Frisby, Allison v. Fr iaby (1 $ 
Ch. D. 106; Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, Por! 











8511, ——— Action for damages againat 
third party—Failure to pay money is 
secured on land.}—WILSON v. GRAHAM The mtgee, 
(1906), 16 Man. L. R. 101.—CAN. 

8321. Personal remedy on covenant— 
In mortgage deed.}—38 Vict. c. 16 (O), 
8. 11, merely limits suits which directly 
affect the land or its proceeds to ten F. fa 

ears, but an action on a covenant 


Pench at 


n @ aes for the payment of the Act. 1810 
mit sooney may still be brought dé money.}—SHIR 
enty years.—~ ALLAN wv. 23 NZ Z L. R. 849.—N. 


MoT AvIst (1878), A. R, 278.—OAN. 


8541. ———~ In _ collateral bond.}— 
BULAKHI Ganu Suet v. TUKARAMBHAT of 
Brn MotrrampnatT 1890), I. L. R. 

- Bom. $77.—IND 

Right to foreclose _— UA carte ak 
Limited: }~There is nothing in law to 
limit the time within which a mtgee. 1 
mey foreclose, if, notwithstan 


b. Right 


e. Land mortg 


one or more default, the mtgee.’s right 
not repudiated, but recognised. 8 
8 right to sue for possession d. EB 

accrues upon the final foreclosure, & 
he can sue at any time 
ears from that date.—BULDEEN ». 
ussT GoLAB KoonwER (1867), Agra, 


e under Land Transfer 
mitation a 
HIRLEY v. 


to seine on mortgage 
ar Bl ad pct still defence to action 


ejectment. }— d. 
Hanson (1857), 3 All. 427,—CAN. 
aged outside provin- 
ctal dintedichn Limitation apptic- 
able.}—Real Property Limitation Act, 
892, s. 24, applies 
well outside as within the province.— 
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855, Whether available against surety.|— 
By a mtge. deed dated in 1872, F. the mtgor. & 


M. as his surety, jointly & severally covenanted 
for payment of the mtge. debt with interest on 
June 10, 1873. FF. paid the interest till 1880, but 
paid nothing afterwards. M. died in 1888, never 
having made any p oynent or given any acknow- 
ledgment. The ext of the mtgee. claimed to 
be a creditor against M.’s estate for the mtge. 
debt & interest :—Held: assuming Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8, to apply to an 
action brought on a covenant in a mtge. deed, 
not against the mtgor. as in Sutton v. Sutton, No. 
757, ante, but against a surety, the payment of 
interest by the mtgor. prevented the statute from 
running in favour of the surety, & the right against 
M.’s estate was not barred.—Re FrRIsBy, ALLISON 
v. FrissBy (1889), 43 Ch. D. 106; 59 L. J. Ch. 943 

61 L. T. 632; 38 W. R. 65; 6T. L. R. 40,0. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. He Re, Wolmershauson, Wolmershausen 
v. Wolmershausen (1890), 62 L. T. 541; Re England, 
Steward v. England, (1899 2 Ch. 820; Barnes v. Glenton, 
as 2 a. B. 223. Kirkland ». Peatfield, [1903] 
Sng aia 756; Re Laces, Howard v. Lightfoot, [1907] 1 


856. Mortgage of reversionary interest in realty.] 
—HUGILL v. WILKINSON, No. 1365, post. 








857. .]|—Re OWEN, No. 889, ‘post. 

858. .|—KIRKLAND v. PEATFIELD, No. 
878, poat. 

859. & personalty—Rights in respect of 





realty barred.|—He WITHAM, CHADBURN wv. WIN- 
FIELD, No. 1367, post. 

860. .]—A person entitled under 
& will to a reversionary interest in a residuary trust 
fund, consisting of the proceeds of personalty & 
of land devised upon trust for sale, mortgaged his 
interest to secure the repayment of a sum of money. 
No interest was paid & no acknowledgment of the 
debt given within twelve years from the date when 
the principal money became due. The mtgor. 
died insolvent & his interest in the fund was claimed 
by his trustee in bkpcy., on the ground that the 
rights of the mtgee. were statute-barred, & by the 
mtgee., who contended his rights were not barred : 

eld : the mtgee.’s right against such part of 

the fund as consisted of the proceeds of the sale 
of land was barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 8, but he was entitled tg enforce 
his security against so much of the mtgor.’s interest 
in the fund as consisted of personalty.—He 
JAUNCEY, BIRD v.. ARNOLD, [1926] Ch. 471; 95 
L. J. Ch. 377; 184 L. T. 728; 70 Sol. Jo. 527, 


F. Rent, Rentcharges and Royalties. 
See, now, Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), 8. 8. 
861. Rent -— Secured by deed.}]— Lewis v. 
GRAHAM (1885), 80 L. T. Jo. 66, 











MOLENAGHAN v. HETHERINGTON (1892), 
—CAN. 


Man. L. R. 357 
quitable mortgage by denosit.}— 
The Statute of Limitations is a valid 
eerence to a bill to enforce a security 
Dy deposit of deeds without writing 
where the deposit was made more than 
fifteen ycars before suit, & there 
has been no nteroot, or payment of 
principal or interest, or ecmpow ene 
ment by the ae ositor.—KEMP 
a (1875),1 V. L. Rg (Kq.) 92.— 


within twelve 


plies to land 
a ateee (1904), 


——,]—- BARNET v. WILLIAMS 
(1889), 15 V. L. nr 205.—AUS. 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. re 
f. Tithe rentcharge.|} — No mo 
than aix years’ arrears of tithe mee 
charge can be recovered by the owner 
of uot tithe rentcharge from the 


SLABON 2% 


to any land, as 
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_ 1-——Principal moneys: Sub-sect. 1, F., G. & 
a H.; raranent 2,A., B. & C. (a).) A 
. Rent or royalty — Mining lease.] — 

ee ea in 1859, oy mines contained a covenant 
by the lessees to pay a rent or ene fo respect of 
minerals from other lands carried, by or by the 
authority of the lessees, over the surface of the 
mining ground. In 1883 an action on the covenant 
was brought to recover royalties in respect of 
minerals so.carried since 1866 :—Held: 87 & 38 
Vict. c. 57, 8. 8, did not apply; but pltf. was 
entitled to an account of the royalties become 
payable since 1866.—DARLEY v. TENNANT (1885), 
53 L. T. 257. 

863. Rentcharge—Granted by will.]|—JAmMEs v. 
SALTER, No. 1134, post. 

864. .]—SHaw v. CROMPTON, No. 758, ante. 





G. Simple Contract Debis Charged on Land. 
See No. 84, ante. 


H. Other Cases. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


8. 8. 

865. Right to marshal real estate—Right of 
simple contract creditor.|—A simple contract 
creditor who has acquired a right of marshalling 
real estate is not barred by the lapse of less than 
twenty years. 

Upon the death of a testator who had devised 
his real estates for payment of his debts a bill was 
filed on behalf of his creditors, both by specialty 
& simple contract, to have his assets administered 
& his real estates marshalled. In that suit a 
receiver was, in 1821, appointed of all his estates. 
It was afterwards discovered that testator had 
died seised of an estate which had not passed by 
his will, but had descended to his heiress at law, 
M., upon whose death, in 1822, it descended to 
O. In 1840, eighteen years after M.’s death, a 
supplemental bill was filed agensy O. by one of 
the pltfs. in the original suit, being a simple con- 
tract creditor of the testator, praying have 
the benefit of that suit as against the descended 
estate :—Held: as the original suit was treated 
as a suit, for the administration of all testator’s 
real estates, & as pltf. sought to affect the 
descended estate by standing in the Boni of the 
specialty creditors, he was not barre Py Statute 
of Limitations, but was entitled to have the 
descended estate marshalled in his favour.— 
VICKERS v. OLIVER (1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 
era! 11 L. J. Ch. 112; 6 Jur. 2738; 62 E. R. 
Arnlanon :—Refd. Fordham wv. Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 


866. Vendor’s lien for purchase-money.]|—Torr 
v. STEPHENSON (OR STEVENSON), No. 1010, post. 

867. Produce of realty—Directed to be sold.j— 
Qu.: whether the produce of real estate directed 
to be sold is a “sum charged upon or payable 
out of land” within Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 40.—PAWSEY v. BARNES 


owner of ie ino Leon fieean 
. vw SLIGO (MARQUIS ; 
51. Ch. R. 46; 7 Ir. Jur. 261.—IR. 

LF ——-.J--NETTERVILLE v. POWER 
(1861), 13 Ir. Jur. 123.—IR, 

h. Quit-rent.) — Quit-rent, bel 
vested in the Crown, is not bound by 
the Statute of Limitations,—HaTTon 1 
v. Wavpby (1837), 2 Jo. Ex. Ir. 541; able 
Hayes & Jo. 601.—IR. 

k, Fee farm rent.}—Where such a 
rent had remained unpaid for more 
than twelve years, & no acknowledg- 


ment had been given in respect thereof, 
the same was held to be barred by the 
Statutes of Limitations.—Re Maun- 
ue EstTaTr, (1911] 1 I. R. 271.— 


PART IV, SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 1.—H. 
ARHAM 
v. TARA CHAND (1913), 30 


m. Taxes char, on land — 
Limitation of ih sae a right to 


or ACTIONS. 


(1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 398; 17 L. T. 0. 8. 302; 15 


° 42. 
ee :-—Distd. Mutlow v. Bigg (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 
246. 


868. Money due on bond by ancestor.}— 
Roppam v. Morey, No. 772, ante. 
869, Money payable under covenant—Money 


| never Segre Stee testator, having covenanted with 


trustees for the payment of a sum of money after 
his death, to be held upon trusts under which 
his son was tenant for life, & charged the same 
with interest upon certain land, by his will devised 
the land, subject to the charge, to his son in fee. 
The money was never raised, nor any interest 
actually paid in respect of it, but the son entered 
into possession of the land & for more than twelve 
years received the rents & profits :—Held: the 
son not being liable to pay the interest on the 
charge no presumption of payment of interest 
by him, on the ground of any duty to keep down 
the charge, could be made; & therefore the claim 
of the trustees under the covenant of the testator 
against his personal estate was barred by Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 8.— 
Re ENGLAND, STEWARD v. ENGLAND, [1895] 2 
Ch. 820; 65 L. J. Ch. 21; 738 L. T. 287; 44 
W. R. 1193; 39 Sol. Jo. 704; 12 R. 539, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Allen, Bassett v. Allen, [1898] 2 

Ch. 499. Refd. Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot (1907), 

76 L. J. Ch. 316. 

870. All realty subject to charge — Specific 
devise of part & of residue—Charge paid out of 
residue—Contribution from specific devisee.|— 
A testator, by his will dated Jan. 11, 1845, devised 
his real estate & bequeathed his personal estate 
to trustees, upon trust for sale & to hold the pro- 
ceeds of sale upon trust to pay his debts, & to hold the 
residue on trust to pay the income to his wife for 
her life, with remainder in trust for his children 
living at her death, or the issue of those then dead 
leaving issue then living. By a codicil dated 
Jan. 30, 1855, testator revoked the devise of 
real estate contained in his will so far as regarded 
certain specified closes of land, & he devised those 
closes to his wife for her life, with remainder to 
his two sons in equal shares as tenants in common 
in fee. The whole of the real estate was subject 
to a charge of £3,000 created by a predecessor of 
testator. In 1865 the trustees sold the greater 
part of the real estate, other than that specifi- 
cally devised by the codicil, & out of the proceeds 
paid the £3,000, & some of testator’s own debts. 
The widow died in 1895. After the sale until 
her death she received the income of the residue 
of the proceeds of sale & also the rents of the 
unsold land, including those of the specifically 
devised land. She never gave to the trustees 
any acknowledgment of the liability of the 
specifically devised land to bear a proportionate 
part of the £3,000, or paid to them any part of 

~e@ £3,000, or any interest thereon :—Held: the 
widow being under no legal obligation to pay 
any part of the £3,000 or any interest thereon, 
the right of the persons interested in the real 
estate, other than that specifically devised, to 


sell.}—Reai Property Limitation Act, 
» 8 24, applies to clas at ee, bd 
taken by a municipality to sell lan 
for taxes which are a lien orc eon 
the land, & the municipality will be 
restrained by injunction from taking 
such proceedings after the lapse of ten 


“ char : ears from the time when the taxes 
Peat ae ged upon immov~ tell’ due. — ROYCE v, MACDONALD 
T. L. R.143, (2909), 19 Man. L. R. 191.—CAN, 


n. Rates rial dae on = land.) — 
Statute of Limitations, s. 47, is not a 
bar to the enforcement of a charge 
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compel contribution out of the spceifically devised 
estate to the payment of the £3,000 was barred by 
Real Property itation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 8. 
ALLEN, BassErr v. ALLEN, [1898] 2 Ch. 
499; 67 L. J. Ch. 614; 79 L. T. 107; 47 W. R. 
55; 42 Sol. Jo. 687. 

871. Money paid in redemption of land tax.]— 
SKENE v. Cook, No. 950, post. 

872. Money chargeable on realty—Insufilcient 
personalty of testator—Payment by executor out of 
own moneys—Right of recoupment.]—In or about 
1885 a widow, who was tenant for life of the real 
estate of her husband & also his exor., paid some 
of his debts out of her own money because his 
property was not sufficient to pay his debts, but 

ok no steps by administration proceedings to 
get herself recouped out of testator’s realty for 

hirty years :—Held: (1) as to the residuary real 
estate, the widow, although she was the tenant 
for life, who as such had in fact elected to keep 
the realty intact & not recover thereout what 
she had paid out of her own moneys for testator’s 
debts, was nevertheless the person, having regard 
to Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
8. 8, who at the time she paid her husband’s debts 
had ‘‘ a present right to receive’ the moneys so 
paid, & could in an action for administration of 
the real estate of testator have recovered the 
amount, because the persons to pay were all the 
persons entitled to the real estate ; (2) with regard 
to the portion of realty bequeathed by testator 
on trust for payment of debts, the creditors 
would be barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 10. Accordingly, her claim 
was barred.—Re WELCH, MITCHELL v. WILLDERS, 
[1916) 1 Ch. 875; 85 L. J. Ch. 500; 114 L. T. 
685; 32 T. L. R. 314; 60 Sol. Jo. 368. 

Paving expenses—Recovery by local authority.]— 
See Highways, Vol. XXVI., p. 535, No. 2351. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHEN TIME BEGINS TO RUN. 
A. In General. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


s. &. 

878. Present right to receive — What amounts 
to—Whether right to enforce payment.]—(1) A 
present right to receive is not in ordinary English 
the same as a present right to enforce payment 
(Lorp EsHeErR, M.R.). 

It seems to me clear that the meaning is that 
in each case the moment to be looked to is the 
moment when the charge comes into present 
operation (LINDLEY, L.J.). 

(2) There may be persons who are subject to 
some legal incapacity which would prevent them 
from giving a receipt or discharge, so as to bind 
them, such as infants or lunatics, & it is to meet 
such cases I think that the words ‘‘ capable of 

iving a discharge’’ were probably inserted 
Goss EsHer, M.R.).—HorNsEY Locat Boarp 
v. MONARCH INVESTMENT BUILDING SOCIETY 
(1889), 24 Q. B. D2 1; 59 L. J. Q. B. 105; 61 


under Local Government Act, 1903, 
8. 341.— RICHMOND OCORPN. v. FEDERAL 
BouiLpiInG SocintTy, [1909] V. L. R. 
413,—AUS. 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


“0. From date of judgment.J— BANK 
OF MONTREAL v. CORNISH, Temp. 
Wood, 272.—CAN. 

p. Appeal against part of decree — 
Decree affirmed on appeal—Period from 
which limitation runs after an appeal.) 
—SAKHALOHAND RIKHAWDAS v. VEL 


Bom. 203.—IND. 


CHAND QuUJAR (1893), 


PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.—B. 


q. Judgment registered as mortgage 
. debtor's a Ret ating Srom wale 
of judgment—Not of mortgage. |}—J OHN- 
aon v. Lowry, [1900] 1 I. R. 316.— 


Principal due‘ on default in il 
nei ue On nt? ‘: : 
Time Pie from firat default. }—-MoFap- sHaw, [1905)11. R. 


409 
L. T. 867; 54 J.P. 801; 38 W. R. 85; OT. LR. 
8 


r) e 
ions :—As to (1) Befd. Re Owen, [1894] 3 Ch. 220; 
Ao Ni tham AS ad en v. Winfield, [1922] 2 Ch. 413. 
Generally, Mentd. Stock o, Meakin, [1809] 2 Ch. 408; 
.v. L. G. Board, Ez yp. Thorp : ee eae: 
1184'; Re Jauncey, Bird v. Arnold (1926), 134 L. T. 728. 
874. 


]—Re Parpor, McLavuGcH- 
LIN v. Penny, No. 893, post. 











B. Money Charged on Land. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27)s 
s. 6; Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57)» 
s. 8. 

875. Sale of land—Unpald purchase-money— 
Right accrues on completion.]|—Torr v. STEVEN- 
SON (OR STEPHENSON), No. 1010, post. 

876. Chattel interest in land— Claim by ad- 
ministrator—Time runs from death of intestate— 
Not from date of grant of administration.|—Re 
WILLIAMS, Davigs v. Wiii1aMs, No. 1181, post. 

877. Mortgage or charge on reversionary in- 
terest in realty—Whether time runs from falling 
in of interest..—Hvuamn. v. WILKINSON, No. 1365, 

ost. 

878. Personal action on covenant.}]— 
A testatrix died having devised her real estate 
to trustees in trust for A. for life, & after A.’s 
death in trust to sell & divide the proceeds among 
defts. Defts. joined in executing a mtge. of their 
reversionary interest in the property to pltf. to 
secure an advance. The mtge. deed contained 
a joint & several covenant to repay the loan with 
interest. More than twelve years & less than 
twenty years after the last payment of interest 
or acknowledgment by defts. pltf. brought his 
action to recover the amount of principal & 
interest due under the covenant in the mtge. 
deed. A. was still living at the date of themction : 
—Held: the money payable under the covenant 
was money ‘charged upon or payable out of 
land”? within Real Property Limitation Act, 

1874 (c. 57), s. 8, & the limitation of twelve years 
imposed by that sect. applied to the personal 
action upon the covenant, even though the sub- 
ject-matter of the mtge. was a reversion, & though 
that reversion had not yet fallen into possession 
at the date of the action.—KIRKLAND v. PEAT- 
FIELD, [1903] 1 K. B. 756; 72 L. J. K. B. 355; 
88 L. T. 472; 51 W. R. 544; 19 T. L. R. 362 ; 
47 Sol. Jo. 420. 


Annotation :—Folld. Re Fox, Brooks v. Marston, [1913] 2 
Ch. 75. 








a 
C. Legacies. 
(a) In General. 

879. Time runs from present right to recelve— 
Legacy payable on happening of future event.]— 
PRiIoR v. HORNIBLOW, No. 823, ante. ; 

880. ——.] —By will, dated in 1829, 
testator gave to A. £800 ‘‘ to enable him to take 
his father’s farm after his decease, if the landlord 
will consent, or to place him in any other situation 
which the trustees might think fit” & if not, 
then the interest was to be paid to A. for life, 





._ L. R. 18 DEN v. BRANDON (1904), 24 C. L. T. 
ee 393: 80. L. R. 610; 40. W. R. 349. 


—CAN. 
PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
€. (a). 


879i. Time runs from present right 
to receive—Legacy payable on happening 
Oo ure event.}—CARTER ¥v. CARTER 
(1895), 16 N. S. W. L. R. (Eq.) 129.— 
AUS. 
879 


on mort, 


pest ——-,]— WADDELL v. HaR- 
418,—IR. 


410 LIMITATION 


Sect, 1.—Principal moneys: Sub-sect. 2, C. (a) & 
(b), & D.; gub-sects. 3 & 4, A. (a).] 

with remainder to his son, if he should have 
any. Testator died the same year. In 1881 A. 
went to America, where he died intestate & un- 
married in 1854. No part of the maa or interest 
was ever paid to A. or applied for benefit. In 
1856 A.’s administrator filed this suit for the 
legacy, with interest since the testator’s decease : 
—Held: Statute of Limitations was no bar.— 
Lorp v. Lorp (1857), 8 Jur. N. 8. 486. 

$81. ——- Effect of prior charge—On property 
charged with legacy.|—The legatees whose claims 
are subsequent to the mtge. have never yet been 
in a position to claim payment of their legacies 
against the mtgees., & therefore I cannot hold 
them at all affected by the past dealings with 
this estate. They could never have insisted on 
the appropriation of any part of the estate for 
payment of their legacies, till the mtgees. were 
paid off, & they are not therefore in default 
(WiGRAM, V.-C.).--FAULKNER v. DANIEL (1843), 
3 Hare, 199; 67 EH. R. 355; sub nom. FALKNER 
v. DANIEL, 8 Jur. 29. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Davis v. Chanter (1848), 2 Ph. 545; 


Byam v. Sutton (1854), 19 Beav. 556; Dowdcswell v. 
Dowdeswell (1878), 9 Ch. D. 294. 





882. —— ——— ———.]—-Proup v. Proup, No. 
845, ante. 
883. Legacy payable out of proceeds of 


sale—Discretionary power to postpone sale.]— 
cs ee MELHUISH v. FLETCHER (1896), 40 Sol. 
oO. . 

884. Legatee * also ~ executor — Limitation not 
operative—Lunacy of executor—Administration 
granted to third party.J}—(1) By the will of a 
testator who died in 1827, of which W. was sole 
exor., a legacy was bequeathed to E., who died 
in 1830; having bequeathed her residuary personal 
estate to W. E.’s will was proved in 1835 by W., 
who was afterwards found lunatic from Dec. 3 
1840. On Oct. 12, 1848, administration with the 
will annexed of testator’s estate, during the 
lunacy, was granted to M. W. died in 1857, & 
in Dec. 1858, a bill was filed for the administra- 
tion of his estate. The legacy had never been 
paid. The Statute of Limitations which applies 
to the recovery of legacies was passed in 1833: 
—Held: a present right to receive the legacy, 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 40, did not accrue to any one until the adminis- 
tration granted to M. in Oct. 1848; & hence 
the rightgto sue for the legacy was not barred. 

(2) ere the person liable for the payment 
of a legacy, & the person entitled to receive it, 
are the same, no question of limitation under the 
statute can arise——BINNS v. NICHOLS (1866), 
L. R. 2 Eq. 256 ; 35 L. J. Ch. 685; 14 W. R. 727. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Consd. Re Pardoe, : 
Penny, [1906] 1 Ch. 265, a a 


(b) Reversionary Legacies. 

885. Time runs from falling in of reversion.]— 
A legacy was bequeathed out of testator’s rever- 
slonary Interest in stock :—Held: (1) the legacy 
carried interest only from the time when the 
reversion fell in; (2) the time from which interest 
on a legacy was payable, was the period from which 
Statute of Limitations began to run.—EARLE ». 
BELLINGHAM (No. 2) (1857), 24 Beay. 448; 27 

~ "7" 8 Jur. - 
pos 6W. o a BS Y R. 4380. 
tons :— As to (1) Consd. Wal ; 

B Saf baoBa Bedourgs, yg ake GEE Jock 

"As to (2) Consd. Hornsey To We 


— te we 


or ACTIONS. 


886. ——.|—Re SHaGuER’sS EsTATE, SEAGER v. 
ASTON, No. 902, post. 

887. .]—A married woman, who had a 
general testamentary power of sd tren over 
a trust fund, which was subject to the life interests 
of herself & her husband, but had no separate 
property & no other power of disposition or aH 
pointment over property, by her will, dated 
1865, not referring to the. power, bequeathed a 
sum of £400 to her brother, & the residue of all 
her properties, of whatsoever kind, ‘‘ & any pro- 
poe which may have become to me, or may 

ecome to me hereafter by will or otherwise,” 
to her husband, whom she appointed exor. She 
died in 1886, leaving her husband & brother 
surviving. The will was not discovered until 
1888. It was disputed by the brother, but was 
proved by the husband in 1889. The question 
was whether the legacy of £400 was presently 
payable :—Held: the will must be construed as 
an appointment of the reversionary fund, as to 
£400 part thereof to the brother, & as to the residue 
thereof to the husband; &, therefore, the legacy 
of £400 was not payable until the reversionary 
fund actually fell into possession. 

Time would not begin to run until the property 
had been actually got in by the exor. (Kay, J.). 
—Re LuDLAM, LUDLAM v. LUDLAM (1890), 63 L. T. 


830... 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Walford, Kenyon v. Walford (1911), 
81 L. J. Ch. 128. 


888. ——— Only available assets reversionary— 
Immediate realisation of interest inadvisable,|— 
Where it is for the benefit of all entitled that a 
reversionary interest should not be realised at 
once, a legatee, whose legacy could not be paid 
out of any other fund than this reversion, is 
entitled, not only to six years’ interest, but to 
interest from the expiration of one year from the 
death of testatrix.—Re BLACHFORD, BLACHFORD 
v. WORSLEY (1884), 27 Ch. D. 676; 54 L. J. Ch. 
215; 33 W. RB. 11. 

Annotations :—Retd. Re Johnson, Sly v. Blake (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 964. Mentd. e Campbell, Campbell v. Campbell, 
[1893] 3 Ch. 468. 

889. Time runs from when legacy first payable 
—If legatee can require sale of fund—Before falling 
into reversion.|—Where a testator gives a legacy 
charged on a contingent reversionary interest in 
land & not payable out of his personal estate, 
the time during which the legatee can recover 
begins to run from the date when the legacy was 
first made payable, not from the date when the 
reversionary interest falls into possession. The 
remedy of a legatee whose legacy is simply charged 
on a contingent reversionary interest in land is 
by mtge. or sale of that interest, & not, in the 
absence of a direction by testator to that effect, 
by foreclosure; therefore he cannot bring an 
action for recovery of the land, & his right of 
action does not accrue when the reversion falls 
in, as provided ee Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874 (c. 57), 8. 2, but at the time when the legacy 
was made ae ea by the will & such right is 

overned by Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 

To. 57), s. 8.—Re OWEN, [1894] 3 Ch. 220; 63 

L. J. Ch. 749; 71 L. T. 181; 48 W. R. 55; 38 


Sol. Jo. 617; 8 R. 566. 

Annotations nsd. Re Witham, Chadburn v. Winfield, 
[1922] 2 Ch. 413. Mentd. Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd, 
{1903} 1 Ch. 385. 





D. Personal Estate of Intestates. 


See Note on p. 402, ante. 
890. From last possession of assets.}—ADAMS 
v, BarRyY, No. 826, ante. 
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891. —-—.]—Re JoHNsoN, SLY v. BLAKE, No. 
808, ante. 

892. Present right to receive—- Receipt from 
representatives — Not debtors to estate.] — Re 
JOHNSON, SLy v. BLAH, No. 808, ante, 

893. Right to recover payment—By action 
at law.J—In 1864, a trust fund, payable to H. 
as the administratrix of the intestate appointee 
of the fund, was paid to E. & to her husband, G., 
in her right. E. was beneficially entitled to one 
moiety of the fund, & the other moiety was payable 
to E., G., & J. as the exors. of M., in whose estate 
HK. had a life interest. G. paid the money into 
his private banking account, & never accounted 
for or gave any acknowledgment in respect of it. 
G. died in 1884, J. in 1886, & EB. in 1903. In an 
action by the administrator de bonis non of the 
eu pomice for a declaration that G.’s estate was 
liable to make good the portion of the fund un- 
accounted for, the exor. of G.’s residuary legatee 
pleaded the statutory bar under Law of Property 
Amendment Act, 1860 (c. 38), s. 13:—Held: 
““a present right to receive’? the share within 
the sect. 13 meant a right in the person capable 
of giving a discharge” of recovering payment 
of the share into his own hands by an action at 
law, & inasmuch as J. could not have sued his 
co-exors. at law, there was in 1864 no person 
who had a present right to receive the share in 
question and consequently the statute had not 
run. The fact that J. might by suit in oy 
against his co-exors. for the administration of the 
appointee’s estate, have secured to M.’s estate 
the share in question, did not constitute him a 
person to whom ‘‘a present right to receive the 
same ”’ had accrued within sect. 13. 

It seems to me that a “‘ present right to receive 
the same”’ means a right to recover by legal 
Diceecu ee (KEKEWICH, J.). — Re PARDOR, 

CLAUGHLIN v. PENNY, [1906] 1 Ch. 265; 75 
L. J. Ch. 161; 94 L. T. 88; 54 W. R. 210; revsd. 
on other grounds, [1906] 2 Ch. 340, C. A. 

894. Administration suit against co- 
executors.]—~Re PARDOE, MCLAUGHLIN v. PENNY, 
No. 893, ante. 

895. From grant of administration—To repre- 
sentatives of original administrators.}—MaRTIN v. 
BEAUCHAMP (EARL), [1888] W. N. 247. 











SusB-sEcT. 3.—DISABILITIES. 

896. Of person Hable to pay—Lunacy—Limita- 
tion operative.|—A legatee, after the lapse of 
twenty-three years, sent in a claim for his legacy. 
The surviving extrix. had, during part of the 
time, been a lunatic :—Held: her lunacy was no 
bar to Statute of Limitations running.—BoLpERO 
v. WALPIN, He p. HAWES (1870), 19 W. R. 320. 

897. Of person having right to receive — Lunacy 
or infancy-—Limitation not operative.)—HorNsEY 
Loca Boarp v. MONARCH INVESTMENT BUILDING 
Society, No. 873, ante. 


Sus-sEect. 4.—ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND PAYMENT. 
A. Acknowledgment. 
(a) By and to Whom Made. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


8. 8. 
898. By whom made—Person liable for payment 
PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3. 


t. Of person having right to receive 
—Absence of debtor from province. )— 


s 
Cc. iL. 


;_ 6 
Oo. W. 


TEWART v. GUIBORD ams), 23 
T. 242 oO. L. 262 ; 
- 168, 554.—CAN. 


4\] 


or his agent.) — CHINNERY v. EVANS, No. 912, 
ost, 
si $99. ——- ——— No admission of agency.] — 
Torr v. STEPHENSON (OR STEVENSON), No. 901, pout. 
00. —— Trustees or agent—Signed acknow- 
ledgment.]—Where an estate is devised to a trustee 
in trust to sell & pay testator’s debts, & subject 
thereto, in trust for A., an acknowledgment of a 
debt in writing, signed by the trustee or his agent, 
is sufficient to preserve the creditor’s right of suit 
for twenty years after the giving of the acknow- 
ledgment.—Sr. JoHN (LORD) v. BOUGHTON (1838), 
9 Sim. 219; 7 L. J. Ch. 208; 2 Jur. 413; 
E. R. 342. 
Annotations =~ Const. Tort v. et a (ea Ree 
Beth. Toft v._ Sip (1853), V Ww. R. 118 : Watson v. Saul 


1859), 1 Giff. 188; Re Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, 
U19071'1 oh, 330; Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordigon, (1922] 
1 Ch. x 


901. —— Solicitor trustees.|—-On Mar. 4, 
1811, an agreement was entered into for the 
purchase of freehold land for £6,300, to be paid 
on May 13, 1811, & the purchasers were immediately 
put into possession. In 1827 the purchaser, 

efore any conveyance was made to him, & 
before he had paid any part of the purchase- 
money, died, having devised the lands to trustees. 

The clare tage disclaimed, & others were appointed 

by the Ct. of Ch. In 1834 the attorney of these 

trustees wrote to the assignees of the vendor, who 
had become bkpt., stating that the purchase- 
money was ready to be paid on the purchase being 
completed. On a bill filed by the assignees in 

1844 to enforce the lien, to which Real Property 

Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), was seb up as a 

defence by answer :—Held: (1) the trustees were 

persons by whom the purchase-money was payable 

within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 

8. 40; (2) the acknowledgment of their attorney 

in 1834 was sufficient within the meaning of the 

exception in the Act to withdraw the case from its 
operation, &, for this purpose, to bind the cestuis 
que trust, although the trustees were appointed not 
by or under any powers contained in the will, 
but by the Ct. of Ch. ; (3) the answers claiming the 
benefit of the statute must be considered as alleging 
that no acknowledgment of the right to receive 
the money had been given or signed by the person 
by whom it was payable, or his agent; &, there- 
fore, although the bill did not allege any acknow- 
ledgment to have been made, pltfs. were entitled 
to put the acknowledgment in evidence on an 
appeal, although it was not read or proved at 
the original hearing; (4) this only applied to the 
trustees who had admitted the agency of the 
attorney, but, as against other defts. who had not 
made a similar admission, the assignees were 
entitled to an inquiry as to any acknowledgment 
having been given.—Torr v. STEPHENSON (OR 

STEVENSON) (1851), 1 De G. M. & G. 28; 21 

L. J. Ch. 129; 18L. T.0.8.114; 15 Jur. 11873 42 

KE. R. 461, L. JJ.3 previous proceedings (1848), 

7 Hare, 1; subsequent: proceedings (1854), 5 De G. 

M. & G. 735, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Fordham v. Wallis Cabs): 1 
W. if. 118; Pears v. La 1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 41; 
Adnam v. Sandwich (1877), 46 L. J. Q. B. 612; Lewin v. 
Wilson (1886), 11 App. Cas. 639. 

902. Surety to principal debtor.] —(1) S. 
being entitled, after the death of his mother, to a 
legacy of £250 charged upon land, in Nov. 1844, 
assigned his reversionary interest by way of 
mtge. to B. to secure a debt of £200 & interest. A 


ANTEE Co. v. TRUSTS CORPN. OF ON- 
2 TaRio (1901), 21 GC. L. T. 373; 2 
O. L. R. 97.—CAN 
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Sect. 1.—Principal moneys: Sub-sect. 4, A. (a) & | 


bend of even date, conditioned to be void on the 
payment of £200 & interest, was executed by S 
as principal, & his mother, the tenant for life, as 
surety, by way of collateral security for the debt, 
Interest was paid by S. the principal, up to 1828, 
& afterwards a payment in respect of interest was 
made by the surety in 1846. S., the mtgor., died 
in 1847. The tenant for life died in 1851. A 
fund representing the legacy was standing in ct. 
to the account of the representatives of S. & his 
incumbrancers. Petition by the personal repre- 
sentative of S. for pk ace of the fund in ct. to 
her, on the ground that the assignment had become 
inoperative because the debt was barred by 
Statute of Limitations, dismissed. The effect of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40, 
upon these facts is, that the period of twenty 
years, within which the mtgee. is entitled to sue, 
commenced at the death of the tenant for life. 

(2) The acknowledgment of the debt by the 
surety in 1846, was also sufficient to render the 
bond a subsisting & valid security against the 
principal, who was also the mtgor. 

(3) Qu.: whether Mercantile Law Amendment 
Act, 1856 (c. 97), s. 14, which provides that no 
payment or acknowledgment by a co-contractor 
shali deprive any other co-contractor of the 
benefit of certain enactments therein specified 
applies to the case of principal & surety.—Re 
SEAGER’S Estate, SEAGER v. ASTON (1857), 26 
L. J. Ch, 809; 29 L. T. O. S. 154; 3 Jur. N.S. 
481; 5 W.R. 548. 

903. ——— One devisee — Effect as against co- 
devisee.|—DickENSON v. TEASDALE, No. 1682, post. 

904. To whom made—Party entitled to demand 
payment.|— HOLLAND v. CLARK, No. 906, post. 

90 Or agent.|—-HERVEY v. WYNN, 





No. 911, post. 


(6) Sufficiency. 

ns Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
s. 8. 

906. Intention to admit Iability.] —H. died in 
1811, having bequeathed a legacy to a woman 
who afterwards married pltf. In Dec. 1825, the 
two exors. of H. gave pltf. a written acknowledg- 
ment whereby they separately & jointly acknow- 
ledged that they owed pltf. £150 for the legac 
& £50 for interest. In 1835 pltf.’s wife died. 
Matters of business having occurred between 
pltf. & the exors., in which mutual demands & 
accounts arose, pltf., in Sept. 1839, brought his 
action against the exors. to recover what he 
alleged to be due on those accounts, including the 
£200 mentioned in the memorandum, & interest 


thereon. In this action defts. pleaded separately, 
& one of them paid £46 into ct., which pltf. 
received, & abandoned the action as to him. Pitt. 


then filed his bill against both defts. for payment 
of the legacy, & in defence to the bill defts., 
amongst other things, insisted by their answers 
on Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), & 
that the action was a bar to the demand in equity : 
—Held: (1) the written memorandum amounted 
to an acknowledgment taking the claim to the 
legacy out of the operation of the statute; (2) pltt, 


7a Hide debt 


—— 


PART IV. SECT, 1, SUB-SECT. 4.— 
A. (b). 


908 i. Correspondence between parties 


—Relating to debt. : 
Holm (1894), 12 N, ZL R oie 


due 


R. 529,.— 6. Claim 
b. Written acknowledgment of mort- Rawnevivignts 
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was not entitled to arrears of interest on the 
aeeney beyond six years before the filing of the 


(3) In order that an acknowledgment may have 
the effect of taking a demand out of the operation 
of Real Property Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), 
the acknowledgment must appear to have been 
made with a view of rendering the party making 
it liable to the demand, & it must have been made 
to the party entitled to make the demand. 

Where a bill was brought against two exors. for 
peymient of a legacy bequeathed to pltf.’s wife, & 

or arrears of interest accrued since her death, & 
pltf., with a view of taking his demand for interest 
out of the operation of Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 42, relied on certain letters 
written by one of the exors. to his, pltf.’s, attorney : 
—RHeld: the letters had not the effect ascribed to 
them by pltf., because they had been written b 

the party, not for the purpore of charging himself, 
but of throwing the burden of payment on the 
co-exor.; even if they had been written for the 
purpose of charging himself, it was questionable 
whether they would avail pltf , inasmuch as they 
were written before pltf. had taken out letters of 
administration to his wife—HOLLAND v. CLARK 
(1842), 1 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 151; 62 E. R. 831; 
tg ale proceedings (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. Cas. 

19 


907. Agreement between parties—As to priority 
of charges.|—Prior mtgees. of the works & tolls 
of a harbour agreed that, on the Exchequer Comrs. 
making an advance, the tolls should be applied, 
first, in paying interest on the Comrs.’ advances, 
secondly, in paying interest on the prior mtges. ; 
thirdly, in reduction of the principal of the Comrs.’ 
advance till it was paid off, &, the tolls being in- 
sufficient to keep down the interest on the Comrs.’ 
advances, sold the subject of their security to a 
railway co. with notice of the agreement. The 
agreement was made in 1818. In 1833, before the 
sale to the railway co., one of the prior mtgees., 
wrote to the treasurer of the harbour co. com- 
plaining of non-payment of interest. The 
treasurer replied that no interest had been paid 
since 1821, as the income of the harbour left but 
asmall surplus after payment of expenses; but 
that he was at all times willing to give information 
to the mtgee. or to any other gentleman who had 
embarked property in the undertaking :—Held: 
the agreement & the correspondence took the case 
out of Statute of Limitations both as to principal 
& interest.—JORTIN v. SOUTH HASTERN Ry. Co. 
(1855), 6 De G. M. & G. 270; 3 Eq. Rep. 281; 
24 L. J. Ch. 343; 25 L. T. 0.8.16; 1 Jur. N.S. 
433; 3 W. R. 190; 43 E. R. 1237, L. JJ. ; reved. 
on other grounds, sub nom. SoutH EASTERN Ry. 
Co. v. JORTIN (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 425, H. L. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Re Burdett, Lx p. Brine (1888), 2 

Q. B. D. 310; Davis v. Petrie (1905), 93 L. T. 511. 

908. Correspondence between parties — Relating 
on Lapa —JORTIN v. SouTH EASTERN Ry. Co., No. 

» ante. 

909. Order of court — Executive é& legatees— 
Lunacy of executrix—-Funds paid into court.]|— 
Testator gave a legacy to be equally divided, 
within twelve months, between the children of W., 
who should be living at his, testator’s, death, such 
sum to be raised out of the property thereinafter 


ton.) —- WATERS LLOYD, 


redemption. 
{1911} 1 I. R. 153.—IR. 


d. ort of master——In action in 
wohten Golor aa }~HILz v. ~ 


WELL (1840), 21. L. R. 302.—IR. 
e. Admission by bankrupi—In 


Where v. 
ed 


Secured on 


v. 
e 


owner of equity of 
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given to his extrix. for life. He then gave to his 

extrix. certain real & personal estate for her life, 

& after her death to the children of W., living at 

his, testator’s, death. At testator’s death in 

Jan. 1847, there were four children of W. living, 

but another, J., had not been heard of since 

Feb. 1845, & nothing ever was heard of him after- 

wards. The extrix. paid to the four children who 

were known to be living, four fifth shares of the 
legacy, but did not raise the remaining fifth. In 

1851 she became lunatic, & in 1852 the funds, to 

the income of which she was entitled for life, were 

transferred to the credit of the lunacy to the 
account of the lunatic & the children of W., & 
the income was ordered to be applied for her 
benefit. In 1871 the four surviving children of 
W. & the administrator of J. petitioned that the 
remaining fifth share of the legacy, with interest, 
might be paid to the four children, or, if not, then 
to the administrator of J.:—Held: there being 
no proof that J. survived testator, the share must 
be paid to the four children who were known to 
have survived him; the manner in which the ct. 
had dealt with the fund took the case out of the 
statute as to the principal, but that only six years’ 
arrears of interest should be given.—Re WALKER 

(1871), 7 Ch. App. 120; 41 L. J. Ch. 219; 25 

L. T. 775 ; 20 W. R. 171, L. JJ. 

A Bia ee socee ist bai ea? Stentde 
Benjamin, Neville v. Benjamin, 11902) 1 a 723. eat aie 
910. Statutory declaration—-By debtor — On 

lunacy summons relating to creditor.])—HERVEY 

v. WYNN, No. 911, post. 

911. Acknowledgment after debt statute-barred.] 
—A mtge. of land was executed in 1875 to secure 
an advance, & in 1879 a deed of further charge on 
the land was executed as security for a further 
advance. The latter deed recited the mtge. of 
1875, & that the date fixed for redemption had 
passed & contained a covenant by the mtgor. 
that he would upon receipt of notice as mentioned 
in the mtge. of 1875, pay to the mtgee. the money 
advanced, with interest, & it declared that the 
power of sale & other powers contained in the 
earlier deed should extend to & be a security for 
the further advance & interest thereon. No 
interest was ever paid on these mtges. In 1899 
the mtgee. became of unsound mind, & his next 
of kin petitioned for an inquiry in lunacy & issued 
a summons for directions. Upon that summons 
the mtgor. made a statutory declaration as to the 
mtge. debts. The mtgee. having died, his exors. 
sued the mtgor. to enforce the mtges. :—Held: 
the statutory declaration was not an ‘ acknow- 
ledgment of the right” to the money within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8, it 
being equally consistent with the intention to 
show that the debt was statute-barred, nor was 
it given “‘to the person entitled thereto or his 
agent’; even if it was an acknowledgment, 
it was not effectual to take the case out of the 
statute, because at the time it was made both the 
remedy against the land & the personal remedy 


davit sworn after 


413 


on the covenant were gone; &, as regards the 
deed of further charge, there existed when it was 
executed a “ present right to receive”? the mtge. 
money within sect. 8; & therefore the action was 
statute-barred.— HERVEY v. WYNN (1905), 22 
T. L. R. 98; 50 Sol. Jo. 94. 


B. Payment. 
(a) By Whom Made. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


s. 8. 

912. By aid te liable to pay or his agent.]— 
(1) Payment of interest on an Irish mtge. made by 
a receiver appointed under 11 & 12 Geo. 3, c. 10 
(Ir.), over the estates mortgaged, is, within the 
terms of Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
ee payment by ‘“‘an agent” of the party 

able. 

(2) The words in Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 40, ‘‘ by the person by whom the 
same shall be payable or his agent,”’ apply equally 
to the making of a payment & the signing of an 
acknowledgment. 

M. was possessed of estates in three counties, 
Cork, Kerry & Limerick. In 1776 he mortgaged 
them to F. The interest on the mtge. was not 
regularly paid, &, on a petition presented by F., 
under the Irish Act, a receiver was appointed. 
In form, his appointment embraced the three 
estates ; in fact, he never entered into possession 
of any but the Limerick estate, from which alone 
he took the money necessary to keep down the 
interest on the mtge. M. afterwards, without any 
knowledge of the matter on the part of F., sold 
the Cork & Kerry estates to C., & certain out- 
standing terms & judgments were assigned & con- 
veyed to a trustee for C. to protect the title. 
Afther the lapse of nearly twenty years, since the 
last payment made by the receiver, F. claimed to 
have a sale of all the estates included in the 
original mtge. in order to cover arrears of interest : 
—Held: the payment by the receiver out of the 
rents of the Limerick estate, was a payment which 
in law must be considered as made by the mtgor. 
in respect of the mtge. debt, & therefore prevented 
Statute of Limitations operating as a bar to the 
demand as to any of the estates comprised in the 
mtge. 

(3) The assignment, to a trustee for the pur- 
chaser of an estate, of outstanding terms affecting 
it, & of judgments on which elegits had been issued, 
does not constitute the purchaser an incumbrancer 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 42, so as to prevent the operation of the statute 
on the claim of the mtgee. :—Held: therefore, 
the mtgee. was only entitled to demand six years’ 
arrears of interest up to the filing of his petition 
in which the holder of the estates sold was, for 
the first time, made a party to the suit. 

(4) Qu.: whether the payment of interest on a 
mtge. by a mere stranger would be a payment 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1843 (c. 27), 
ss. 40, 42.—CHINNERY v. EVANS (1864), 11 H. L. 


bankruptcy.}—An (1908), I. L. R. 32 Bom, 296.—IND. PART IV. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4.— 

admission made by a bkpt. in an g. Mere deposit of title deeds. B. (a). 
affidavit enn Pcp 5 kpcy., As An acknowledgment within Real 9121. By person liable to pay or his 
uot eu ne = 7 owledgment in property Act, 1915, 8. 47, may be agent.}--A payment of principal or 
writing o c) oe stence : @ debt given after the expiration of fifteen interest of a sum of money charged 
be ne ahieoas © v phos the revent years from the accrual of a present upon lands by a person expressly or 
that deb na gat y 6 Statute fright to recover money charged on impliedly authorised to make it, will 
0 er Or. eS etn land by mere deposit of title deeds, be equivalent to a payment by the 
(1859), 33 L. T. O. 8. IR. RO as revive the right to sue on party liable, so as to prevent the 
the simple contract debt.—NaTIONAL operation of the Statute of itations, 


ft. Acknowledgment in written state- 
ment-—Not necessarily addressed to 


-~w« SHRINIWAS v. NARHAR AUS, 


Bank OF TasMANtA (IN LIQUIDATION) 
v. MOK ENZIE, [1920] V. L. R. 411.— 


but a payment by a stranger will not, 
le (pent ANDREWS (1850), 1 I. Ch. 
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Sect. 1.—Principal moneys: Sub-sect. 4, B. (a) & 
(6) @.] 

Cas. 115; 4 New Rep. 520; 11 L. T. 68; 10 Jur. 

N. 8. 865; 13 W. R. 20; 11 B. R. 1274, HL. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Astbury v. Astbury, [1898] 
2 Ch. 111: Bradshaw v. Widdrington, {1903} 2 Ch. 430. 
Aa to @) Apld. Pears v. (1871), L. R. 12 Eq. 41; 
Harlock v. BbGrry. (1882), 19 Ch. D. 539. Refd. Lewin 
v. Wilson (1886), 11 App. Cas. 639; Barclay v. Owen 

T. 220; Re Fresby, Allison v. ans | 1580) 

‘ * Dibb v. Walker, {1893] 2 Ch. 429; Re 

ale, Lilley v. Foad, [1899] 2 Ch. 307; Re Lacey, H 

». Lightfoot, [1907] 1 Ch. 330. As to (4) Refd. 

Anpnaly v. Agar-Hllis, [19 Ch. 774. Generally, 

. : entd. Cockburn 

». Edwards (1881), 18 Ch. D. 449; Re Glasdir Copper 

Electro-Metallurgical 


Mines, Englis Co. v. Glasdir Copper 

Mines, (1906) 1 Ch. 365. 

918. Principal & surety—Payment by surety.|— 
Re SEAGER’S ESTATE, SEAGER v. ASTON, No. 902, 
ante. 

914. -|}—Re FrisBy, ALLISON v. 
Frissy, No. 855, ante. 

— * 915. Payment by principal.|——-In 1867, P. 
mortgaged an estate to L. & A. for £1,000, & at the 
same time BH. & C. gave to L. & A. a joint & 
several bond in the poe sum of £4,000, reciting 
that the £1,000 had been advanced at the request 
of E. & C. & that they had agreed to give as a 
better security for part thereof a bond con- 
ditioned for payment of £200 & interest. The 
bond was conditioned to be void if the mtgor. 
paid the mtge. money & interest according to his 
covenant. P. paid the interest till Dec. 1877, 
after which it fell into arrear, & in 1880 the 
mtgees. entered into possession. HE. died in 1883 
without having made any payment or given any 
acknowledgment. L. & A. as creditors under the 
bond, took out a summons for administration of 
his estate. E.’s representatives disputed the 
claim on the ground that this was a proceeding to 
recover money secured on land, & was barred by 
the lapse of twelve years under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57) :—Held: (1) this was 
not a proceeding to recover money secured on 
land, but to recover damages because another 
person failed to pay money secured on land, & it 
did not come within the scope of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8; (2) if remedy 
on the bond had been barrable by the lapse of 
twelve years under that sect. the payments of 
interest by the mtgor. would have prevented the 
bar.—Re POWERS, LINDSELL v. PHILLIPS (1885), 
30 Ch. D. 291; 53 L. T. 647, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Re Frisby, Allison v. Frisby 

(1889), 43 Ch. D. 106. Gencrally, Mentd. Nutter v. 

Holland, {1894] 3 Ch. 408. 

-]|—See, generally, GUARANTEE, Vol. XXVI., 
pp. 105, 106, Nos. 725-736. 

916. Part or limited owner — Widow entitled to 
dower-——Mortgage.|—On the death of a mtgor. in 
1883, his widow, who was entitled to dower, took 
possession of the mtged. estate, with the consent 
of the co-heirs, & she paid interest on the mtge. 
In 1858 the mtgee. instituted a suit to realise his 
mtge., in which it did not appear that any interest 
had been paid by one of the co-heirs during the 
interval :—Held: the payment of the interest by 
the widow prevented the statute running, for 
either such co-heir was himself barred, or the 
payment of interest had been made on his hehalf.— 
Amis v. MANNERING (1859), 26 Beay. 583; 6583 
E.R. 1028. 

917. ——- Tenant for life.] — Pzanrs v. Larna, 
No. 769, ante. 


928 i. Debtor after t y 
or after tranafer o af mort 
an ; 














~—Mortgagor after aasignmen 
eages property. E~Dor d. 
TRIGUT (1865), 6 All, 241,—C 





e eosin Dosay 08 Le 33 
Calc, 1278.—IND. he 
h. Any person entitled to pay—Ac- 


or ACTIONS. 


918. ———- —-—.] —- Re HOLLINGSsHEAD, HOL- 
LINGSHHAD v. WERSTER, No. 787, ania. 

919. Specific devisee — Of mortgaged por- 
tion of realty.|—Payment of interest by the 
specific devisee of part of a testator’s real estate, 
which was subject to a mtge. created by testator, 
is sufficient to keep the mtgee.’s right of action 
alive against the specific devisees of other parts 
of the real estate which was not subject to the 
mtge. & thus entitle the mtgee. to an order for 
ry ah of the whole of testator’s real 
estate. 

It will be observed that there is [in Civil Pro- 
cedure Act, 1883 (c. 42), 8. 5] no person named to 
whom the acknowledgment should be made, 
although it is obvious of course that the payment 
can only be made to the persons entitled to receive 
it (FARWELL, L.J.). 

It appears to me to be clear that resps. in this 
case would have been co-debtors within & entitled 
to the benefit of this section [sect. 14] of Mer- 
cantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 (c. 97), if it 
had not been that in 1874 Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1874 (c. 57), was passed, which by 
sect. 8 reduced the period for recovering moneys 
charged on land from the twenty years given by 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1883 (c. 27), s. 40, 
to twelve years, but left the twenty years for 
recovering specialties given by Civil Procedure 
Act, 1883 (c. 42), 8.3, untouched (FARWELL, L.J.). 

By the words ‘ persons liable to the debt’ I 
understand to be meant the persons who could be 
made poorer by being called upon to pay the 
debt (BUCKLEY, L.J.).—Re LAcEY, Howarp vw. 
Lieurroot, [1907] 1 Ch. 830; 76 L. J. Ch. 816; 
96 L. T. 306, C. A. 

Annotations -—Refd. Re Atkinson, Proctor v, Atkinson, 
[1908] 2 Ch. 307; Read v. Price, [1909] 2 K. B. 724. 
920. Receiver—Of several estates—-Payment out 

of profits of one estate only.|—CHINNERY v. EVANS, 

No. 912, anie. 

921. Tenant of mortgaged property — Payment 
of rent to mortgagee.|}—HarLock v. ASHBERRY, 
No. 1379, post. 

922. Debtor after transfer of property.|—LYALL 
v. FLUKER, [1873] W. N. 208. 

923. ——— Mortgagor after assignment of mort- 
gaged property.|—(1) N., a solr., lent money to 8., 
a client, on equitable mtge., & on Feb. 12, 1866, 
an account was settled between them as to the 
amount due. After this there were no entries 
relating to S. in N.’s ledger. In July, 1878, S. 
assigned the mtged. property to his two nephews, 
subject to all incumbrances. In a diary kept by 
N., who had since died, was an entry dated 
Sept. 10, 1878, of the receipt of money from S. for 
interest. There was nothing else to show pay- 
ment of interest after 1866. In an action te 
enforce the security against the nephews :—Held : 
assuming the entry to be admissible in evidence, 
as to which the ct. gave no opinion, it proved 
nothing but a payment on account of interest by 
& person who when he made it had no interest in 
the mtged. property, & was not shown to be 
agent of the assignees, & this could not take the 
case out of the statute as pr the assignees. 

(2) S., in 1863, mortgaged other propery to A., 
a client of N. N. paid interest on the mtge. & 
charged S. with it in account till 1866. After this, 
N. went on paying interest to A., who believed 
that it came from 8., but it was not shown that N. 
had ever acted as solr. to S. after 1866, nor was 


cording to terms of mortgage contract. 
—-The rule that the only person whose 
payment on acoount revent fore 
closure from being barred is the mtgor. 
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there anything showing that N. was authorised to 
make the payments as agent for 8.:—Held: the 
payments of interest after 1866 did not take the 
case out of Statute of Limitations. 

(83) A letter from N. to A. stating that he had 
paid to A.’s account a sum received from S. for 
interest :—Held : not an admission against interest 
so as to be admissible in evidence to show payment 
by. S.—NEWBOULD v. SmiTH (1886), 33 Ch. D. 
127; 65 L. J. Ch. 788; 65 L. T. 194; 34 W. R. 
690, C. A.; affd. on other grounds (1889), 14 
App. Cas. 428. 


Annotation :--—Generally, : ; 
13 R. 770. ally, Mentd. Crichton v. Crichton (1895) 


924, Agent of party lable to pay — No evidence 
of agency.]|—-NEWBOULD v. SmrrH, No. 923, ante. 

925. Solicitor.) — The solr. who acted for 
a mtgor. & after his death for his exors., & also 
for the mtgees., paid the interest upon the mtge. 
debt to the mtgees. regularly up to a period within 
twelve years before the commencement of an 
action to enforce the mtge. :—Held: (1) this was 





alti facie a payment within Real Property 
imitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 6. 8, ‘‘ by the person 
by whom the same shall be payable,’’ so as to 
throw on the representatives of the mtgor. the 
onus of proving that the statute had run & the 
mtge. debt had not been kept alive. 

(2) The payment of interest by a person who, 
as between himself & the mtgor. was bound to pay 
it, though he was under no contract with the 
mtgee. to do so, was a payment, ‘‘ by the person 
by whom the same shall be payable’’ within 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8, 
so as to prevent the statute from running.— 
BRADSHAW v. WIDDRINGTON, [1902] 2 Ch. 430; 
71 L. J. Ch. 627; 86 L. T. 726; 50 W. R. 561; 46 
Sol. Jo. 530, C. A. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Consd. Re Lacey, Howard v. Light- 
foot, [1907] 1 Ch. 330. of Pee 3 


926. 
935, post. 

927. Person bound to pay as between himself & 
debtor—No contract with creditor to pay.|—-Brap- 
SHAW v. WIDDRINGTON, No. 925, ante. 

928. Trustees of settled property — Subject to 
mortgage by settlor.|—ALsTON v. MINEARD (1906), 
51 Sol. Jo. 132. 


.|— Berwick & Co. v. Price, No. 





(b) Sufficiency. 
i. Payment of Interest. 


oo Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
s. 8. 

929. Same person entitled to pay & receive 
interest—-Charge on settled realty—Tenant for life 
to pay & receive.|—If a tenant for life, out of his 
own money, pays off charges upon an estate, but 
expressing, or by his acts indicating no intention 
either of exonerating the estate or continuing the 
charges for his own benefit, the presumption of 
law is in favour of the continuance; & though 
more than twenty years elapse between the period 
of payment & the death of the tenant for life, & 
no notice of them during all the time has been 
taken, the tenant for life being in the receipt of 
the whole rents & profits, the remainderman 
cannot set up Statute of Limitations against the 
pee representatives of the tenant for life.— 

URRELL v. EGREMONT (HARL) (1844), 7 Beav. 
205; 13 L. J. Ch. 809; 8 Jur. 687; 49 F. R. 


or his privy in estate, or the agent of 
either of them, must be qualified 80 as 
to include any person who by the terms 
of the mtge. contract is entitled to 
make paymentse.—LEWIN v. WIB0N 


(1886), 11 App. Cas. 
k. By assignee 


tion. }--Payment of the interest by the 
assignee of the equity of redemp 
is a euficient acknowledgmen 
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1048; sub nom. BARRELL v. EGREMONT (EARL), 

pees Be Toph Booth (1887), 35 Ch. D 

Annotations :-—. . Topham v. Boo . . DD. 
607. Consd. england, Steward v. hnwiava, (1895) 65 
L. J. Ch. 21. Refd. Spickernell v. Hotham (1854) ¥ay, 
669: Roddam %. Morley (1856), 2K. & J. 336; Knigh 
v Bones geet gt 23 Beav. 609; Burrowes v. Gore (1858), 
6 H. b. . 907; K 


ensington v. Bouverie (1859), 7 
H. L. Cas. 557; Re Allen, B 8] 2 Ch 
499; Re Welch, Mitchell v. 
v. Sutton (1854), 
3; Re 


assett v. Allen, [1 r 
Willders, [1916] 1_Ch. 375. 
Mentd. Byam 19 Beay. 556; Patten v. 
Bond (1889), 60 L. T. 58 arvey, Harvey v. Hobday, 
(1896] 1 Oh. 137; Gifford v. Fitzhardinge, [1899] 2 Ch. 
32; Whiteley v. Delaney, (1914) A. C. 132. : 
930. Mortgagee — Separate trusts].— S. 
was, under a will, entitled for her life to the interest 
on a sum of money which had been invested by 
the trustees of the will on mtge. of land. The 
mi eOr had afterwards conveyed the land, subject 
to the mtge., to trustees on trust for 8. for her life. 
During her life she received & retained the rents 
for more than twenty years :—Held: though no 
interest had been actually paid, yet as the person 
who was entitled to the rents was also entitled to 
the interest, the rights of the trustee of the mitge. 
were not barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40, & the fact of the rents 
being payable to one set of trustees & the interest 
being payable to another set of trustees did not 
alter the case where the cestui que trust was in each 
case the same.—TopHamM v. Bootu (1887), 35 
Ch. D. 607; 56 L. J. Ch. 812; 57 L. T. 170; 35 
W. R. 715. 
Annotations :—Retd. Re Hawes, Re Burchell, Burchell v. 
Hawes el hee L. J. Ch. 463; Re England, Steward v. 


J 
England (1895), 65 L. J. Ch. b1; Re Allen, Bassett v. 
Allen, [1898] 2 Ch. 499. 


931. Wife mortgagee of husband’s 
estate.|—-Where a married woman was under a 
will entitled for life for her separate use to the 
income of a sum of money which the trustee of the 
will had lent to the husband on the security of a 
mtge. of two freehold houses, & the husband & 
wife had lived together in amity for a period of 
more than twenty years after the date of the mtge., 
& during that time the husband had never paid 
any interest on the mtge. debt, or given any 
written acknowledgment of the mtge. to the mtgee. 
trustee for the wife:—Held: the husband re- 
tained the interest as a gift from the wife; it was 
the same hand to pay & to receive, therefore no 

ayment over was requisite; &, consequently, 
Statute of Limitation did not run, & the mtge. 
was still subsisting.—Re Hawns, Ie BURCHELL, 
BURCHELL v. HAWES (1892), 62 L. J. Ch. 463; 87 
L. T. 756; 41 W. R. 173; 3 R. 138. 

a :—Apld. Re Dixon, Heynes v. Dixon (1900), 83 


932. Lien.] —- In 1824 the Ct. of eee 
made an order directing a purchase of freehol 

property to be completed on behalf of a lunatic out 
of the rents & profits of his estate, in pursuance 
of which the property was conveyed to trustees 
in trust for the lunatic, & the conveyance con- 
tained a declaration that the amount of the 
de Nacangrfese ipa | should be a lien on the property 
in trust for the lunatic, his exors. & administrators, 
but neither the order nor the conveyance contained 
any mention of interest. In 1828 the lunatic died 
intestate, eens & married sister his sole heiress- 
at-law & next of kin. She died in 1853, leavin 

her husband tenant by the curtesy. He took ou 

administration to her estate, & died in 1887. The 
question was whether the lien was a subsisting 
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B., C. & D.; sub-sect. 2, A. & B.] 


Act, cannot be recovered after the expiration of 
sixty years after the right to it has first accrued.— 
ASPLEN Vv. PULLIN, [1917] 1 K. B. 187; 86 L. J. 
K. B. 237 3 115 L. T. 786, D. C. 

949. —— -}—(1) A rentcharge is a 
‘rent’? within Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), & the owner thereof is barred from 
the remedy of distress after the right to recover 
the rentcharge has become ext ished by non- 
payment during the period limited by the statute. 

(2) The statute is not prevented from running 
by the fact that the land subject to the rentcharge 
is in the possession of a statutory corpn.—JONES v. 
WITHERS (1896), 74 L. T. 572, C. A. 
maltaa ett mee to (1) Refd. Shaw v. Crompton, [1910] 2 





950. ——— Money paid in consideration of re- 
demption of land tax.|—Where land tax is 
redeemed under Land Tax Redemption Act, 
1802 (c. 116), the money paid as consideration 
for the redemption & the yearly sum payable by 
way of interest thereon are a charge upon the land 
under sect. 123, of the Act, & the charge may be 
enforced in equity in the same way as any other 
charge may be enforced, & therefore Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8, bars the 
right of action thereon after the prescribed pcriod 
of twelve years. The annual payment is also a 
‘‘rent’’? within Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874 (c. 57), s. 1, & cannot be recovered after the 
twelve years therein prescribed.—SKENE v. Cook, 
[1902] 1K. B. 682; 71 L. J. K.B. 446; 861. T. 
319; 50 W. R. 506; 18 T. L. R. 431; 46 Sol. Jo. 
356, C. A. 

951. What arrears recoverable—At suit of issue 
in tail barring entail.|—G1BBoONS v. SNAPE (1863), 
1 De G. J. & Sm. 621; 2 New Rep. 563; 33 
L. J. Ch. 103; 9 L. T. 182; 9 Jur. N. S. 1096; 
11 W. R. 1087; 46 E. R. 246, L. JJ. 

AREER :—Mentd. Green v. Paterson (1886), 32 Ch. D. 

vd. 

952. ——— By remainderman — Against mort- 
gagee in possession.|—-In 1859 a suit for adminis- 
tration was instituted by the tenant for life 
under a will of certain leaseholds, who subse- 
quently mortgaged her life interest. The mtgee. 
obtained, under an order made in 1860, liberty 
to enter, & did enter, into possession of the rents 
for the purpose of keeping down the interest on 
her mtge., & paying the balance to the tenant for 
life. In Mar. 1866, the tenant for life left her 
home, & was never heard of afterwards. On a 
petition presented in 1875 by the persons entitled 
in remainder, it was held that, under the circum- 
stances, the tenant for life must be taken to have 
died soon after June, 1866. On a petition now 
presented by the same parties for an account of 
arrears of rent received by the mtgee. :—Held : 
petitioners had been guilty of no laches in not 
filing their petition till the expiration of seven 
years after the disappearance of the tenant for 
life, & they were, therefore, entitled to an account 
of rents; but there was no fiduciary relation 
between the mtgee. & petitioners, &, therefore, 
they were only entitled to arrears for six years 
before the filing of the petition. 

If this had been a legal claim, the legal 
remainderman would have ae entitled to eject 
the person in possession & to recover six years’ 
arrears of rents. That is the analogy which ought 
to be followed (Jamus, L.J.).—HIcKMAN _v. 
UpsaLy (1876), 4 Ch. D. 144; 46 L. J. Ch. 245; 
35 L. 'T. 919; 25 W. R. 176, 0. A. : 

953. Provision for disabilities — Real Property 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), s. 42.|—-DE BHAUVOIR 
v. OWEN, No. 1284, post. 


B. Rent Secured by Speciality. 
954. What arrears recoverable — Action on 
covenant.|—PAGET v. FoLEy, No. 756, ante. 








955. .}— An action of covenant lies 
for rent reserved by indenture & accr before 
a re-entry for a forfeiture, notwithstanding the 


lessor under such re-entry is to have the premises 
again, ‘‘ as if the indenture had never been made.”’ 
It is established that to an action of covenant, 
six years is not a good pee of limitation.— 
HARTSHORNE v. WATSON (1838), 4 Bing. N. C. 
178; 6 Dowl. 404; 1 Arn. 15; 5 Scott, 506; 7 
L. J. OC. P. 188; 2 Jur. 155; 182 E. R. 756. 
Annotations :-—Refd. Bamberger ». Commercial Credit 
Mutual Assce. (1855), 24 L. J.C. P, 1153; Blore v. Giulini, 
[1903] 1 K. B. 356; Richmond ». Savill, (1936 2K. B. 
530. Mentd. Marshall v. Mackintosh (1898), 78 L.T. 750; 
Eliott v. Boynton, [1924] 1 Ch. 236. 








956. -]} — DARLEY v. TENNANT, No. 
862, ante 
957. By distress.]— A landlord levied a 





distress for rent, & before he sold the tenant was 
adjudicated bkpt., & then the sale took place 
under the distress. The comr. decided that the 
landlord was only entitled to retain one year’s 
rent; but on appeal :—Held: the landlord was, 
under Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 42, entitled to six years’ rent out of the proceeds 
of the sale.—Re LoUGHER, Fz p. BAY1y (1852), 22 
: a Bey. 26; 20 L. T. O. S. 267; 1W. R. 93, 


Annotation :—Mentd. Re Stending, Ex np. Groen (1856), 28 
L. T. 0.8. 36. 


958. ——- Fee farm rent — Created by letters 
patent.|—HUMFREY v. GERY, No. 945, ante. 


C. Debt Secured by Speciality and Charged on Land. 

959. What arrears recoverable-— Action on 
covenant.]|—Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), s. 42, has reference only to the land on 
which a demand is secured, the object being to 
relieve land from arrears of charges beyond six 
years, & this object is not affected by Civil Pro- 
cedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 3, which relates to 
reed subject, namely, to personal actions 
only. 
Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), 5s. 3, is to be 
treated as an exception out of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), s. 42, & the con- 
struction of the two Acts taken together is that no 
more than six years’ arrears of rent or interest, 
in respect of any sum charged upon or payable 
out of land or rent, shall be recovered by any 
distress, action, or suit, other than & except in 
actions upon covenant or debt upon specialty, 
in which case the limitation shall be twenty 


years. 


Where an annuity was charged on lands, & 
secured by the peer covenant of the grantor :— 
Held: under the provisions of above-mentioned 
statutes six years was the limitation of the arreara 
which could be recovered, & this period was to be 
reckoned from the time when the claim was made 
in the suit under which the incumbrance was 
established.—HUNTER v. NOCKOLDS (1850), 1 Mac. 
& G. 640; 1H. & Tw. 644; 19 L. J. Oh. 177; 
14 Jur. 256; 41 E.R. 1418, L. C. 


Annotations :—Expld. Snow v. Booth (1865), 2 K. & J. 182; 
Lewis v. Duncombe (No. 2) ahh ae Beav. 175; Shaw 
m 


v. Johnson (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 412. - Mason e. 

PTC SO a aoeh. Lloja'eebbras HOON 4 Gk 
* ’ ; QO Q 5 2] 9) * 

385. Ref Greenway : * Brom: eld, Handle v. W 


(ssn) 8 Flare, 201; 
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Sinclair v. Jackson (1853), 17 Beav. 405; Kens 
Naa (1854 ) 19 Beav. 39; Ro und v, Bell 1861), 
0 Beav. 121; Edmunds v. Waugh (1866), 35 L. J. 
234; Darley &: Tennant (1885), ee L. T. 257; Fe Frise 
Allison r, Frisby (1889), 43 Ch. Db. 06 ; Dingle ». Coppen, 
Coppen v. Dingle, [1899] 1 Ch. 796 Shaw v. Crompton, 
{1910] 2 K. B. 370. Mentd. Chamber v. Howell (1850), 
12 Beav. Wer: L. & Y. Ry. ». ven Of a Beav. 
822 ; Barnard v, Hunter (1856), 2 1213; 
Blower »v. Blower as et 32 L. T. O. ry etre Seay 
Ford (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 97; McKewan y. Sanderson 
(1873), L. R. 16 Eq. 316. 
960. 


1047, post. 





——,] — Mannina v. PHELPS, No. 


D. Rentcharges. 
961. Extinguishment of title to property — Bars 


right to recover arrears.|—JONES v. WITHERS, No. 
van ante, 





——.]—SHAW v. CROMPTON, No. 758, 


ante. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—ANNUITIES. 
A. In General. 
ei Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


963. When remedy for arrears of annuity 
barred.|—J AMES v. SALTER, No. 1134, post. 

964. -] — Debt for arrears of an annuity 
is barred after twenty years by Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (c. 42), 8. 3, but not after six years under 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 5. 42.— 
STRACHAN v. THOMAS (1840), 12 Ad. & El. 536; 
4 Per. & Dav. 229; 9 L. J. Q. B. 397; 4 Jur. 
1183; 113 HK. R. 916. 


Annotations : -—Refd. Du Vigier v. ee ee 2 Hare, 326; 
Hunter v. Nockolds (1850),1 H. & T 


965. What arrears eecoverablo”- When annuity 
barred.| — ‘Testator gave an annuity to A., 
charged the same upon all his iechald: & leasehold 
estate. He afterwards devised his freehold 
estates to trustees, who were also his exors., upon 
trust, subject to the charge, to & for the use of his 
grandson & his heirs. The trustees, being in 
possession of the estates, paid the annuity to A. 
during the minority of the grandson, & within 
twenty years before the filing of the bill by A. 
against the grandson :—Held: (1) such payment 
of the annuity by the trustees prevented the claim 
of A. to the annuity from being barred by Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1483 (c. 27), ss. 2, 3; 
(2) the grandson was not a trustee for the annuitant 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 25, or otherwise; (3) under sect. 42 of same 
statute, the annuitant was not entitled to recover 
the arrears of the annuity for more than six years 
before the filing of the bill—FRANCIS v. GROVER 
(1845), 5 Hare, 39; 15 L. J. Ch. 99; 6L. T. 0.8. 
235; 10 Jur. 280; 67 E. R. 818. 
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Refd. Hughes v. Williams (1852), 3 Mac. & G. 683; 

_e ‘Ashwell’s" Will "(1859), John. 112. Generally, Refd. 

Lewis v. MoKAy. Algato v. Vugler, Clark v. Potter (1924), 

93 L. J. K. B, 840. 

966. ]—Re TURNER, KLAFTENBERGER v, 
GROOMBRIDGE, No. 972, post. 

967. Annuity charged upon reversion.]|—Arrears 
of an annuity charged upon a ae lat | interest 
in land, held recoverable more than six years after 
same became payable, Real Property itation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 42, having no eo otieation 80 
long as the interest is reversionary. ae v. 





Howe tt. (1857), 3 K. & J. 198; 69 E. R. 1079. 
Annotations :—Consd. Smith v. Hill pat, 9 Ch. D. 143. 
Mentd. Greville v. Browne (1859), Cas. 689; He 


Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd (1902), 87 L. T 


B. Effect of Trust. 


, ees now, Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
c )» 8 

968. What arrears recoverable.|—Testator de- 
vised his real estates to trustees, upon trust to 
pay certain annuities, which were ‘to be increased 
in certain events, & a term of ninety-nine years 
was vested in other trustees, for better securing 
the annuities, &, subject thereto, the estates were 
limited to testator’ s sons for ‘life, with divers 
remainders over. The first tenant for life entered 
into possession, & soon afterwards the events 
happened by which the annuities were to be 
increased ; the original annuities were regularly 
paid, but no payment was made in respect of the 
Increased annuities; after the death of the 
tenant for life, & much more than six years after 
the period when such increased payments ought 
to have been made, a bill was filed by one of the 
annuitants to have the whole arrears raised 
out of the estate of the tenant for life, & by sale or 
mtge. of the term :—Held: the term being a 
subsisting term, on which the trustees might obtain 
possession, the case was within the saving of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 25, 
& the annuitant was not barred by sect. 42 of that 
Act from recovering the entire arrears.—Cox v. 
DoLMAN (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 592; 22 1. J. Ch. 
427; 20 L. T. O. 8.171; 17 Jur. 97; 1 W.R. 93; 
42 BK. R. 1008, L. C. & L. IJ. 


Annotations :—Folld. Lewis v. Duncombe (1861), 29 ait 
175. Consd. Shaw v. Johnson (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 
Distd. Mason v. Broadbent (1863), 33 Beav. 296. Reta, 
Drysdale v. Mace (1854), 6 De G. M. & G. 103; Snow v. 
Booth (1858), : De rs M. & G. 69; Blower v. Blower 
ogee: 32 L. O. 193; Burrowes v. Gore eet} 

Li. Cas. 507 Knight». Bowyer (1858), 2 De G. & J 
. Round v. Bell (1861), 30 Beav. 121; Lawton v. 
‘2 (1866), L. R. 2 Eq. 97; Williama v. Williams (1899), 
ore OT vas 77; Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 
1 s e 


969. -|] — Real estate was settled to the 
use that A. should take an annuity of £400 during 
the lives of A. & B., with remainder to trustees 





Annotations :— As to @) Consd. Cunningham v. Foot (1878), 


3 App. Cas. 974. Refd. H 


ughes 
3 Mac, & G. 683; 


Petre v. Petre 


Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, frag) 1 Ch. 440. 


PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—-D. 


d. Increased rental—Right to entire 
arrears accumulating.) — BATTESBY 
Mae Re oerOns (1847), 10 I. Hq. I. 439. 


ois bill decree—- Accrual from 
date of decree.)—IRISH LAND COMMIS- 
theede ae JUDKIN (1888), 24 L. Kt. Ir. 


PART IV. SEOT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


tt i, dhs remedy for arrears of 
annuity barred.}—DROUGHT v. JONES 
oe : I, Eq. R. 303.—IR. 


——.]}—Re Wrst’s IisTaATE 
(sro), 3 L. R. Ir. 77.-—IR. 


iijiams (1852), 
1 Drew. 371; 
AS8& to 


3), 1 


iii. ——-.]}— Re NUGENT’S TRUSTS 
(1885), a L. HR. Ir. 140.—IR. 
——.]—DOWER  ¥. 

assp. 15 L. R. 7s 264.—IR. 
963 Vv UBLIO TRUSTEE v. 
STEWART, [1916] N Z L. R. 1149.— 


DOWER 





" Sale of land charged— 
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PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SEOT. 2.—B. 


968 i. What arrears recoverable. -— 
In an action to recover arrears of an 
annuity charged upon land under the 


for a term of one thousand years to secure it, with 
remainder to the use of B. for life, with remainder 
to the use of A. in fee. 


By a deed, dated in 1828, 


will of R. :—-Held: pltf. was entitled 
to a declaration that the premises 
devised in trust were chargeable, & 
that so much of the arrears ag fell 
within six years from the commence- 
ment of the action must be paid out 
of the same, but no interest should 
be allowed thereon.—ROoHD v. Rocng 
seen 22N.8. BR. ar aoe 


TNE a Es- 
ATE Gei9), 0. Ww. MACKEN 678 4 
O. . iL. R, 818.— 
68 iii. ———. ]—. ape en Ez p. Go 
(sab). 41. Ch. R. 297.—IR. ou 


968 iv. ———.] — MONTGOMERY »¢. 
SOUTHWELL (1843), 2 Con. & Law. 263. 
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A. granted an annuity of £45 to C., for certain 
ee & charged it on the annuity. of £400, & the 
settled estate, & demised the settled estate to D., 
as trustee, for a term of one thousand years, upon 
trust for better securing it. The deed contained 
the usual proviso for cesser. The last payment of 
the annuity of £45 was made in 1833. 3B. died in 
1844. Ina foreclosure suit, instituted by a mtgee. 
of the settled estate, a reference was made to 
the master to inquire & state incumbrances, & 
their priorities. C. claimed, before the master, 
to be entitled to the arrears & future paymente of 
the annuity of £45 :—Held: C. was not barred by 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), & was 
entitled to such arrears & future payments.— 
MANSFIELD (EARL) v. OGLE (1855), 24 L. J. Ch. 
700; 1 Jur. N. S. 4143 subsequent procecdings 
(1859), 4 De G. & J. 38. 

970. .} — The owner of a reversion in fee 
simple of land subject to life estates to two persons 
& the life of the survivor, granted an annuity 
during the lives & life of four persons & the survivor 
of them, & demised the reversion to two trustees 
for five hundred years, upon trust to sell one 
month after any arrear in payment of the annuity, 
either before or after the cesser of the life estate. 
The grantor became bkpt., & the reversion was 
sold, subject to the annuity, & from that time the 
annuity fell into arrear. Twenty four years after 
this, & when one of the tenants for life of the estate 
was still living, & two of the lives named in the 
annuity deed were still in existence, the grantee 
of the annuity filed his bill against the assignee 
of the estate of the grantor, & against the pur- 
chaser of the reversion, praying a sale of the term, 
& payment of the arrears of the annuity, & the 
investment of the surplus, & payment out of the 
interest of the annuity in future :—Held: Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 42, did 
not restrict the grantee to receiving, by means of a 
sale of the term, only six years’ arrears of the 
annuity.—SNow v. Boortu (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 
69; 25 L. J. Ch. 417; 27 L. T. 0.8. 7; 2 Jur. 
N.S. 244; 4W. R. 345; 44 EB. R. 315, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Apld. Dickinson v. Teasdale (1862), 31 Beav. 

511. Refd. Lewis v. Duncombe (1861), 29 Beav, 175. 

971. Effect of Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 10.)—By an indenture exe- 
cuted in 1883, real estate was conveyed to trustees 
& their heirs, upon trust as to one moiety that 
immediately after the death of M. they should out 
of the moiety & the rents & profits thereof pay 
unto J. & to his heirs & assigns, or permit him or 
them to receive it, an annuity of £8 half-yearly. 
M. died in 1857. No payment was ever made in 
respect of the annuity & the annuitant first made 
a claim in 1884. The chief clerk had certified 
that he was entitled to a perpetual annuity. On 
summons to vary the certificate :—Held: by 
above Act, s. 1, no proceeding to recover any 
“rent,” which, inasmuch as by sect. 9, above Act, 
must be construed with Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), meant by the interpretation clause 
of that Act any annuity charged upon land, could 
be taken after twelve years from the time when the 
right first accrued, therefore if there had not been 
any trust, those twelve years having elapsed, none 
of the past instalments of the annuity could be 
recovered, & the effect of above Act, sect. 10, 
was that no payment of the annuity, which became 
due before the application, was made was recover- 
able, toe remedy being only the same as if there 
had not been any trust.—Huvuaurs ». Cours 








oF ACTIONS. 


(1884), 27 Ch. D. 231; 58 L. J. Ch. 1047; 51 

L. T. 226; 88 W. R. 27. 

Annotations :—N.F. Re Turner, Klaftenberger v. Groom- 
bridge, [1917] 1 Ch. 422. Overd. Re Jordison, Raine v. 
Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 440. Refd. Williams v. Williams 
(1899), 69 I. J. Ch. 77. 

972. -]}—(1) Where an annuity is 
charged upon the proceeds of sale of real & per- 
sonal estate, & power is given to postpone the sale 
of real estate, it is charged upon land within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 5. 42, & 
six years’ arrears of such annuity only are recover- 
able by virtue of that sect., the remedy being 
barred not only against the real estate, but against 
the personal estate to the same extent, & though 
the annuity is charged not only upon land but 
upon the continuing rents of land. 

(2) The fact that there is an express trust makes 
no difference, having regard to above Act, s. 10.— 
Re TURNER, KLAFTENBERGER v. GROOMBRIDGE, 
(1917] 1 Ch. 422; 86 L. J. Ch. 290; 116 L. T. 
278; 61 Sol. Jo. 300. 

Annotation :—As to (2) Overd. Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, 
[1922] 1 Ch. 440. 

973. ——_—- ——— Where trustee still in possession 
—Appellant limiting his claim.|—(1) Above Act, 
8. 10, does not extend to an annuity charged upon 
real estate & secured by an express trust where the 
trustee still remains in possession of the property 
upon which it was charged. 

(2) Testator, who died in 1898, devised & 
bequeathed his real & personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for sale & conversion & investment of 
the proceeds, & directed them out of the income 
to pay his wife an annuity of £500 a year for her 
life & subject thereto to stand possessed of the 
corpus of the fund upon certain trusts for his 
children. Testator had one child, who became 
absolutely entitled to the trust fund subject to 
the annuity. The widow died on Jan. 20, 1908. 
At her death there were large arrears of the 
annuity unpaid, the income of the estate never 
having been sufficient to pay it in full, & no pay- 
ment having been made out of capital. No pay- 
ment in respect of the arrears had ever been made 
nor had any acknowledgment of a right thereto 
been given. Early in 1921 part of the residuary 
real estate was sold, & the surviving trustee there- 
upon presented an originating petition in the 
Lancaster Palatine Ct. asking for the determina- 
tion of the questions: (a) whether on the true 
construction of the will the annuity was charged 
upon the corpus of the residuary estate ; & (b) if 
so, whether the estate of the widow was entitled 
to any & what sum in respect of the arrears of the 
annuity. The Vice-Chancellor held (a) the annuity 
was a charge upon the corpus; & (b) the arrears 
of the annuity were statute barred with the 
exception of a sum of £108 4s. 4d., less income tax, 
representing the apportioned part of the quarterly 
payment due to the widow at her death. Deft. 
appealed, & by her notice of appeal claimed to be 
entitled to the arrears of the annuity for the six 
years immediately preceding the death of the 
widow :—Held: the claim to the arrears of the 
annuity was not barred by above Act, sect. 10, 
& the interest of the son was therefore subject not 
only to the apportioned part of the last payment 
of the annuity due to the widow at her death, but 
also to the full arrears of the annuity ; inasmuch, 
however, as applt. had by her notice of appeal 
confined her claim to the arrears for the six years 
immediately preceans the death of the widow 
the order in the present case would be similarly 
confined.—Zte JORDISON, RAINE v. JORDISON, 
{1922]1 Ch. 440; 911L. J. Ch. 497; 126L. T. 490; 
66 Sol. Jo. 282, 0. A. 
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SUB-SECT. 3.—INTEREST ON LEGACIES. 


a Real Property Limitation Act, 1883 (c. 27), 
8. 42. 

974. What arrears recoverable—Legacy charged 
on land—Effect of constructive admission of assets. ] 
——DINSDALE v. DuDp1Na, No. 840, ante. 

975. .|—Testator charged by will, 
under a power, the real estate of his son with 
£5,000, & died in 1835. Certain judgment creditors 
of the son filed a bill in 1840 to charge their debts 
on his real estate. In 1845 the exors. of testator 
carried in a state of facts & claim under the decree 
made in the suit, to which they were not parties, 
for the £5,000, & interest at £4 per cent., from the 
death of their testator :—Held: the proceedings 
took the case of the exors. out of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 42, but they were 
only entitled to interest for six years prior to 
carrying in their claim.—GREENWAY v. BROM- 
FIELD, HANDLEY v. Woop (1851), 9 Hare, 201; 
22 L. J. Ch. 162; 171. T. O.S, 2838; 68 BE. R. 474. 

976. .|—Among incumbrances on an 
estate, was a legacy of £800, subject to the pay- 
ment of which the estate had been devised to A. ; 
testator’s death took place in 1810, & the bill 
was filed in 1843, at which time the legacy & 
the arrears of interest thereon remained unpaid :—- 
Held: the arrears of interest on such legacy could 
only be recovered from within six years from the 
filing of the bill—HuGueEs v. WILLIAMS (1852), 
3 Mac. & G. 683; 19 L. T. O.S. 341; 16 Jur. 415; 
42 H.R. 423. 

977. Legacy of personalty..—HoLLAND v. 
CLARK, No. 9086, ante. 

8. Executrix retaining legacy for 
missing legatee.|Re WALKER, No. 909, ante. 

979. —— Legacy in hands of trustee.]—PuiL- 
Lipo v. MUNNINGS, No. 839, ante. 

980. -|—Testator by his will gave a 
certain sum to trustees, upon trust to place out at 
interest & continue same “until his youngest 
child ]*. should attain the age of twenty-one 
years,’ with trusts for maintenance, etc., of his 
children generally, ‘‘& when & as soon as his 
said youngest child F. should attain the age of 
twenty-one years, upon trust to call in & divide 
the same amongst certain persons in certain 
proportions,’’ & if his wife were then dead, then 
‘“amongst all & every his children that should 
be then living in equal shares; £200, as further 
part thereof unto his said son G., to whom he 
gave & bequeathed the same accordingly.’ The 
trustees set apart the £200 & paid £50 part of it, 
to apprentice out G. G. afterwards in July, 1856, 
died before attaining twenty-one. The youngest 
child of testator, F. attained her age of twenty- 
one years on Sept. 1, 1840:—Held: interest at 
4 per cent. from Sept. 1, 1840, when the youngest 
child came of age, was payable by the exors. on 
the balance of the £200 & Statute of Limitations 
did not apply.—Re Lyman’s Trust (1860), 2 
L. T. 662. 

981. Trust to raise legacy by sale of 
realty.|—-Testator who died in 1823 directed the 
trustees of his will to raise a legacy by sale of his 
real estates :—Held: the legatee was not barred 
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975i. What arrears recoverable — 
Legacy charged on land.)J—Re YATES 
(1902), 22 C. L. T. 413; 40. L. R. 
580; 10. W. R. 630.—CAN. 


975 i. ——-- --——. }—_ HUGHES v. KELLY 
(1843), 5 I. Eq. R. 286; 3 Dr. & War. 
482; 2 Con. & Law. 223.—IR. 

975 iil, ——- ——.}—AROCHDALL v. 


ese (1890), 25 L. R. Ir. 433.— 


979 i. —— Legacy 
—A testator bequeathed his persona 
estate to his exors., in trust for the 
purpose of his will, & gave to them, 
n the quality of trustees, for the use 
of his son for life, & after his death 
for the use of his son’s children, ‘* the 
sum of £1,500, due to mo by C., & 


in hands of trustee. 
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by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 42, from claiming interest on the legacy from the 
end of the first year after testator’s death.—GouGn 
v. Bur (1848), 16 Sim. 823; 17 L. J. Ch. 486; 
12 Jur. 859; 60 E. R. 898. 

Annotations :-—Folld. Mutlow v. Bigg (1874), L. R. 18 
246. Refd. Hughes v. Williams (1852), 3 Mac. & G. 683 ; 
Has) Me EE 2 BI ert a Ree 

. e e ; oO * 9 
SE TOS. 55; Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 


1 Ch. 440. 

982. Legacy payable out of reversionary 
interest.]— EARLE v. BELLINGHAM (No. 2), No. 885, 
ante. 

983. 
v. WoRSLEY, No. 





.\—Re BLACHFORD, BLACHFORD 
88, ante. 








SuB-sEcT. 4.—INTEREST ON MORTGAGES. 
A. In General. 

Mortgage generally, see MORTGAGE. 

984. What arrears recoverable—Mortgage with 
no covenant to repay.|—A canal co. conveyed, 
under their common seal, the canal, works & rates 
to a mtgee., to hold, etc., until repayment of 
certain money borrowed & interest. There was 
no covenant to repay :—Held: under Statutes of 
Limitations, although the mtgee. could recover 
the principal within twenty years, yet his remedy 
for arrears of interest was limited to six years.— 
Hopa@sEs v. CROYDON CANAL Co. (1840), 3 Beav. 


86; 49 E.R. 34. 


Annotations :—-Consd. Hunter v. Nockolds (1850), 1 Mac. 
De G. M. 


& G. 640. Distd. Toft v. Stevenson (1854), 5 

San 735. Monti. Kinnaird “s Trollope (1889), 42 Ch. D. 

985. —~——~ Money charged on reversion — Action 
on covenant to pay.]|—SINCLAIR v. JACKSON, No. 
995, post. 

986. ——~ Reversionary interest in money 





charged on lands.J—Where a married woman 
entitled after the death of a tenant for life, to a 
share of a fund arising from moneys the proceeds 
of lands devised upon trust for sale, Joined with 
her husband in a mtge. by deed acknowledged of 
her reversionary estate, such mtge. containing a 
covenant by husband & wife to pay full interest :— 
Held: the wife’s estate was ‘‘ money payable out 
of land’’ within Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), 8.42; & the mtgee. could not recover 
more than six years’ arrears of interest on the 
mtge. of such an estate.-—BOWYER v. WOODMAN, 
Ex p. CLARKE (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 313. 
Annotations :-—Distd. Smith v. Hill (1878), 9 Ch. D. 1438. 
Refd. Mutlow v. Bigg (1874), L. KR. 18 Eq. 246; Re Lloyd, 
Lloyd v. Lloyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 385. Mentd, Ke Stephens, 


Warburton v. Stephens (1889), 43 Ch. D. 3 erch- 
told, Berchtold v. Capron, [1923] 1 Ch. 192. 


987. Interest accruing while property 
reversionary.|—SMITH v. HiLu, No. 988, post. 
. Reversionary interest in money 
outstanding on mortgage of realty.|—(1) A. was 
legatee in reversion after certain life interests of 
testatrix’s residuary personal estate. The estate 
consisted wholly or chiefly of a sum of £3,000 
invested on mtge. of real estate by testatrix & 
continued on such investment by her trustees. A. 
mortgaged his interest in the £3,000, & after sixteen 














secured by a certain mtge.,’’ etc, :— 
Held: the legatee was entitled to 
claim more than six years’ arrears of 
interest, the trust being express, & 
the Statute of Limitations erefore 
not applying to the case.—LORING vw. 
LORING (1866), 12 Gr. 374.—CAN. 
982 i. ——- Legacy payable out of 
reversionary interest. }—VINCENT v. Go- 
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Sect. 2.—Arrears of rent or interest: Sub-sect. 4, A., 
B., C. & D.) 


years, during which A. paid no interest on his 
mtge., A.’s reversion fell into possession :—Held : 
A.’s mtgee. was entitled as against the residuary 
estate to recover the whole arrears of interest, 
the mtge. by A. not being a charge on real estate 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
B. 42. 

(2) Semble: if it had been a charge on real 
estate, the fact of the interest being reversionary 
would not have prevented the operation of Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 42, in 
barring arrears of interest beyond six years.— 
SMITH v. HILL (1878), 9 Ch. D. 143; 47 L. J. Ch. 


Annotations :— ‘pid. Mellersh v. Brown (1890), 45 Ch. D. 
225. Consd. Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich, [1906] 
1 Ch. 67. Refd. Re Marshfield, Marshfield v. Hutchings, 


Hutchings v. Hutchings (1887), 56 L. T. 694; Fe Lioyd, 
Lloyd v. Lloyd (1902), 87 L. T. 641. 


989. Purchaser taking assignment of in- 
cumbrances—Not in position of prior incum- 
brancer.|—-CHINNERY v. Evans, No. 912, ante. 

oreclosure action.]—Sce Sub-sect. 4, B., 





post. 


Redemption suits.;— See Sub-sect. 
post. 


4, C., 
Petition for payment. out of court.]—Sce 
Sub-sect. 4, D., ort. 

990. Sale of mortgaged property under 
power of sale—Action by mortgagor to recover 
balance.|—-MASON v. BROADBENT, No. 1449, post. 

991. Real Property Limitation Act, 1838 (c. =i); 
s. 42—What mortgages are within section—Mort- 
gages of reversionary interests in personalty— 
Invested in mortgage of realty.|—SmituH v. HILL, 
No. 088, ante. 

992. —— -—— Covenant for capitalisation 
of interest..—A. & B., reversioners after a life 
interest in C. mortgaged their property & cove- 
nanted that interest in arrear should be capitalised 
& bear interest after the same rate; & C. also 
assigned her life interest as part of the security :— 
Held: the covenant was good & valid; & the 
mtgee. was not limited to six years’ interest.— 
CLARKSON v. HENDERSON (1880), 14 Ch. D. 348; 
49 L. J. Ch. 289; 43 L. T. 29; 28 W. RB. 907. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Re Middlesbrough Bldg. Soc. (1884), 
Jeet J. Ch. 592; Mainland v. Upjohn (1889), 41 Ch. D. 








998. ——— Sale by first mortgagee under power— 
Retention of interest by mortgagee.]—Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 5. 42, does not 
affect the right of a mtgee. who has sold under his 
power of sale to retain out of the proceeds more 
than six years’ arrears of interest. After the judg- 
ment for the administration of the estate of a 
second mtgee. of real estate, the first mtgees. sold 
the mtged. property under their power of sale & 
received the proceeds. A summons in the action 
was then taken out by pltf., a beneficiary under 
the will of the second mtgee., to determine the 
question whether the first mtgees. were entitled 
to retain more than six years’ arrears of interest. 
The first mtgees. were not parties to the action, but 
consented to appear on the summons to argue 
the question. The second mtge. absorbed all 
the possible surplus of the proceeds of sale :— 
Held: the first mtgees. were entitled to retain 
more than six years’ arrears of interest.—Re 
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989 i. What arrears  recoverable— 
Purchaser taking assignment of incum- 
ee we oe position of ibe incum- 

J)—C UNOUN  »v, 
(1899), 26 A. R. 204.—CAN, ee 


11. R. 16.—IR, 


h. ——— Mortgage on minor’s estute.] 
~~Re FiTZMAURIOE“ (1864), 15 I. Ch. R. 


or ACTIONS. 


MARSHFIELD, MARSHFIELD v. HUTCHINGS, HUTCH- 
Ines v. Hurcuines (1887), 34 Ch. D. 721; 56 
u. J. Ch. 599; 56 L. T. 604; 35 W. R. 481. 

— : le v. Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, 
An teo91L Oh. Ape Consd. Re Lioya, Lloyd ». Lloyd, [1903] 

1 Ch. 385. Refd. He Hancock, Hancock v. Berrey (1888), 

67 L. J. Ch. 7938. 

994. Action or suit for recovery of interest— 
What amounts to—Summons by second mortgagee 
against first mortgagee—To determine title to 
repayment of moneys owing on second mortgage.|— 
Re THomson’s MortTGace Trusts, THOMSON UV. 
Bruty, No. 1454, post. 


B. On Foreclosure. 


Foreclosure generally, see MORTGAGE. 

995. What amount of arrears recoverable.|— 
(1) A mtgee., notwithstanding the interest mort- 
gaged is reversionary, can only recover six years’ 
arrears of interest as against the land mortgaged, 
although he may recover twenty years’ arrears on 
the covenant to pay. 

(2) The interest on money secured by mtge. 
of land & by covenants being sixteen years in 
arrear, the mtgee. filed his bill of foreclosure 
against the heir of the mtgor., raising no question 
of liability on the covenant or of any right of 
tacking. A decree was made to take an account 
of what was due on the mtge. Under Statutes of 
Limitation twenty years’ arrears could be recovered 
on the covenant, but six only as against the land. 
The master refused to allow pltf. to tack his two 
claims :—Held: on exceptions, he was right. 
Qu.: whether the right to tack in such a case 
would be different in a suit for foreclosure from 
what it is in a suit for redemption.—SINCLAIR v. 
JACKSON (1853), 17 Beav. 405; 1 W. R. 400; 51 
BK. It. 1090. 

Annotations :— As to (1) Consd. Smith v. Hill (1878), 9 Ch. D. 


143; Dingle v. Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, [1899] 1 Ch. 
726; Re Livyd, lloyd v. Lioyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 385, 


996. .|—Although there is in a mtge. deed 
a covenant to pay principal & interest, a mtgee. 
cannot in foreclosing have an account of arrears 
of rent for more than six years. But if there is a 
term in a trustee to secure the mtge., the mtgee. 
will have a general account of arrears; & it is 
the same if there is an agreement that an out- 
standing term shall be assigned in trust.—SuAaw 
v. JOHNSON (1861), 1 Drew. & Sm. 412; 80 L. J. 
Ch. 646; 4L. T. 461; 7 Jur. N.S. 1005; 9W.R. 
629; 62 E. R. 437. 
Annotations :—Consd. Ie Lloyd, Lloyd v. 





Lloyd, [1903] 


1 Ch. 385. Refd. Re Stcad’s Mortgaged Estates (1876), 
2 Ch. D. 713; Se Jordison, laine v. Jordison, [1922] 
1 Ch. 440. 

997. ——-.|-- When money is secured by an 


ordinary mtge. by covenant & bond, the mtgee., 
in a suit to foreclose, can only recover six years’ 
arrears of interest, but the case is different when 
there is a trust to secure it—ROUND v. BELL 
(1861), 30 Beav. 121; 31 L. J. Ch. 127; 5 L. T. 
Loi 7 Jur. N.S. 1183; 9 W. R. 846; 54 E.R. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Re Jordison, Raine v. Jordison, (1922) 
: oo 4490. Refd. 2e Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 


998. 
1007, post. 
999. Whether tacking of specialty debt per- 


mitted—As against other specialty creditors.]— 
SINCLAIR v. JACKSON, No. 995, ante. 





.|—Re Luoyp, Luoyp v. Luoyp, No. 


g. —— Statutory sale of land— | 445.—IR. 
Portion of arrears already ee ae 
Re BLENNERHASATYr's Estate, [1911 } 
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995 1. What amount of arrears re- 
coverable.}-—THWAITES v. M‘DoNoUGH 
(1839), 2 I. Eq. R, 97.—IR. 
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C. On Redemption. 

Redemption generally, see MORTGAGE. 

1000. at arrears of interest payable—Debt 
secured by covenant as well as by mortgage of 
land.|—Dv VIGIER v. LEE, No. 850, ante. 

0 Right of mortgagee to tack 
Specialty debt & mortgage.]—The heir of a mtgor., 
who has covenanted for himself & his heirs to 
pay the mtge. debt & interest, cannot redeem with- 
out paying arrears of interest to the extent of 
twenty years, the mtgee. being entitled to tack the 
arrears of interest to the debt as against the heir.— 
Evy v. NoRwoop (1852), 5 De G. & Sm. 240; 
21 L. J. Ch. 716; 19 L. T. O. 8S, 198; 16 Jur. 
493; 64 E.R. 1099. 


Annotations :—Consd. Sinclair v. Jackson 


ees) 17 Beav. 
Refd. Roddam v. Morley (1856), 2 K. & J. 336; 
Round »v. Bell a 861), 30 Beav. i121; Re Stead’s Mortgaged 
Estates (1876), 2 Ch. D. 713. Mentd. Kensington v. 
Bouverie (1854), 24 L. T. O. 8. 187. 


1002. Reversionary interest subject of 
mortgage—Proviso for redemption on payment of 
principal & interest—Separate covenant for pay- 
ment of interest.]|—A mtge. of a reversionary share 
in the proceeds of realty & in personalty in ct. 
contained a proviso for redemption upon payment, 
on or before the death of the life tenant, of the 
principal sum ‘‘ with interest for the same in the 
meantime ”’ at the specified rate. Then followed 
distinct covenants for payment of principal on the 
life tenant’s death, & af interest in the meantime 
half-yearly respectively ; but the proviso did not 
refer to these covenants. When the life tenant 
died some thirteen years’ interest was unpaid :— 
Held: the proviso for redemption was a distinct 
contract & the covenant for payment of interest 
ought not to be imported into it; &, therefore, 
the mtgee.’s right to all the interest unpaid, which 
was expressly given by the proviso, was un- 
affected by any statute of limitations or principle 
of equity. Re TURNER, TURNER v. SPENCER 
(1804), 43 W. R. 153; 39 Sol. Jo. 59; 13 R. 182. 
Annotation :—Refd. Williams v. Morgan, [1906] 1 Ch. 804. 

1003. .J}—Testator, who died in 1878, 
devised some cottages & marshlands upon trust 
for his wife for life, she out of the rents & profits 
keeping ‘‘ the premises in good tenantable repair 
& condition,” & after her death upon trust for 
C. in fee. In 1882 C. mortgaged his reversion in 
fee to the widow, who was in receipt of the rents 
& profits of the property as tenant for life. She 
died in 1897, & her exors, brought an action of fore- 
closure against C. who had made no payment 
either of principal or interest since the date of the 
mtge., & who set up Statutes of Limitations. 
At the trial C. submitted to the usual judgment 
for foreclosure with arrears of interest limited to 
six years prior to the date of the writ, but counter- 
claimed damages against the estate of the tenant 
for life for non-repair of the cottages & deprecia- 
tion of the marsh lands, alleging that the latter 
had been continuously mown against all custom, 
and had thereby been greatly impoverished, & 
offered to redeem on the footing that any damages 
awarded him should be set off in account against 
what was due on the mtge., & contended that on 
redeeming he was only bound to pay six years’ 
arrears of interest prior to the date of the writ. 
Testator had in 1874, granted a seven years’ lease 
of the marsh lands, with a covenant by the lessee 
not to mow them oftener than once in any one 


——e 
e 
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k. What arrears of interest pay- 
able.}—In an action of redemption by 
& second mtgee. inst a first mtgee. 
the latter is entitled to only six 


tion action—tT'o 


years’ arrears of interest.—MCOMICKING 
v. GIBBONS (1897), 24 A. R. 586.—CAN, 
PART IV. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 4,—D. 

1006 i. Proceeds of sale in administra- 
satisfy 
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year, but to keep them during the term in good 
condition, & the tenant for life in granting subse- 
quent leases of the same lands had inserted cove- 
nants as to mowing similar to that in testator’s 
lease. The cottages were out of repair & the 
marsh lands had been depreciated to some extent 
by mowing :—Held: C. on redeeming was not 
limited to six years’ arrears of interest prior to the 
date of the writ, but must pay all arrears of 
interest with principal & costs from the date of 
the mtge.—DINGLE v. COPPEN, COPPEN v. DINGLE, 

[1899] 1 Ch. 726; 68 L. J. Ch. 337; 79 L. T. 693; 

47 W. R. 279. 

Annotations :—Retd. Re Lloyd, Lioyd v. Lloyd, [1903} 1 Ch. 
385. Mentd. Powell v. Brodhurst, [1901] 2 Ch. 160. 
1004, Accounts as between mortgagor & mort- 

gagee in possession—Whether all profits must be 

accounted for.j|—Certain hereditaments, con- 
taining a coal mine, were conveyed by way of 
mtge. from H. to L., the former covenanting that 
he would confirm any lease of the mtged. premises 
which L. might make; but L. was neither autho- 
rised to work the mine himself, nor to make any 
lease thereof. Subsequently L., without the 
knowledge of H., authorised I. to explore & work 
the said mine, with a view to becoming the lessee 
thereof. On a bill to redeem, & for an account, 
filed by HI. against L. & W.:—Held: (1) defts. 
were liable to account for the value of all coal 
raised by them, or either of them, & no deduction 
of any kind was to be allowed; (2) Statute of 

Limitations formed no bar to pltf.’s claim.— 

Hoop v. EASTON (1856), 2 Giff. 692 ; 27 L. T. O. 8. 

295; 2 Jur. N. S. 729; 4 W. R. 575; 66 EH. R. 

290 ; on appeal, 2 Jur. N.S. 917, L. JJ. 

spar alo Mentd. Elias v. Griffith (1878), 8 


1005. Redemption by puisne mortgagee—Effect 
of acknowledgment by mortgagor of more than six 
years’ arrears on first mortgage.|—A mtgee. is not 
entitled under Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), 8. 42, to recover as against a second 
mtgee. & subsequent incumbrancers, the arrears 
of interest due on his mtge. for more than six years, 
by reason of an acknowledgment in writing by the 
mtgor. of the sum due in respect of interest. The 
words of Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), s. 42, ‘‘ by whom the same is payable,’’ 
denote not merely those who are legally bound by 
contract to pay the interest, but all against whom 
povoeu may be enforced by any action or suit.— 

OLDING v. LANE. (1863), 1 De G. J. & Sm. 122 ; 
1 New Rep. 248; 32 L. J. Ch. 219; 71. T. 812; 
9 Jur. N.S. 506; 11 W.R. 3886; 46 E.R. 47, L. C. 


Annotations :-— zp & Distd. Chinnery v. Evans (1864), 
11 H. L. Cas. 116. Consd. Lewin v. Wilson (1886), 11 
App. Cas. 639: Astbury v. Astbury, (1898}] 2 Ch. 111. 
Refd. Harlock v. Ashberry (1881), 50 I. J. Ch. 745. 


D. Petition for Payment out of Court. 


1006. Proceeds of sale in administration actlon— 
To satisfy arrears of interest.|—The proceeds of 
sale of mtged. premises, sold under the power of 
sale in a mtge. deed by the trustees of the mtgee., 
were paid into ct. in a suit for the administration 
of the mtgee.’s estate; & there being nearly 
twenty years’ arrears of interest due on the mtge., 
exceeding in amount the fund in ct.,. the trustees 
petitioned for payment out of the fund to satisfy 
such arrears, & the assignee of the mtgor. was 


interest. }—LEVY v. WILLIAMS, [1925] 
V. L. R. 615; 47 A. L. T. 573° 31 
Argus L. R. 447.—AUS. 


1. Right of incumbrancer.]— In an 


arrears of incumbrancer’s petition matter, an 
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Sect. 2.—Arrears of rent or interest: Sub-sect. 4, D.; 
sub-sects.5,6&7. Part V. Sect. 1.) 


8ub-sects. 0, 9 de te La Ve ee 
served with the petition :—Held: the petition was 
not a suit to recover arrears of interest within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 42; & 
the mtgee.’s trustees were entitled to more than 
six years’ arrears of interest, & the fund was 
ordered to be paid over to them.—-EDMUNDS v. 
Wauau (1866), L. R. 1 Eq. 418; 35 L. J. Ch. 234 ; 
13 L. T. 789; 12 Jur. N. 8. 826; 14 W. R. 257. 


Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Re Stead’s Mortgaged Estates 
(1876), 2 Ch. D. 713. Folld. Re Marshfield, 
v. Hutoh (1887), 34 Ch. D. 721; Dingle ». Coppen, 


Coppen v. ingle, {1899} 1 Ch. 726._ Apprvd. Re Lloyd, 
Lloyd v. Lloyd, {1903] 1 Ch. 385. efd. ke Thomson’s 
Mortgage Trusts, Thomson ». Bruty, [1920] 1 Ch. 508. 
1007. —— .lI——Where a mtgor. applies by 
summons as against the mtgee., that a fund in ct. 
in an administration action, being the proceeds of 
sale of the mtged. property, real & personal estate 
under a will, may be paid out to him, the mtgor., 
after payment thereout to the mtgee. of six years’ 
interest only, in addition to the principal, he is in 
the same position as if he had brought an action 
for redemption, & therefore cannot recover the 
fund except upon the usual redemption terms of 
payment of principal together with the full arrears 
of interest, Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), 8. 42, having no application to the case. 

Testator who died in 1862, by his will gave his 
real & personal estates to trustees upon trust to 
pay the income to his widow for life, & after her 
death to sell the same & stand possessed of the 
proceeds in trust for his children equally. In 
Jan. 1867, F., one of the children, conveyed his 
reversionary interest in his share under the will 
to A., subject to a proviso for redemption on 
repayment to A. of £500, with interest at five per 
cent. per annum, in July, 1867. The mtge. 
contained the usual mtgor.’s covenants for pay- 
ment of the principal, & also of interest at five per 
cent. per annum so long as the principal remained 
unpaid; & it was agreed that A., his heirs, etc., 
should, out of any real & personal estate which 
should be received by him & them under the 
mtge., pay all moneys owing on the security & 
pay the surplus, ifany,to F. The mtge. contained 
a power of sale, but there was no power of attorney 
enabling the mtgee. to sue or give receipts in the 
absence of the mtgor. In Aug. 1867, F. died 
intestate. In 1872 an action was brought for the 
administration of testator’s estate, & under orders 
made in the action his real & personal estates 
were sold, F.’s share of the proceeds being carried 
to his separate account in the action. In 1887 
A. died, having by will appointed exors. 
Testator’s widow died in 1900, & in 1901 F.’s 
administrator applied by summons, A.’s exors. 
being resps., for payment out to him of F.’s 
fund in ct., after payment thereout to A.’s exors. 
of the principal due on the mtge., together with 
not more than six years’ arrears of interest :— 
Held: notwithstanding Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 42, A.’s exors. were entitled 
to receive out of the fund their full arrears of 
interest’ before F.’s administrator received any- 
thing. 

From that time [Round v. Bell, No. 997, ante] 
down to the present it has been the uniform 
practice in foreclosure actions to confine pltf. to 
81x years’ arrears of interest (per CUR.).—Re LLOYD, 
Luoyp v. Luoyp, [1903] 1 Ch. 385; 72 I. J. Ch. 
Se ied Be Se 
incumbrancer who avails himself of 


the proceedings is not entitled 
receive interest on his jncuiibrane 





which has accrued more than six years 
next before the fling of the petition 
for sale, such interest being barred 
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178; 87 L. T. 541; 51 W. R. 177; 19 T. L. BR. 

101; 47 Sol. Jo. 128, O. A. 

Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Re Hazeldine’s Trusts, [1908) 
1Ch. 34. Refd. Re Thomson’s Mortgage Trusts, Thomson 
v. Bruty, (1920) 1 Ch. 508. 

1008. Purchase-money on compulsory acquisition 
—Of land subject to equitable mortgage—Petition 
by mortgagee.|—Money paid into ct. under the 
Lands Clauses Act, 1845 (c. 18), for purchase of 
land which was subject to an equitable mtge. 
by deposit, with a memorandum undertaking 
to give a legal mtge.; on petition by the mtgee. 
for payment-out :—Held: the analogy of Statute 
of Limitations applied, & only six years’ arrears 
of interest could be charged.—Re STEAD’s MoRT- 
GAGED EstTaTEs (1876), 2 Oh. D. 718; 45 L. J. 
Ch. 634; 35 L. T. 465; sub nom. Re STEAD’S 
SETTLEMENT Trusts, 24 W. R. 698. 

Annotations :—Refd. Ite Marshficld, Marshficld v. Hutchings 
(1887), 34 Ch. D. 721; Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lioyd, (1903) 
1 Ch. 385; Ze Thomson’s Mortgage Trusis, Thomson 
v. Bruty, [1920] 1 Ch. 508. 

1009. Sum charged on land—Mortgage of re- 
versionary interest in such sum—Unconscionable 
bargain.|—A married woman & her brothers, 
persons in a humble position, being entitled in 
reversion expectant on the death of a tenant for 
life, to a sum of £1,500 charged on land, purported 
to mortgage this interest to B. as security for 
£500 with interest at five per cent. though £250 
only was actually advanced. B. subsequently 
advanced £150 more, for which a further charge 
for £300 on the same reversionary interest was 
taken as security. This deed of further charge 
contained recitals and clauses to the effect that the 
nature of the transaction was perfectly understood 
by the borrowers, & that the difference betwecn 
the sums actually advanced & the sums expressed. 
to be secured was considered reasonable remunera- 
tion for the delay that must occur before repay- 
ment, on account of the age of the tenant for life. 
The securities were prepared by B.’s solr., acting 
for all parties, & the borrowers had no inde- 
pendent advice. Only one year’s intercst was 
ever paid. On the death of the tenant for life, 
the £1,500 was paid into ct., & upon a petition 
by the reversioners to set aside these securities 
on the ground of fraud, & for payment out of the 
fund :—Held: the mtge. & further charge could 
stand as security only for the sums actually 
advanced, with six years’ arrears of interest only.— 
Re SLATER’s Trusts (1879), 11 Ch. D. 227; 48 
L. J. Ch. 473; 40 L. T. 184; 27 W. R. 448. 


Annotations :—Overd. Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lloyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 
soon matt, Ate Marshfield, Marshfield ». Hutchings (1887), 


SuUB-SECT. 5.—INTEREST ON PURCHASE-MONEY. 


1010. Unpaid vendor enforcing lien.|—A_ con- 
tract for the sale of an estate made in Mar. 181], 
stipulated that the purchase-money should be paid 
on May 138, following. The purchase-money was 
not paid, but the purchaser entered into pos- 
session & he & persons claiming under him con- 
tinued in such possession. In 1834 their agent 
signed a written acknowledgment of the vendor’s 
title sufficient to take his lien for the principal of 
the purchase-money out of Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8.40. In 1849 the assignees 
of the vendor filed a bill seeking to enforce the 
vendor’s lien on the estate for the purchase- 
money :—Held: (1) Real Property Limitation Act, 


under the Statute of Limitations.— 
Lewis’ Estatr, Re Kinky, (1903) 
1 I. R. 3848.—IR. 
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1833 (c. 27), 8. 42, did not apply to the arrears of 
interest but the whole was recoverable from 
May 13, 1811. 

(2) Pltfs. ask for the unpaid purchase-money, 
which implies that the purchase-money is to be 
paid, & it could not be paid unless the contract 
were completed. The right to the principal did 
not accrue until the time arrived for completion, 
& the right to receive interest accrued at the same 
time (TurRNER, L.J.).—Torr v. STEVENSON (OR 
STEPHENSON) (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 735; 48 
E. R. 1055, L. JJ.; previous proceedings (1851), 
1 De G. M. & G. 28, L. JJ. 

1011. Purchaser recovering deposit & part pur- 
chase-money.|—P. in May, 1845, contracted to sell 
a@ piece of land to W. for £8,295, of which sum 
£829 was paid down, the rest to be paid in May, 
1848, & meantime the interest to be paid half- 
yearly. On the making of the contract, P. made 
material representations as to his dividing his 
neighbouring property into streets, & erecting a 
church, which induced W. to purchase. In Aug. 
1845, P. mortgaged the property, of which notice 
was given to W., who continucd to make his 
povens In Apr. 1848, P. was adjudicated a 

kpt., & had not carried out the representations 
he made on selling the land to W., whereupon W. 
declined to pay the balance of the purchase- 
money :—Held: notwithstanding the delay, the 
circumstances not having altered, W. was entitled 
to recover six years’ interest on the deposit money 
& on the interest he had paid under the contract.— 
Rose v. WATSON (1864), 10 H. L. Cas. 672; 8 
New Rep. 673; 33 L. J. Ch. 385; 10 L. T. 106; 
10 Jur. N.S. 297; 12 W. R. 585; 11 EB. R. 1187, 
H. L.; affg. S. C. sub nom. Watson v. Rose 
(1862), 6 L. T. 804. 
annotations :—Consd. Re Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich, 
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1906] 1 Ch. 67, Refd. Levy v. Stogdon, [1898] 1 Ch. 478. 
entd. Aberaman Iron Works v. Wickens (1868), 4 Ch. 
App. 101; McCreight v. Foster (1879), § Ch. App. 604; 
Shaw v. Foster (1872), L. R. 6 H. L. 321; Torrance v. 
Bolton (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 643; Lysaght v. Edwards 
(1876), 2 Ch. D. 499; Mycock ». Beatson (1879), 13 Ch. D. 
384; Beddington v. Atlee (rele 35 Ch. D. 317 ; Cornwall 
v. Henson, [1899] 2 Ch. 710; Dodson ». Downe 
2 Ch. 620; Fleming v. toe ee 70 L. J. ;: > 
Whitbread v. Watt, (1902) 1 . 835; Ridout », Fowler, 
(1904) 1 Ch. 658. 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—TITHES. 

Amount recoverable—Whether Interest allowed.] 
—See ECCLESIASTICAL Law, Vol. XIX., p. 481, 
Nos. 3401, 3402. 

Tithe rentcharge.|—See Nos. 947, 948, ante. 


SuUB-SECT. 7.—DOWER. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 41, &, now, Administration of Estates Act, 1925 
(c, 23), ss. 45, 46, sched. 2. 

1012. Six years recoverable.|—Defts. in posses- 
sion denied the title of the widow, alleging that her 
husband had not been seised of an estate of in- 
heritance in the premises; that allegation being 
founded on information as to the time of his 
death, which was believed to be correct, but 
afterwards found to be erroneous. Decree for 
dower & arrears for six years before the filing of 
the bill—BAmMFrorp v. BAMFORD (1845), 5 Hare, 
203; 67 E. R. 887. 

Annotations :—Refd. Williams v. Thomas, i900) 4 oe oe 3. 


Mentd. Morgan v. Morgan (1865), 11 Jur. ; 
Stormont v. Thickins (1865), 13 L. T. 633. 


Part V—Land or Rent. 


SEcT. 1.—GENERAL EFFECT OF REAL 
PROPERTY LIMITATION ACTS. 
See Real Property Limitation Acts, 1833 (c. 27), 
1874 (c. 57). 


1018. Property vested in person in possession.]— 
The question is, whether the lessor of pltf. is by 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), barred from 
recovering in this ejectment. . . . An ejectment is 
& possessory remedy, & only competent where the 
lessor of pltf. may enter; therefore it is always 
necessary for pltf. to show that his lessor had a 
right to enter, by proving a possession within 
twenty years, or accounting for the want of it, 
under some of the exceptions allowed by Statute. 
Twenty years adverse possession is a positive title 
to deft., it is not a bar to the action or remedy of 
pltf. only, but takes away his right of possession 


(per Curn.).—TAYLOR d. ATKYNS v. HorDE (1757), 
as reported in 1 Burr. 60; 97 E. R. 190; affd. 


(1758), 6 Bro. Parl. Cas. 633, H. L. 
Annotations :—Consd. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac. & W.1. Refd. Fairclaim d. Empson v. Shackleton 
1770), 5 Burr. 2604; Doe d. Cook v. Danvers (1806), 
3 Smith, K. B. 291. Mentd. Doe d. Atkyns v. Horde 
(1777), 2 Cowp. 689; Peaceable d. Hornblower v. Read 
(1801), 1 Kast, 568; Jorritt v. Weare (1817), 3 Price, 575; 
Doe d. Maddock v. Lynes (1824), 3 B. & C, 388; Cooke v. 
Yates (1827), 4 Bing. 90; Doe d. Teynham v. Tyler (1830), 
4 Moo. & P. $9; Dood. Douglas v. Lock (1835), 2 Ad. & El. 
705: Doe d. Blight v. Pett (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 842; 
Doe d. Hartridge v. Gilbert (1843), 5 Q. B. 423; Bevan v. 
Habgood (1860), 30 L. J.Ch. 107 ; Shrewsbury v. Keightley 
(1865), 19 C. B. N.S. 606 ; aren v. Bathurst, Shepherd 
v. Bathurst (1869), 5 Ch. ADP. 193; Weller v. Stone (1885), 
54 L. J. Ch. 497; Boyce v. Edbrooke, [1903] 1 Ch. 836. 


1014. |—In an action which raises a 
question of title to land, the question being one of 
boundary, long possession & acts of ownership 
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m. Zime for bringing action.) — 
No action of dower shall be brought 
but within twenty years from the 
death of the husband of the demandant. 
-—-MCCLELLAND v. MEGGATT (1850), 7 
U, C. R. 31.—CAN. 


n. .])— GERMAN «. GROOMS 
(1850), 6 U. ©. R. 414.—CAN. 

0. ——.]~—MoDonatp v. MoINTosH 
(1852), 8 U. C. R. 388.—CAN. 

p.-—-—. }}+BEGLY v. ST. PATRICK'S 


a 


LITERARY ASSOCN. OF OTTAWA (1864), 
23 U. C. R. 395.—CAN. 


q. -J—~— On the facts :—Held: 
the right to dower was barred by 38 
Vict. c. 16, 8. 14 (O), which requires 
proceedings to be taken to enforce a 
widow’s dower within ten years from 
the death of her husband.—-McDoNnaLp 


r. ——.]—Re MCAFEE (1891), N. B. 
Dig. 313.— CAN. 

t. Commencement of statutory period 
—From husband’s death.) — Lracu 





v. DENNIS (1866), 24 U. C. R. 129.— 
CAN. 


a. Agreement for payment of rent 
to widow—During currency of term.}- - 
The widow & heir had mutually a 
that one-third of the rent should be 
paid to the widow in each year, which 
was accordingly done during the cur- 
rency of the term :—Held: this had 
the effect of preventing the lapse of 
time belng set up as a bar under the 
statute to the widow’s right to dower.— 
et v. GUNN (1879), 27 Gr. 63.—~ 
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Sect. 1.—General effect of Real Property Limitation 
Acts. Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1.] 


afford pregnant evidence of title in the party 
possessed notwithstanding the non-production of 
his title deeds, & even against some evidence of 
title in the other party, if such evidence leaves the 
question in doubt, upon the ground of the 
acquiescence of the other party in possession & 
acts of ownership; & this evidence is quite inde- 
pendent of Statute of Limitations, the effect of 
which is to vest the property in the person in 
possession, even although until the period of 
limitation had elapsed it was not his whereas the 
effect of possession & acts of ownership is evidence 
to show that the title was originally in that party. 
—StT. Lzonarps (LORD) v. ASHBURNER (1870), 
21 L. T. 595. 

1015. Applicability of statutes—Inclosure of 
common forbidden by Act of Parliament.]—In 
view of the fact that, by 39 & 40 Vict. c. 20, s. 36, 
a common regulated under the Act is not to be 
inclosed without the sanction of Parliament, 
Statute of Limitations does not apply to enable an 
owner of closes abutting on the common to acquire 
a title under said Statute.—CoLLis v. AMPHLETT 
(1917), as reported in 62 Sol. Jo. 37; on appeal, 
[1918] 1 Ch. 232, C. A.; [1920] A. OC. 271, H. L. 

1016. Adverse possession—Real Property Limi- 
tation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 15.j—The doctrine of 
non-adverse possession is done away with by above 
Act, except in cases provided for by sect. 15.— 
NEPEAN v. DoE d. KNIGHT (1837), 2 M. & W. 894; 
tig gs H. 291; 7L. J. Ex. 355; 150 B. RB. 1021, 

x. Ch. 


Annotations :—Consd. Doe d, Angell v. Angoll (1846), 9 
Q. B. 328. Refd. Hogan v. Hand (1861), 14 Moo. P. C. C. 
310; Drummond v. Sant (1871), L. R.6 Q.B.763. Mentd. 
R. v. St. James, Clerkenwell (1852), 16 J. P. Jo. 373; 
Lambe v. Orton (1859), 29 L. J. Ch. 286; Thomas v. 
Thomas (1864), 13 W. R. 225; Re Benham’s Trusts 
(1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 416; Re pepaney © Trusts (1869), L. R. 
i Eq. 498; R. v. Lumley (1869), L. R. 1 C0. Cc. R. 196; 

fe Phené’s Trusts (1870), 5 Ch. App. 139: 

‘Trusts (1871), 6 Ch. App. 356; Re Corbishley’s Trusts 

(1880), 49 L. J. Ch. 266 ; R.v. Willshire (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 

366; Re Rhodes, Rhodes v, Rhodes (1887), 36 Ch. D. 586; 

te Aldersey, Gibson v. Hall, [1905] 2 Ch. 181. 


1017. Meaning of—Possession incompatible 
with freehold in another.]—In 1757, W. being seised 
in fee of certain premises, devised to each of his 
four daughters one undivided fourth part for life, 
with remainder to all their sons & daughters & 
their respective heirs, to take as tenants in common. 
T., one of the daughters, had issue D., M., & A. 
In 1799, all the parties then alive, who claimed 
under the will of W., with the exception of M. & 
A., the daughters of T., conveyed their interests 
in the premises to two parties, under whom present 
deft. claimed. The purchaser, in June, 1839, 
entered into possession of all the premises, includ- 
ing the two-thirds, which had not been conveyed 
by M. & A., & for the recovery of which this action 
was brought. D.,the brother of M. & A., outlived 
both his sisters, & claimed the two undivided 
thirds of the undivided fourth part, as heir-at-law 
to them. By his will, dated Jan. 21, 1835, he 
devised to G. J. all his real estates, & also, as 
far as he lawfully could, the two undivided thirds 
In question which he was then seeking to recover 
from present deft. He died on Feb. 5, 1835, 


PART V. SECT. 1. 


1018 i. Adverse possession—Real Pro- 
perty Limitation ct, 1833 (c. 27), 8 15.) 
— O’SULLIVAN x M‘Swreny (1840), 


_ 101714. _Meaning of —Posseasion 
incompatible with freehold in anh 


Dks BARRES v. y 
pus Barrys v. Suny (1873), 22 W. R. 


> 


Re Lewes’ 





title to br 





782.—CAN. 


1017ii. ——-——_.} The right & title 
which by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833, s. 34, is extinguished by 


possession, & not the registered owner’s 
right & title to the Jand.—SINoLAIR ¥. 
(Adta.), [1919] 2 W. W. R. 
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leaving the lessor of pltf., J. his eldest son & heir- 
at-law. The ejectment was brought in 1836. 
No ouster was proved at the trial, or appeared to 
have been admitted ae the consent rule. It was 
ruled, at the trial, without exception being taken, 
that the possession of deft. & those through whom 
he claimed, was not adverse to D. & those through 
whom he claimed :—Held: (1) the lessor of pltf. 
& deft. being tenants in common, & no ouster 
having been proved or admitted, their rights would 
not be barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 2, taken alone; (2) as by sects. 
2, 8, & 12, the possession of deft., & those under 
whom he claimed, was not the possession of the 
lessor of pltf., & those under whom he claimed the 
right of entry of the lessor of pltf., or those one! 
whom he claimed, accrued in 1799, & consequently, 
under these sects., the latter would be barred ; 
(3) by sects. 2, 12, & 15, taken together, the lessor 
of pltf. was restored to his right to bring his action ; 
for sect. 15, being retrospective, & no adverse 
possession having been proved, & no exception 
taken to the ruling of judge that it was not proved, 
the lessor of pltf. had five years after the commence- 
ment of the Act to bring his action, & consequently 
under those sects. would have been in time. 

(4) Neither at common law, nor by the opcration 
of Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
was there such a disseisin or divesting of the free- 
hold, as took from D. the power of devising the 
land; & as he had devised it before the lessor of 
pltf.’3 title accrued, the latter was barred.— 
CULLEY v. DoE d. TAYLERSON (1840), 11 Ad. & El. 
1008; 3 Per. & Dav. 5389; 9 L. J. Q. B. 288; 113 
E. R. 697. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Refd. Ley v. Peter (1858), 3 H. & N. 
101. As to (3) Refd. Woodroffe v. Doe d. Danioll (1846), 
15 M. & W. 769. As to (4) Reid. Gresley v. Mousley 
(1859), 4 De G. & J. 78. Generally, Refd. Garrard v. 
Tuck (1849), 8C. B. 231. 

1018. ———- What amounts to—Non-payment of 
rent—Tithes collected as part rent.]—-J. demised 
lands to the rector of D. for forty years at a certain 
rent; in the lease the rector, after covenanting 
for payment of the rent, further granted to J. 
the tithe of oats of the parish of D.; the lease also 
contained a proviso for re-entry in case the rent 
should be in arrear, or J., his heirs, ctc., should be 
disturbed by the rector or his assigns in the receipt 
of the tithe, & concluded with a covenant on the 
part of J. that the rector should quietly enjoy the 
lands under the covenants, grants, & agreements 
contained in the lease. After the expiration of the 
lease the rectors continued to hold the land, but 
withheld the rent for more than twenty years, the 
heirs of J. at the same time continuing to take the 
tithe of oats, & some confusion existing as to the 
respective rights of the rector & the heirs of J., 
the latter being portionists of the tithes of the 
parish :—Held : the possession of the land by the 
rector was not adverse, so as to let in the operation 
of Statute of Limitations.—Ror d. PELLATT v. 
FERRARS (1801), 2 Bos. & P. 542; 126 BH. R. 1429. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Cobbett v. Grey (1850), 4 Exch. 729 ; 

Stanton v. Percival (1855), 6 H. L. Cas. 257. 

1019. Occupation commenced by 
permission.|—A cottage standing in the corner of 
a meadow, belonging to the lord of a manor, but 


1017 fi --—-BoND v. Hop- 
KINS (1802), 1 Sch. & Lef. 413.— IR. 
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b. Crown grant to person not 
possession of the land in another over . 
the statutory period, ig the right & ‘7? possession.) Do d. MOGILLIS v. 
a suit for the recovery of ea hae ( )s Soon 


0. .J—HILL v. MCKINNON 
(1858), 16 U. Cc. * 216,—CAN. 


d. dpplicability of statutes — Mort- 


eee 
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separated from it & from a high road by a hedge, 
had been occupied for above twenty years without 
any payment of rent. The lord then demanded 
possession, which was reluctantly given, & the 
occupier was told that if he were allowed to resume 
possession it would only be during pleasure. He 
did resume & keep possession for fifteen years 
more, & never paid any rent:—Held: the 
possession was not necessarily adverse, but 
might be presumed to have commenced by per- 
mission of the lord.— Dor d. THoMPSON v. CLARK 
(1828),8B. &C. 717; 71. 3.0.8. K. B. 122; 108 
Hh. R. 1209. 

Aunclalion :—Refd. Hodgson v. Hooper (1860), 3 HE. & E. 


1020. Admission of possession as life 
tenant.]—The declarations of a widow in possession 
of premises, that she held them for her life, & that 
after her death they would go to the heirs of her 
husband, are admissible evidence to negative the 
fact of her having had twenty years’ adverse 
possession.—Dor d. HUMAN v. PETTETT (1821), 
5 B. & Ald. 223; 106 EB. R. 1174. 

Annotation :—Apld. Doe d. Pritchard v. Jauncey (1837), 

8 C. & P. 99. 

1021. ——~- ——— Payment of interest on unpaid 
purchase-money.]—An estate was contracted to be 
sold, & the vendee paid part of the purchase- 
money, & entered into possession without a con- 
veyance, paying interest.on the remainder of the 
purchase-money from time to time :—Held: his 
possession was not adverse, & after twenty years 
an ejectment might be brought.—DoE d. MILBURN 
v. EDGAR (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 498; 1 Hodg. 437; 
2 Scott, 732; 5L.J3.C. P. 147; 182 E.R. 195. 
ein :—Consd. Hodgson v. Hooper (1860), 3 E. & K. 








1022. ——— -~—— Purchaser of undivided share 
occupying whole.]|—-CuLLEY v. DoE d. TAYLERSON, 
No. 1017, ante. 

023. Possession of pauper tenement.| 
~—~The possession of a pauper who has been put 
into a tenement by parish officers, is the possession 
of the parish officers, if it be a possession at all, 
& never can be adverse to them within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27).—ADAMS 
v. HARTLEY (1845), 9 J. P. 407. 

1024, ——— Annual payments otherwise than 
as rent.|—In 1635, six & a half acres of parish 
land, lying in pieces scattered over estate R., 
consisting of 550 acres were demised at a yearly 
rent of £6, & from time to time portions of the 
estate were sold & conveyed away, the rent of £6 
being charged, exclusively upon the part unsold, 
of which, in 1786, 31 acres remained. These 31 
acres were in 1842 purchased by deft.’s father. 
In all the deeds, from 1786 downwards, the pro- 
perty was described as being subject (inter alia) 
to a rent £6 per annum, which deft. & all his 
predecessors paid to the parish :—Held: (1) deft. 
was not thereby estopped from denying that he 
held his Jand of the parish; (2) deft. was entitled 
to make his own title deeds evidence, not for the 
purpose of proving facts which they recite, but to 
show the intention of deft. & his predecessors in 
making the payment. 

In this case, where the character of the payment 
was disputed, & the parish relied simply on 
entries in its own books, not calling witnesses to 











427 


prove a tenancy, Statute of Limitations is a good 
defence. 

In order to make the payment of this yearly 
rent of £6 operate as an estoppel, so as to prevent 
deft. from disputing the fact that the six & a half 
acres of land in question form part of his estate, 
it is essential to make out that the payments 
have been from time to time made by him & his 
predecessors as for rent due from them for land of 
which they were tenants—Quicquid  solvitur, 
solvitur secundum animum solventis; & if on 
looking to the facts of this case, it is plain that the 
payments have been made, secundum animum 
solventium, not for rent, but on another account, 
the doctrine of estoppel arising from payment 
of rent has no place (LoRD CRaANWoRTH, C.).— 
A.-G. v. STEPHENS (1855),6 De G.M. & G. 111; 25 
L. J. Ch. 888; 26 L. T. O. S. 189; 20 J. P. 70; 
2Jur.N.S.51; 4W.R. 191; 48 EB. R. 1172, L. C. 


Annotations :—Generally, Mentd. Brown v. Wales (1872), 
L. R. 15 Eq. 142; Searle v. Cooke (1890), 43 Ch. D. 519. 


SecT. 2.—DEFINITIONS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—LAND. 

See Real Property Limitation Acts, 1830 (c. 27), 
s. 42, (1874) (c. 57). 

1025. Turnpike tolls.}—Turnpike tolls are not 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
& consequently more than six years’ arrears of 
interest may be recovered on a mtge. of turnpike 
tolls, notwithstanding sect. 42 of that Act.— 
MELLISH v. BROOKS (1840), 3 Beav. 22; 9 L. J. Ch. 
362; 4 Jur. 739; 49 H.R. 9. 

Turnpike tolls generally, sce Higuways, Vol. 
XXVI., pp. 336 et seq. 

1026. Substrata of minerals.|—The right to a 
given substratum of coal lying under a certain 
close, is a right to land, & cannot be claimed by 
prescription.— WILKINSON v. Proup (1843), 11 
M. & W. 383; 12 L. J. Ex. 227; 7 Jur. 284; 152 
K. R. 704. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Carlyon v. Lovering (1857), 1 H. & N. 
784; Rowbotham v. Wilson (1857), 8 IW. & B. 123. 


Tithes.|—Scc Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), 8. 1. 

1027. Meaning of.]—Real Property Limi- 
tation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 2, enacts, that no 
person shall bring an action to recover any land 
which, by sect. 1, includes tithes but within twenty 
years next after the right to bring such action has 
accrued to him, or some person through whom he 
claims :—Held: this statute does not operate to 
prevent the tithe owner from recovering tithes as 
chattels from the occupier, although none had been 
set out for twenty years; but it is confined to 
cases where there are two parties, each claiming 
an adverse estate in the tithes—ELy (DEAN & 
CHAPTER) v. CASH (1846), 15 M. & W. 617; 15 
L. J. Ex. 341; 8 L. T. O. 8. 192; 11 J. P. 187; 
153 E. R. 997. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Ksdaile v. Payne (1885),52 L. T. 530. 
Refd. Bunbury v. Fuller (1853), 17 J. P. 790. 


1028. -|—Tithe Act, 1832 (c. 100), 
is unaffected by the provisions of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), the interpretation 
clause of the latter Act, although enacting that the 
word ‘‘ land ”’ shall in its meaning extend to tithes, 














gagees.J—SMITH v. NATIONAL TRUST 


v. MCDIARMID, [1921] 3 W. W. R. 127. 


& Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, 


Co, (1912), 21 W.L. R. 97; 1 W. W.R. | -—CAN does not apply in such a_ case.— 
1122; 45 8. Cc. R. 618; 1D. L. R. BRERE v. FLEMING (1863), 11 L. T. 
698.—CAN. PART V. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 49.— IR. 

6. —— Property vested in_ third f. Ieservation of profit & prendre— ; 
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Sect. 2.—Definitions: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


has reference to an estate in tithes, & not to tithes 
as a chattel, & sect. 2, therefore, does not embrace 
the case of a render of tithes as a chattel by the 
person bound to pay to the tithe owner.—ELy 
(DEAN) v. Briss (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 459; 
20L. T. 0.8.85; 42 E. R. 950, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Irish Land Commission v. Grant 
(1884), 10 App. Cas. 14; Hsdaile v. Payne (1885), 52 L. T. 
530. Refd. Howitt v. Harrington, (1893) 2 Ch. 497. 
Mentd. Esdaile v. Payne (1889), 69 L. T. 910. 


1029. -]—In debt on 2 & 8 Edw. 6, 
c. 13, for not setting out tithe, it appeared that pltf. 
was impropriate rector of, & deft. the occupier of 
80 acres of fen land in the parish of M. For 
twenty years, from 1828 to 1847 inclusive, deft. 
had either set out or compounded for the tithe of 
his land; but from 1816 until 1828 he had paid 
tithe. Out of 16,000 acres of which the parish 
consisted, 9,700 were fen land, & from lands of 
that description, other than deft.’s, pltf. had, 
from the year 1832, continually until the com- 
mencement of this suit, received tithe either in 
kind or a composition :—Held: the twenty years’ 
perception of tithes was not conclusive evidence 
of pltf.’s right to them, Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), having no application to a case 
like the present.—BUNBURY v. FULLER (1853), 
9Exch.111; 1C.L. BR. 893; 23 L. J. Ex. 29; 23 








L. T. O. 8. 131; 17 J. P. 790; 156 E. R. 48, 

Ex. Ch. 

Annotations -—Mentd. R. v. Nunneley (1858), KE. B. & 
EK. 852; Pease v. Chaytor & 8S. 620; Re 


(1863), 3 B. 

Tho Charkieh (1873), 28 L. T. 190; Colonial Bank of 
Australasia v. Willan (1874), L. R. 56 P. ©. 417; Rv. 
Shefticld Recorder (1883), 52 L. J. M. C. 78; Hap. Wake 
(1883), 11 Q. B. D. 291; R. v. Woodhouse, [1906] 2 K. B. 
501; R. v. Bradford, [1908] 1 K. B. 365; May v. Mills 
(1914), 30 T. L. R. 287; R. vw. Nat Bell Liquors, [1922] 
2A. C. 128; R.v. Lincolnshire JJ., Hx yp. Brett, (1926) 


2K. B. 192. 

1030. -|—37 Hen. 8, c. 12, provided 
that the inhabitants of the City of London for the 
time being should yearly for ever pay their tithes 
in respect of their houses after certain rates. A 
lay impropriator of the tithes in a parish within 
the City having brought an action to recover from 
the inhabitants of certain houses within the parish 
tithes payable under this statute, it appeared that, 
so far as was known, no tithesor payments in lieu 
of tithes had ever been paid in respect of those 
houses :—Held : (1) apart from statute, mere non- 
payment afforded no defence even against a lay 
impropriator ; (2) the payment imposed by 37 
Hen. 8, c. 12, were not a render of tithes in kind 
within the ee of the Tithe Act, 1832 (c. 100), 
8.1, & that Act afforded no defence ; (3) the pay- 
ments imposed by 37 Hen. 8, c. 12, were “‘ annuities 
or periodical sums of money charged upon land ”’ 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8.1, & that Statute, as amended by 37 & 38 Vict. 
c. 57, afforded a defence to the action.—PAYNE v. 
ESDAILE (1888), 13 App. Cas. 613; 58 L. J. Ch. 
299; 59 L. T. 568; 58 J. P.100; 37 W. R. 273; 
4T. L. R. 781, H. L.; varying 8. C. sub nom. 
EspaILe v. PAYNE (1885), 52 L. T. 530, C. A.; 
EsDAILE v. PAYNE (1886), 54 L. T. 705, C. A. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Retd. Esdaile v. City of London 

Union Assmt. Com. (1887), 18 Q. B. D.599. deto(8) Refd. 

Jones v. Withers (1896), 74 L.T.572. Generally, Refd. Re 

eens S. H., Altamont v. Forsyth (1912), 106 L. ‘I. 


1031. Claim to dower.]—(1) A widow's right to 
sue In equity for dower held to be barred where 
she had not, for upwards of thirty years, taken any 








apply to claims ‘tor tithe composi- 
tion, as between the tithe claimant & 


the owner of the land, but only as oT tek 223 


between adverse owners of estates in 
v. HODDER (1840), 


ON 
21.L. R. 223; affd., 31. L. R.521.—IR. 
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proceedings, either at law or in equity, to have it 
assigned to her. 

(2) Semble: Statute of Limitations is applicable 
to an action at law for dower.—MARSHALL v. 
SmitH (1864), 5 Giff. 37; 5 New Rep. 161; 84 
L. J. Ch. 189; 11 L. T. 448; 295. P.36; 10 Jur. 
N.S. 1174; 13 W. R. 198; 66 E. R. 913. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Williams v. Thomas, [1909] 

i aa As to (2) Overd. Williams v. Thomas, [1909] 

1082. -|—(1) The Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), as amended by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), does not apply to an 
action for assignment of dower. 

(2) A dowress has two separate & independent 
rights, namely, a right to one-third of the rents & 
pronte from the death of the husband, & a right to 

ave dower assigned to her; & if she claims & 
enjoys her right to the receipt of the rents & 
rofits she will not be prejudiced by reason of not 
1aving, during that period, claimed her right to an 
assignment. 

Semble: if for more than twelve years she does 
not claim any of her rights, the ct. ought to refuse 
her relief on the ground of laches.—WILLIAMS v. 
THOMAS, [1909] 1 Ch. 718; 78 L. J. Ch. 473; 100 
L. T. 630, C. A. 

See, now, Administration of Estates Act, 1925 
(c. 23), ss. 45, 56, sched. 2. 

1088. Advowson in gross.|—Pltfs. sought fore- 
closure of an equitable mtge. of an advowson in 
gross. The mtge. was created by deed in 1860, 
accompanied by deposit of the title deeds. No 
claim for, or payment of, principal or interest had 
ever been made, & no acknowledgment ever given. 
Pltfs. were assigns of the original mtgees., but the 
express power of sale did not extend to assigns. 
Deft. had been the incumbent of the living since 
1865, & in 1892 had bought the advowson, with 
notice of the mtge., from the official receiver in 
bkpcy. of the original mtgor. 

An advowson is not ‘‘ land ”’ within the meaning 
of that term as used in the Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27):—Held: the equitable 
doctrine of staleness of demand applied, & pltfs.’ 
claim failed.—Brooxs v. MUCKLESTON, [1909] 
2Ch. 519; 79L. J. Ch. 12; 101 L. T. 343. 

1034. Encroachment on road.|-——By an inclosure 
award in 1814 it was awarded that there should 
be a certain public carriage road & highway of 
the width of 35 feet in the parish of B., the land 
adjoining the said road on the south side thereof 
being allotted to the predecessors in title of S., 
who were required under the award to fence the 
land bounding the said road. In or about the 
year 1883 the predecessor in title of S. erected an 
iron fence separating his land to the south of the 
road from the roadway. At some time thereafter 
the land to the north of the road was fenced & 
the width of the roadway before the year 1906 had 
become reduced to between 25 & 27 feet. In 
1906 it was alleged that S. removed the fence 
bounding the land on the south side of the road 
nearer to the fence on the north side, thus encroach- 
ing on the highway. In 1907 the rural district 
council called on S. to set back his fence so as to 
restore a width of thirty-five feet to the roadway, 
& on his refusal, twice took down the fence, which 
S. on each occasion re-erected in the same position. 
In an action by the A.-G. & the rural district 
council for an injunction to restrain deft. S. from 
inclosing or encroaching upon the highway or 





h. Action for declaration of title.) 
—VANDELEUR v. SLOANE, {1919) 1 
I. R. 116.-—IR. 
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from erecting any fence within 35 feet of the 

northern boundary of the road :—Held: there had 

been no encroachment in 1906; in respect of any 
alleged encroachment in 1883, the lapse of time 
was sufficient defence to the action by relator pltfs., 

& as to the action by the A.-G. no encroachment 

upon the highway by the fence complained of 

having been shown, an injunction must be refused, 
with costs against relator pltfs.—A.-G. & GODSTONE 

RURAL District COUNCIL v. WARREN SMITH (1912), 

76 J. P. 253. 

1035. Proceeds of sale of land—lInterest of 
mortgagor.]—A mtgor.’s interest in the proceeds of 
sale of land held on trust for sale is an interest 
in ‘‘land’’ as defined by the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 1, & therefore, 
under sect. 34 of the same Act & sect. 8 of the 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), after 
the lapse of twelve years, in the absence of any 
payment or acknowledgment. the title of the 
mtgee. is extinguished.—Re Fox, BRooxks v. 
Marston, [1913] 2 Ch. 75; 82 J. J. Ch. 393; 108 
L. T. 948. 

Annotations :—-Consd. Re Witham, Chadburn v. Winfield, 
[1922] 2 Ch. 413. Refd. Gresham Life Assce. Soc. v. 
Crowther, [1914] 2 Ch. 219; Re Jauncey, Bird v, Arnold, 
(1926) Ch. 471. 


SUB-SECT, 2.—RENT. 


See Real Property Limitation Acts, 1833 (c. 27), 
1874 (c. 57). 

1036. Homage & fealty.;—Above Act does not 
extend to such rent or service which by the 
common possibility may not happen or become 
due within sixty years; as if a seignory consists 
of homage & fealty only, for the tenant may live 
above sixty years after they are done; so if the 
service be to cover the lord’s hall, or to go with 
him when there shall be war between the King & 
any of his enemies, such casual services which 
by common possibility may not happen within 
sixty years are not within above Act (per CuR.).— 
BEVIL’sS CASE (1583), 4 Co. Rep.6 a; 76 E. R. 860. 
Annotations :-—Reld. Fawkoners v. Bellingham (1627), Cro. 

Car. 80; De Beauvoir ». Owon (1850), 5 Exch. 166; 

Abergavenny v. Brace (1872), L. R. 7 Kxch. 145. Mentd. 

Case of Avowry (1588), 9 Co. Rep. 20a; Bucknal’s Case 

(1600), 9 Co. Rep. 33a; Wynnev. Wynne (1743), 1 Wils. 42. 

1087. Rent reserved on demise.|—-Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 2, does not apply 
to rent reserved on a demise. 

The reversioner, by distraining for or otherwise 
obtaining his rent, within twenty years after the 
first wrongful receipt of, & by the adverse claimant, 
effectually prevents his being, by the wrongful act 
of another, deprived of the estate at the expiration 
of the term (ROLFE, B.).—GRANT v. ELLIs (1841), 
9M. & W. 113; 11 L. J. Ex. 228; 152 E.R. 49. 
Annotations :—Apld. Ely, Dean & Chapter v. Cash (1846), 

145M. & W. 617: Zouche v. Dalbiac (1875), L. Kt. 10 Exch. 

172. Consd. Irish Land Commission v. Grant (1884), 10 

ay Cas. 14; Howitt v. Harrington, [1893] 2 Ch. 497. 

Refd. Doe d. Angell v. Angell (1846), 9 F B. 328; De 

Beauvoir v. Owen (1850), 5 Hxch. 166; Hicks v. Sallitt 

1854), 3 De G. M. & G. 782; Baines v. Lumley (1868), 16 

.R. 674; Jones v. Withers (1896), 74 L. T. 572; Skene 

v. Cook (1902), 86 L. T. 319; Shaw v. Crompton, [1910] 

2K. B. 370. 

See, now, Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57). 


PART V. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 
1037 i. Rent reserved on demise._ 
The Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833, s. 2, does not apply to rent 
reserved on a demise.—CROSBIE v. 

SuqRUE (1845), 9 I. L. R. 17.—IR. 
1037 ii. ——~.}—Rent reserved by an 
indenture of demise is recoverable in 


fixed 


an action upon the indenture within 
tweoty years; the period of limitation 
that respect by Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1853, 8s. 
unaffected by Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1874.—DongGAN v. NEILL 
(1885), 16 L. R. Ir. 309.—IR. 


k. Annuity charged on land.J— 
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1088. Service rent—Keeping up grindstone.]— 
Where the overseers of a township claimed lands 
which they had allowed a poor inhabitant to occupy 
rent free, he keeping up a grindstone upon the land 
for the convenience of the parish; the enjoy- 
ment of this privilege by the parishioners, for 
upwards of twenty years, whilst the lands were 
occupied by persons paying no rent, does not 
defeat the title of such persons under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27).—DoE d. ROBINSON v. 
HINDE (1843), 2 Mood. & R. 441; 1L. T. 0.8. 58. 


Annotation :—Refd. Doe d. Edney v. Benham, Doe d. 
Edney v. Billett (1845), 7 Q. B. 976. 


1089. Bell ringing.]|—-Where a tenant holds 
premises by the service of cleaning the parish 
church, without any pecuniary render, such service 
is a ‘‘ rent’ for which ‘‘ a distress’? may be made, 
within the meaning of Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), ss. 1,8. Sothe service, under the 
like circumstances, of ringing the church bell at 
stated hours from Michaelmas to Christmas.— 
Dor d. EDNEY v. BENHAM, DoE d. EDNEY v. 
BILLETT (1845), 7 Q. B. 976; 14 L. J. Q. B. 342, 
343; 51L. T. O. S. 408; 10 J. P. 38, 89; 9 Jur. 
662; 115 BH. R. 756. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Rumball v. Munt (1846), 10 Jur. 
539; St. Nicholas, Deptford v. Sketchley (1847), 17 
L.J.M.C.17. 

1040. ——— Cleaning secon dogs hh d. EpNEY 
v. BENHAM, DoE d. EDNEY v. BILLETT, No. 1039, 
ante. 

1041. Heriots.} —H. farm was holden of the 
manor of S., at an ancient freehold rent 9s. per 
annum, payable at Michaelmas, yearly. All 
arrears to Michaelmas, 1824, were paid in Jan. 
1825. No other payment took place, but, after 
repeated applications for the rent in several 
years before Michaelmas, 1844, the lord distrained 
in May, 1845, for six years’ rent due at Michaelmas, 
1844 :—Held: (1) by the operation of Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), ss. 2, 3, & 34, the 
rent was extinguished by the lapse of twenty years 
from the day on which the last payment was made ; 
(2) the bar thus interposed by that Statute of 
Limitations need not be specially pleaded, & 
might be given in evidence on the plea in bar of 
non tenuit, 

(3) But as to heriots, probably the answer to 
this objection may be, that in a case similar to that 
now before us, the word ‘‘ rent ’’ would not include 
heriots—for though by the interpretation clause 
the word ‘‘ rent’’ is made to include heriots, yet 
that is only when the nature of the provision or the 
context does not exclude such a construction; & 
it may be that the injustice pointed out would 
afford grounds for holding that in the clause now 
under consideration the word ‘“ rent’’ does not 
include heriots (PARKE, B.).—OQwWEN v. Ds 
Beauvoir (1847), 16 M. & W. 547; O9L. T. O. S., 
175; 11 Jur. 458; 153 E. R.1307; affd. sub nom. 
DE BEAUVOIR v. OWEN (1850), 5 Exch. 166, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—-As to (1) Apprvd. Irish Land Commission v. 
Grant (1884), 10 App. Cas. . Refd. Howitt 7. 
Harrington, [1893] 2 Ch. 497; Jones v. Withers (1896), 
74 L. T.572. Aa to (3) Consd. Zouche v. Dalbdiac (1875), 
a a ae 172. efd. Chichester v. Hall (1851), 17 


1042. |—In trover for a heriot, it was 
proved by entries in the court rolls of a manor, 
that down to the year 1804 the land, in respect of 








An annuity charged on land by will, 
comes within the meaning of the word 
rent in Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833, 8. 42, & therefore no more than 
six years’ arrears are recoverable.— 
FERGUSON v. LIVINGSTONE (1846), 9 
I. Eq. R. 202.—IR. 


1, Payment of taxes.}— Held : 


20, being 


the 
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Sect. 2.-—Definitions: Sub-sects. 2,3 & 4. Sect. 3: 
Sub-sect. 1, A.] 

which the heriot was claimed, was freehold land, 
held of the lord by heriot, quit rent, relief, etc. 
On the death of a tenant in 1804, a heriot was 
seized. In 1824, the next tenant died ; but there 
was no entry of any seizure of a heriot on that 
occasion, or of any reason for the omission. In 
1826 the present lord came into possession; & 
in 1847, upon the death of the next tenant, the 
heriot now claimed was seized. Since 1804, no 
quit rent or relief appeared to have been demanded 
or paid, nor any service of any kind rendered to the 
lord of the manor:—Held: the lord’s right of 
action was not barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27); & there was no ground for 
presuming that the tenure of the lands had been 
changed, or even that the heriot had been released 
by the lord. 

Semble: the right to the quit rent was barred by 
Statute of Limitations.—CHICHESTER (EARL) v. 
Hatz (1851), 17 L. T. O. 8S. 121. 
Annotations :—Refd. Walters v. Webb (1869), L. R..9 Eq. 

83; Harrison v. Powell (1894), 10 T. L. R. 271. Mentd. 

Warrick v. Queen’s College, Oxford (1871), 6 Ch. App. 716. 

1043. -—To an action of trespass for 
seizing & taking a horse, deft. pleaded an 
immemorial custom for the lord of the manor, 
upon the death of a free tenant, to seize the best 
beast of which the tenant died possessed, where- 
ever it could be found, & that in 1873, on the 
death of a tenant, deft., as lord of the manor, took 
the horse under this custom. Replication, that 
more than twenty years before the heriot in question 
became due, a heriot became due, for which the 
then lord of the manor, through whom defendant 
claims, did not seize, though he could have done 
so; that the then lord, whilst entitled, discontinued 
the taking of heriots; that no heriot had since 
been taken until the trespass complained of ; that 
the right to make an entry or distress or bring an 
action to recover heriots, at the time of such dis- 
continuance then first accrued to the then lord 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
& that such right so first accrued more than twenty 
years before the death of the tenant or the tres- 
pass complained of. On demurrer :—Held: the 
replication was bad, since the seizure by deft. was 
not making an entry or distress, nor bringing an 
action to recover rent, within the meaning of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 2, 3, & 34, & deft.’s title to heriots therefore 
was not barred by the lapse of twenty years. 
Qu.: whether notwithstanding the interpretation 
of “‘rent”’ in sect. 1, heriot service & heriot custom, 
or either of them, are within the enactments of 
ss. 2, 8, 34 & 42.—ZoucHE (LORD) v. DALBIAC 
(1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 172; 44 L. J. Ex. 109; 33 
L. T. 221; 39J3. P. 327; 23 W. R. 564. 

oe now, Law of Property Act, 1922 (c. 16), 
s. 130. 

1044. Quit rent.)|—-OWEN v. DE BEavvolir, No. 
1041, ante. 








.|—CHICHESTER (EARL) v. Hat, No. 





1046. -|—A quit rent payable in respect of 
a copyhold tenement is not, like a rent reserved 
upon a lease, excepted from the operation of the 
Statutes of Limitations, Real Property Limitation 
Acts, 1833 (c. 27), & 1874 (c. 57). 

Where, therefore, such a quit rent had remained 


payment of taxes was not a payment of 
rent within Real Property Limitation 
Act, & the tenant, although he had 
always intended to hold merely as 
tenant, had acquired title by posses- 


as for rent 


debtedness in 


sion, & could not make himself Hable 


acquired possession by giv to the 
landlord an acknowledgment of in- 
respect of rent.— 


Lawration or Actions, 


unpaid for more than twelve years, & no acknow- 

ledgment had been given in ict eke thereof, the 

right to recover the same was held to be barred by 

the operation of those statutes.Howir1T v. 

HARRINGTON (HARL), [1893] 2 Ch. 497 ; 62 L. J. Ch. 

571; 68 L. T. 703; 41 W. R. 664; 37 Sol. Jo. 

440; 3 RB. 568. 

Annotation :-—Refd. Jones v. Withers (1896),~-74 L. T. 572. 
1047. Rentcharge—Collateral covenant for pay- 

ment.|—The limitation prescribed by MHeal 

Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), does not 

apply to an action on a collateral covenant for 

payment of a rent charged on land, & the cove- 
nantee may recover damages for the breach of that 
covenant, notwithstanding his right to recover the 
rentcharge is barred by above statute.—MANNING 

v. PHELPS (1854), 10 Exch. 69; 24 L. J. Ex. 62; 

23 L. T. O. 8.162; 156 EB. R. 855. 

Annotations :—Consd. Shaw v. Crompton (1910), 80 L. J. 
K. B. 52. Refd. Mansfield v. Ogle (1855), 1 Jur. N.S. 414. 
1088: ——.]—JONES v. WITHERS, No. 949, 

ante. 

1049. Annuity charged on land abroad.]—By 
will in 1810, B. devised to trustees his estate in J. 
to hold to the use that H. should, out of the rents 
& profits, receive for life an annuity payable 
quarterly for her separate use, with powers of 
distress & entry & perception of the rents & profits, 
& after her decease to the use that the trustees 
should pay the annuity unto her children, as she 
should appoint, for theirlives. Testator gave other 
annuities out of the rents & profits of the same 
estate, & gave the estate to the use of his son for 
life, with remainders over. ‘The last payment on 
account of H.’s annuity was in 1842. Hi. died in 
1853. She made an appointment & arrears were 
due to her & her appointees. The estate was 
for some years a waste, & no rents & profits were 
received till 1870, & when received they were paid 
into ct. :—Held: Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), did not apply to J., & the legal 
personal representative of H. was entitled to be 
paid the arrears due to her.— Pit v. DAcRE (LORD) 
(1876), 8 Ch. D. 2905; 45 L. J. Ch. 796; 24 W. R. 
943. 

1050. Composition—Rates & taxes charged on 
exchanged glebe.J—A private Act passed in 1749 
provided that all the lands & tenements in a parish, 
except such part as belonged to the rectory, should 
be subject to a charge of all such Parliamentary 
& parochial taxes, rates, & assessments as should 
from time to time be assessed upon the parsonage 
house & glebe, or upon the rector & his successors in 
respect of the same. By deeds of subsequent date the 
original parsonage house & glebe were exchanged 
for another house & ground in the parish which 
were thereafter used as the parsonage house & 
glebe. The then rector let the new glebe to a 
tenant who paid the taxes & rates thereon. In 
1921, no action or other proceeding to enforce the 
said charge having then been brought within 
sixty years, the then rector brought an action 
against the owner of certain of the said lands & 
tenements for a declaration that deft.’s lands & 
tenements were charged with a sum which had been 
paid by the rector in respect of these taxes & rates 
& for a declaration that he was entitled to enforce 
the charge by distress or otherwise :—Held: 
the charge was a ‘‘ composition’ & therefore was 
‘not a “rent” within Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1883-(c. 27), s. 1, &, consequently, the right 


Finow v. GILRAY (1889), 16 A. R. 484. 
after he had so -—-CAN. 
ULLIVAN . 


m. coy at will.j—8 
aes (1908), 4 EK. L. R. 492.— 
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of the rector to bring the action was not barred 
by sect. 29 of that Act.—Harpmr v. H»pass, 
{1928] 2 K. B. 314; 92 L. J. K. B. 568; 129 L. T. 
248; 87 J. P. 125; 39 T. L. R. 887; on appeal, 
{1924]1 K. B.161,C. A. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—TITHES, 
See Nos. 1027-1030, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—-PERSONS. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. de t 
1051. Class of persons—Poor of a parish.]— 
(1) Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 1, extends the word ‘‘ person”’ to a class of 
persons as well as to individuals. The poor of a 

arish are a class of persons within that sect. 

(2) This sect. [s. 25] means that the remedy of 
the cesiwi que trust for an abuse of an express trust 
vested in the trustee continues against him, & 
those claiming under him, though the estate is 
conveyed away, & is not barred by the expiration 
of the statutable period as against him, though 
as to the purchaser from him, for a valuable 
consideration, the right to sue begins from the date 
of the conveyance to the purchaser (LORD 
WENSLEYDALE).—ST. MARY MAGDALEN COLLEGE, 
OXFORD (PRESIDENT, ETC.) v. A.-G. (1857), 6 
H. L. Cas. 189; 26 L. J. Ch. 620; 29 L. T. O. S. 
238; 21 J. P. 581; 3 Jur. N.S. 675; 10 E.R. 
1267; sub nom. A.-G. v. MAGDALEN COLLEGE, 


OxForD, 5 W. R. 716, H. L. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. A.-G. v. Davey (1859), 4 


De a. & J. 136. Refd. A.-G. v. Payne (1859), 7 Beav. 
168. Generally, Mentd. Magdalen Hospital v. Knotts 
Kk. Ry. (1882), 9 


(1878), 8 Ch. D. 709; Bobbett v. 8. 
Q. B. D. 424. 


1052. Fluctuating body—‘‘ Inhabitants.’’] 
—An action was brought by pltfis. to establish 
their title to certain waste lands, & that they 
might be quieted in the possession thereof; & 
for an injunction to restrain defts. from trespassing 
on the said lands, & from interfering with pltfs.’ 
rights or molesting their tenants & agents :—Held : 
pltfis. had established their title, there was not 
sufficient evidence of a charitable trust which defts. 
had alleged, & Statutes of Limitation would not 
in this case protect them, the action was well 
founded, & the plea that defts. were not actually 
in possession & were unable to maintain this 
action could not be maintained. 

The inhabitants of a parish cannot claim title. 
They are not a corpn.; they are a fluctuating 
body. ... To gain an adverse title under Statute 
of Limitations the possession must not be in one 
man one day, & in another another (Curry, J.).— 
NORWICH CORPN. v. BROWN (1883), 48 L. T. 898. 

10538. ——— Vestry of parish.|—The comrs. 
appointed under the Tetney Inclosure Act, by 
their award made thereunder, set out a public 
highway running between allotments made by 
them. There was no evidence to show to whom 
the soil of the highway belonged before it was set 
out by thecomrs. From the year 1778 the highway 
was let by the vestry of the parish every year 
to persons who paid for the hire of it & depastured 
it, & until 1891 no one questioned the right of the 
vestry to let it, or of the tenant to depasture it. 
The money was paid to the surveyor of highways, 
&_, wasfapplied for various po purposes. In 
an action by the lord of the manor, who was 
also the owner of allotments adjoining the highway, 
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for a declaration that the soil of the Away 
belonged to him :—Held: apart from pre- 


sumption of a lost grant & of enrolment under 
Charitable Uses Act, 1736 (c. 36), 8. 8, the parish 
had pene a title to the highway by Statute of 
Limitations, subject to the poe right of way.— 
Haics v. WEsT, [1893]2Q.B.19; 62L.J.Q.B. 
532; 69 L. T. 165; 57 J. P. 358; 4 R. 396, O. A. 


[1907] 2K. B. 480. Refd. Wimbledon & Putney Commons 
Conservators v. Nicol (1894), 10 T. L. R. 247. Mentd. 
Eliot v. Bristol Corpn. (1895), 72 L. T. 752; Reynolds v. 
Presteign U. D. GC. (1896), 65 L. J. Q. B. 400; Brown ». 
Dunstable Corpn., [1899] 2 Ch. 378; Neaverson v. Peter- 
borough R. C., [1902] 1 Ch. 557; Chesterfield v. Harris, 
11908] 2 Ch. 397; Holey, Charity Trustees v. Dudley 
Lorn (1800). 8L. G. R. 320; OL. Ry. v. City of London 
Land Tax Comrs., [1911] 2 Ch. 467; 

(No,, 2), 11915) 2 Oh. 140; White v. ‘W 


A.-G. v. Horner 
illiams, [1922] 1 

1054. Person through whom another claims— 
Appointee under a power./—At & prior to Lady 
Day, 1876, a plot of land, then forming part of 
the D. settled estates was held by S. as tenant from 
year to year under an agreement dated in 1852. 
S. continued in possession down to his death in 
1889, & after that date his representatives con- 
tinued in possession. No rent was ever paid in 
respect of this plot of land after Lady Day, 1876. 
Under a settlement dated in 1857 the D. estates, 
including the reversion in the plot of land expectant 
on the tenancy of S., stood limited in the events 
which happened to the use of the eleventh Earl of 
D. for life remainder to the use of the twelfth Earl 
for life, remainder to such uses as the eleventh 
Earl should by deed or will appoint. This power 
was exercised by the eleventh Earl by his will, 
whereby he appointed the estates to H. & others 
as trustees. The eleventh Harl died in 1888, & on 
his death the twelfth Earl succeeded to the 
possession of the estates & died in 1891 without 
having recovered the land in question. On the 
death of the twelfth Earl the remainder limited to 
H. & his co-trustees fell into possession, & the 
question was whether their estate was barred by 
Statutes of Limitations :—Held: (1) the case fell 
within the latter part of Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8s. 2, & the twelfth Earl, being 
the person last entitled to a particular estate, 
& not being in possession or receipt of the profits 
of the land in question when his interest deter- 
mined by his death in 1891, H. & his co-trustees 
had a further period of six years from that time 
to bring their action, & therefore their estate was 
not barred ; (2) the estate of the appointees was 
not barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), s. 20, a general power of appointment not 
falling within the words ‘‘ other estate, right, 
interest, or possibility.”—Re DEvon’s (EArt) 
SETTLED EsTATEs, WHITE v. DEVON (EARL), Re 
STEER, STEER v. DOBELL, [1896] 2 Ch. 562; 65 
L. J. Ch. 810; 75 lL. T. 178; 45 W. R. 25; 40 
Sol. Jo. 685. 


Annotation :—Generally, Mentd. Re Gordon & Adams’ Con- 
tract, Re Pritchard’s 8. J6., [1913] 1 Ch. 561. 


Sect. 3.—WHEN TIME BEGINS TO RUN. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—DISPOSSESSION OR DISCONTINUANCE 
OF POSSESSION BY RIGHTFUL OWNER. 

A. In General. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 3-8; Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), 8. 2. 

1055. Dispossession & discontinuance of posses- 
sion distinguished.|—Where there has been a 
discontinuance of possession [of a cellar] by the 
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Sect. 8.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 1, A. 
& B. (a) i. & ui) 

owner of land for a period of sixty years, the 

person actually in possession obtains a possessory 

title under Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 

(c. 27), unless there has been concealed fraud on his 

part, although the original owner was unaware 

that he was in possession. 

In my view the difference between dispossession 
& the discontinuance of possession might be 
expressed in this way—the one is where a person 
comes in & drives out the others from possession, 
the other case is where the person in possession 
goes out & is followed into possession by other 
persons (Fry, J.).—Rains v. BuxTon (1880), 14 
Ch. D. 587; 49 L. J. Ch. 473; 48 L. T. 88; 28 
W. R. 954. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Willis v. Howe, [1893] 2 Ch. 545; Re 
Astley & Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co. & Tyldesley Coal Co. 
“ 899), 68 lL. J. Q. B. 252; Littledale v. Liverpool College, 

1900) 1 Ch. 19. 

1056. Onus of proof on person setting up statute.| 
—The onus is therefore on defts. to show that they 
have a better title than that of pltf., & the only 
title they can establish is under Statute of Limita- 
tions. What is the fact that they have to prove ? 
It seems to me that it is not sufficient for them to 
prove mere acts of ownership—that is to say, 
acts which an owner might do, but they must 
prove possession on their part & dispossession on 
the part of the rightful owner—for this reason, if 
they do not prove dispossession, or discontinuance 
of the possession, which is the phrase in the statute, 
on the part of the rightful owner, they do not prove 
that the right to bring the action to recover 
the land ever arose. If the right to bring the 
action never arose, then the statute has not run in 
their favour (WARRINGTON, J.).—MARSHALL 1. 
ROBERTSON (1905), 50 Sol. Jo. 75. 





B. Land, 


(a) Requisiies of Dispossession or Discontinuance 
of Possession, 


i. Dispossession. 


1057. Acts inconsistent with enjoyment by 
owner.|—Acts of user committed upon land, which 
do not interfere & are consistent with the purpose 
to which the owner intends to devote it, do not 
amount to a ‘‘ dispossession ’”’ of him, & are not 
evidence of ‘‘ discontinuance of possession ”’ 
by him within the meaning of aa Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 5s. In 1854 L. 
conveyed to deft. a plot of land oe the south 
side of an intended street, upon which deft. built 


Nein pe oe :—As to 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


afactory. In 1857 L. conveyed to certain trustees 
the plot of land upon the north side of the intended 
street, which in 1872 vested in deft. Neither of the 
conveyances granted in express terms the soil of 
the intended street, but they described the plots 
of land as bounded by it. It was never dedicated 
to the public as a highway. From 1854 deft. had 
placed upon the intended street materials used 
at his factory, so as to block it up except as against 
foot passengers, & in 1865 he enclosed an oblong 
portion of it. In 1872 he fenced in the ends of the 
intended street. Pltf. was tenant for life of all 
the land of which L. had died seised, & in 1876 
commenced an action to recover the site of the 
intended street. Within twenty years before 
action L. had repaired a gate at one end of the 
intended street :—Held: (1) the conveyances 
executed by L. in 1854 & 1857 did not by pre- 
sumption of law grant the soil of the intended 
street; (2) the title of pltf. was not defeated by 
ae Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), ss 

, 3. 
Acts of user are not enough to take the soil out 
of pltf. & her predecessors in title & to vest it in 
deft. ; in order to defeat a title of dispossessing 
the former owner, acts must be done which are 
inconsistent with his enjoyment of the soil for the 
purposes for which he intended to use it (BRAM- 
WELL, L.J.). 

I am of the opinion that there can be no dis- 
continuance of possession by absence of use & 
enjoyment where the land is not capable of use & 
enjoyment (CoTTon, L.J.).— LEIGH v. JACK (1879), 
5 Ex. D. 264; 49 L. J. Q. B. 220; 42 L. T. 463 ; 
44 J. P. 488; 28 W. R. 452, C. A. 


Son, Consd. Micklethwait v. Newlay 
133 ; Nee! of London ene 

ty. i813} A Re Refd. R 
White's ae “charity Comrs. y, don Corsi, 
rete ),4 .R. 479; Mappin v. Liberty, (190817 Ch. 118; 

White v. ead Hotel Kastbourne (1912), 106 L. ‘TL. 785. 
As to (2) Distd. Marshall v. ‘aylor, [1895] 1 Ch. 641. Refd. 
Cunliffe v. L. & N. W. Ry. (1888), 4 T. L. R. 278; Solling 
v. Broughton, T1893] A. G. 556; Hindson v. Ashby, [1896] 
2 Ch. 1; piledals v. Liverpool Colloge, [1900] 1 Ch. 19; 
Marshal Robertson AOS 50 Sol. Jo. 75; Philpot v. 
Bath (1908), 21T.L. Cc. se Ry. v. City of London 
Land Tax Comrs., itotiy 3 “Ch. 46 


1058. dipEeaaers : pitt., ou was the owner 
of a several fishery in the river Wye where the tide 
flowed, was the owner of the bed of the river below 
high water mark. 

The ct. had in such cases first to have regard to 
the intention with which the alleged occupation 
was made, & secondly, the nature of the land & 
whether the occupation made of it excluded the 
owner (WARRINGTON, J.).—BEAUFORT (DUKE) v. 
AIRD (JOHN) & Co. (1904), 20 T. L. R. 602. 


Bridge Co. (1886), 3: 
Tax Comrs. v. C. 
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10561. Onuws of proof on fab selling 
“Pp atatute,}—O’NEIL v. » [1905] 

. L. R. 107.—AUS. 

1056 ii. ——. eNotes v. Hus- 
BAND, KEN 


v. ELLISON (B.C.), 
[1923] 1 D. L mL 1069.—CAN. 

n. Dispossession or discontinuance 
of possession—Meaning of.}—That dis- 
possession or discontinuance of pos- 
session means the abandonment of 

ossession by one entitled to it followed 
vy, actual possession by another.— 
eee Mn v. STEER (1907), 9 Nfid. L. R. 

Oo. ppeleg not under Land Transfer 
Act. rr an erson has been in 
exclusive {sturbed possession 
of land nee andes Land Transfer Act 
for over twenty ger the Statute of 
Limitations, 1833, lies, & that 
person obtains a ji itle thereto.— 

AMPSON v. NEW PLYMOUTH HARBOUR 
oo (1908), 27 N. Z. L. R. 607.— 


PART V. ee 7 alias 1.— 


eee i. ae inconsistent with enjoy- 
er.}—Under Statute of 
Limnitatione tt it 4 is enough that a party 
is in iar genie using property as his 
own, & if he continue to do this for 
twenty yearn he acquires title.— 
CAS CON PARKS (1899), 25 N.S. Rf. 1. 
1057 li. ——~-.}-Held: to render the 
Statute of Limitations applicable it 
would be necessary to show, if not an 
ri cultivation of some part of 
the land, at least an entry & actual 
any .—-HUFFMAN 0. RusH (1904), 
217; 70. L. R. 346; 3 

43.—CAN. 


O. W 
1057 iil, ———.}—Re Durry’s erates 
ae peat Sy PETITIONER, {1897] 1 R. 


10857 iv. ——-.}—Re VeERNON’s Es- 
TATR, (1901) 1]. B. 1.—IR. 


p. Possession must be actual, visible, 


nuous. —-HARTLEY v. MAYCOCK 
sere "28 O. R. 508.—CAN. 

4. ——.J]— On the facts:—Held: 
deft. had the open, notorious, exclusivo, 
& adverse possession necessary to 
acquiring a title by possession.— Dz 
VAULT v. ROBINSON (1920), 48 O. L. R. 
34; 64 D. L. R. 691; 18 O. W.N. 
328.—CAN. 

Yr. -] — Possession of land 
necessary to bar the title of the true 
owner must be an actual, constant, 
visible occupation, by some person or 
persons, to the exclusion of the true 
owner for the full statutory yore: — 
LEDYARD v. Cusee Ada | D.L. R. 
704; 570. L. BR. 

t. .)] — In pe to conati- 
tute a title by adverse possession, the 
Pall ert relied on must be for the 

ll period of twenty years, actual, 

en & manifest, exclusive, & con- 
t uous.—MoDONELL v. GIBLIN (1904), 
23.N. Z. L. R. 660.—-N.Z. 

u. Must be without interruption.) 








Part V.—Lanp or Rent. 


1059. Must be intention to eee ee 
were the owners of two fields between which was 
& strip of land separated from them by hedges. 
This strip had been conveyed to defts. with the 
fields, but pltfs. had a right of way over it to a field 
belonging to them. The strip was originally open 
at both ends, the end farthest from pltfs.’ field 
communicating with a public road. More than 
twelve years before the commencement of the 
action pltfs. had erected a gate at each end of 
the strip & had since kept these gates locked, the 
keys being retained by themselves or their tenants. 
The gate at the road end of the strip was placed 
upon the strip ; it was not clear whether the other 
gate was placed on the strip or on pltfs.’ own land. 
The action was brought to restrain defts. from 
trespassing on the strip. ‘There was no evidence 
that pltfs. had erected the gates with the intention 
of excluding defts. from the strip:—Held: as 
the act of pltfs. in erecting & locking the gates was 
in its nature equivocal & might have been done 
merely with the intention of protecting pltfs.’ 
right of way from invasion by the public, defts., 
had not been dispossessed of the strip of land, & 
pitfs. had not acquired a title to it under Statute 
of Limitations.—LITTLEDALE v. LIVERPOOL COL- 
LEGE, [1900] 1 Ch. 19; 69 L. J. Ch. 87; 81 L. T. 
564; 48 W.R.177; 16T. LR. 44, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Philpot v. Bath (1905), 21 T. L. I. 
634. Refd. Craven v. Pridmore (1901), 17 T. L. BR. 399. 


1060. .]|—BEAUFORT (DUKE) v. AIRD (J OHN) 
& Co., No. 1058, ante. 

1061. .]—The predecessor in title of deft., 
who was the owner of land adjoining the foreshore 
which had been conveyed by the Crown to pltf. 
more than twenty years before action brought, 
placed rocks & piles upon a certain part of the fore- 
shore belonging to pltf. for the purpose of pro- 
tecting a house upon his land from the encroach- 
ment of the sea :—Held : the question of disposses- 
sion was one of intention ; the rocks were placed 
upon the foreshore by deft.’s predecessor, not in 
order to assert a title to the ownership of the soil, 
but as ancillary to the use by deft. of his own 
property—namely, for its protection from the sea ; 
pitf. had never been dispossessed, & had therefore 
a right to the land in question, subject to the right 
of deft. to an easement over the land for the 
purpose of protecting his house from the sea by 
means of rocks & piles placed on the land.—-PHILPOT 
v. Batu (1905), 21 T. L. R. 634; 49 Sol. Jo. 618, 
C. A.3 affg. (1904), 20 T. L. R. 589. 

Annotation :—Refd. Beaufort v. Aird (1904), 20 T. L. Rt. 602. 

1062. Possession by licencee.|—-WIMBLEDON & 
PUTNEY COMMONS CONSERVATORS v. NICOL (1894), 
10 T. L. R. 247. 

1063. No dispossession till right of ownership 
accrues.|—Pitfs., by virtue of an inclosure award 
made in 1803, were entitled to certain lands 
described in the award as being of a certain area 
& bounded on one side by a river which was at that 
point non-tidal, but navigable. Between the top 
surface of pltfs.’ land & the water there was a 
bank of about 6 feet high. Deft. was the owner of 
a several fishery in the river, & as such owner was 
admitted to be owner of the bed of the river 
opposite pltfs.’ land. In 1840 deft.’s predecessor 
in title planted trees in the bed of the river near 








—SHIELDS v. LONDON & WESTERN 
TRuUsTs Co., {1924] 1 D. L. R.. 163; 
{1924} 8. C. R. 25; affy., 24 O. WL. N. 
63.—CAN. 


owner.——-Dor d 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
« (a) ik. 


1064 i. General rule—Necessity for 
absence of possession of owner—Pos- 


J.—VOL. XXXII. 





1064 ii 


session of party claiming title.}—To 
enable the statute to operate in bar of 
the true title, there must be an actual 
occupation, to the exclusion of the real 
. MCDONELL v. Rat- 
TRAY (1850), 7 U. C. R. 321.—CAN. 





pitt. in ejectment under the Statute of 
imitations he must not only 
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the foot of the 6 foot bank, & in 1860 deft.’s father 
cut a small ditch at the foot of the bank. Gradually 
& by slow degrees aaa in consequence of the 
removal in 1878 of a weir lower down the river, the 
water receded from the foot of pltf.’s bank, & the 
evidence showed that a strip of land had been 
formed between the foot of the bank & the water, 
which in summer was dry but in winter was under 
water. Upon this strip deft. in 1894 laid down a 
concrete path for convenience of access to eyots 
belonging to himintheriver. Pitfs. claimed, as an 
accretion to their land, the strip of land on which 
the path was made; deft. claimed it as part of the 
bed of the river, & also under Statute of Limitations 
by virtue of his possession for twelve years before 
action brought :—Held: (1) during the period of 
transition from bed of the river to land which no 
longer answered that description Statute of 
Limitations could not be invoked by deft. against 
pltfs. for the purpose of changing the ownership ; 
(2) upon a true view of the facts of the case, the 
strip of land in dispute was still bed of the river, 
& as such belonged to deft. 

During the period of transition from bed of the 
river to land which no longer answers that descrip- 
tion, Statute of Limitations cannot be invoked 
by the owner of the several fishery against the 
riparian proprietors for the purpose of changing 
the ownership. The Statute cannot begin to run 
against them in respect of ownership until the right 
to the soil accrues to them (LINDLEY, L.J.).— 
HINDSON v. ASHBY, [1896] 2 Ch. 1; 65 L. J. Ch. 
515; 74 L. T. 327; 60 J. P. 484; 45 W. R,. 252; 
12 T. L. R. 314; 40 Sol. Jo. 417, C. A. 


Annotations :—.As to (2) Refd. Pearce v. Bunting, R. v. Wedd, 
ie p. Pearce, (1896} 2 Q. B. 360; Keroyd vr. Coulthard, 
{1897} 2 Ch. 554; River Thames Conservators v. Smeed, 
Dean, [1897] 2 Q. B. 334; Barwick v. 8. K. Ry., 
{1921} 1 K. B. 187. Generally, Mentd. Hanbury v. 
Jenkins, {1901} 2 Ch. 401. 


ii. Discontinuance of Possession. 


1064. General rule—Necessity for absence of 
possession of owner—Possession of party claiming 
title.|—Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8s. 3, does not apply to the mere want of actual 
possession by the owner, but to cases where the 
owner has been out of possession, & some other 
person has been in possession. Therefore, where 
in 1725 the owner in fee of a close, with a stratum 
of coal & other minerals under it, conveyed the 
surface to A., under whom pltf. claimed, reserving 
the minerals & a right of entry to get them to B., 
under whom deft. claimed, & the right of entry 
had not been exercised for more than forty years, 
but no other person had worked or been in posses- 
sion of the mines :—Held ; the title of the grantees 
of the mines was not barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27).—SMITH v. LLoyD 
(1854), 9 Exch. 562; 2C.L. R. 1007; 23 L. J. Ex. 
194; 22L.T. 0.8, 289; 2W.R. 271; 156 EB. R. 
240, 

Annotations :—Consd. Trustees, Exors. & Agency Co. v. 
Short (1888), 13 App. Cas. 793. Refd. Thew v. Wingate 
(1862), 10 B. & 8. 714; Smith v. Stocks (1869), 10 B. & S. 
701; Howlin v. Sheppard (1870), 19 W. lt. 253; Dart- 
mouth v. Spittle (1871), 24 L. T. 67; Low Moor Co, v, 
Stanley Coal Co. (1875), 33 L. T. 436. 

1065. -]—Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), adopted by New South 











been out of possession for twenty years 
but there must have been actua 
ossession by another.—LLoyp yy. 
BE peeeoN (1875), 25 GC. PP. 253.— 





.}—-To bar a x. Discontinuance of constructive pos- 
seasion.}—Discontinuance may be of 


a constructive as well as of an actual 
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Sect. 3.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 1, 
(a) 4., & (dD) 

Wales Act, No. 3 of 1837, does not continue 
to run against the rightful owner of land after an 
intruder has relinquished possession without 
acquiring title under the Act. Possession 80 
abandoned leaves the rightful owner in the 
same position in all respects as he was before the 
intrusion took place. The Act applies not to 
want of possession by pltf., but to cases where 
he has been out of & another in possession for the 
prescribed time.—TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS & AGENCY 
Co., Lrp. v. SHorT (1888), 18 App. Cas. 793; 58 
LJ.P.C.4; 59 L. T. 677; 53 J. P. 1382; 37 
W.R. 433; 47. L. R. 736, P.C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Willis ». Howe, [1893] 2 Ch. 545; 
Secretary of State for India in Council v. Krishnamoni 
Gupta (1902), 18 T. L. R. 540. Expld. Johnson v. Brock, 
[1907] 2 Ch. 533. 











1066. -|}— MARSHALL v. ROBERT- 
sON, No. 1056, ante. 
1067. ——.j-—Pltfs. & deft. were 








adjoining owners of land physically divided by a 
dry ditch or channel of an ancient watercourse. 
In 1894 pltfs. built on their own side of the ditch 
an inclosing wall. In an action between the parties 
at that date it was judicially determined that the 
true boundary was the middle line of the ditch. 
The erection of the wall left unenclosed a narrow 
strip of land belonging to pltfs., the real boundary, 
though known to both parties remaining unmarked. 

In 1910 pltfs. brought an action to restrain deft. 
from trespassing on the strip by tipping earth & 
rubbish upon it & against the wall ; deft contended 
that by the erection of the wall pltfs had abandoned 
the strip & that deft. had acquired exclusive 
possession & retained it for more than the period 
required to establish a possessory title under 
Statute of Limitations. The only evidence of such 
possession by deft. was that cattle belonging to his 
tenants had been allowed to graze such herbage 
as grew in the ditch & on the strip between it & 
the wall :—Held: there had been no abandonment 
or discontinuance of possession by pltfs., & they 
were entitled to judgment.—KyNnocn, Lp. v. 
ROWLANDS, [1912] 1 Ch. 527; 81 L. J. Ch. 340; 
106 L. T. 816, C. A.; affg., 55 Sol. Jo. 617. 

1068. Discontinuance must be by person entitled 
to possession.|—Formedon in the descender. The 
count stated that A., being seised in fee of certain 
lands, devised them to his son B., the father of 
demandant, & the heirs of B.’s body; that B. 
died within twenty years of suing out the writ, 
leaving demandant his heir. Pleas, that A. did 
not devise modo et forma, & that the right, title & 
cause of action did not first descend & accrue within 
twenty years before suing out the writ. Issue 
was joined on these pleas. A. third plea stated 
that more than twenty years before the suit, 
to wit, in Jan. 1798, B. discontinued the posses- 
sion of the tenements & the receipt of profits 
therefrom. Replication, that in Jan. 1798 B. 
enfeoffed R. in fee of the tenements & never 
afterwards was possessed of the tenements or 
received the profits. Demurrer. A., by his will, 
devised real & personal property to his exors. 
& their heirs, to sell by auction to pay debts, etc., 
& stated that in case it should happen that upon 


osseasion.—PRINGLE wv. ALLAN 
EASE (1859), 18 U. GC. RR. 575.— 
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sale of this property the same should be insufficient 
for the payment of his debts, then he gave & 
devised all his other lands to the same exors. & 
their heirs, to be by them gold until the debts 
should be paid, & the residue he directed to be 
divided equally among all his children ; & he added 
a proviso, that in case the first devised property 
should be sufficient to pay all his debts as afore- 
said, then he gave & devised to his son B. his 
dwelling house, etc., for his natural life, & after 
his death to the issue of his body lawfully begotten, 
if more than one, equally among them. A. died 
in 1797. B. took possession of the house, etc., & 
in 1798 enfeoffed R. in fee of the premises & died 
in Apr. 1831. The writ of formedon was sued out 
in Mar. 1853 :—Held:; the action was not barred 
by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
as the time of limitation ran only from the death 
of B. & not from 1798, when B. ceased to receive 
the profits, as B.’s right to enter & receive them 
had not been barred by a neglect to enter, but 
because he could not enter against his own 
feoffment.—RIMINGTON v. CANNON (1853), 12 
C.B.18; 22L. J.C. P. 153; 1W. R. 291; 138 
BE. R. 806, Ex. Ch. 


Annotations :—Consd. Abergavenny *. Brace (1872), J. 2. 
7 Exch. 145. Refd. Austin v. Llewellyn (1853), 9 Exch, 276. 


1069. -|—ABERGAVENNY (KARL) v. BRACE, 
No. 1295, post. 

1070. Adverse possession must be exclusive. |— 
In 1846, H. the rector of the parish of C., purchased, 
under the provisions of an Inclosure Act, a number 
of plots of waste land adjoining the glebe, removed 
the old boundaries, & occupied the ancient glebe 
& the new inclosures indiscriminately. H. died 
in 1850, & was succeeded by P. as rector. P. 
died in 1855, & was succeeded by B. Both P. 
& B. occupied the whole land, as H. had done 
previously. In 1862, B. built & laid out a school, 
cottage & garden on one of the plots of land so 
purchased by H. & the school was placed under 
the management of a committee. On Nov. 12, 1888, 
deft., who was the grandson & had succeeded to the 
real estate of H. granted a lease of the school, 
cottage & garden to B. '& the churchwardens, & 
their successors, for a term of ninety-nine years 
at a rent of 5s. a year, with a proviso that if a 
school board should be constituted in the parish, 
the rent should be increased to £200 a year. On 
Nov. 14, B. resigned the benefice, & was succeeded 
by pltf., who had no notice of the lease till he had 
been in possession for three months. In Apr. 
1886, deft. distrained for two years’ rent :—Held : 
B. had not, as rector, acquired a title to the school, 
cottage & garden by Statute of Limitations; 
& consequently, there was no want of title in deft. 
so as to prevent him from dealing with the property 
by way of lease.—GIBSON v. WISE (1887), 35 
W. R. 409, D.C. 

1071. Land must be capable of use & enjoyment.] 
— LEIGH v. JACK, No. 1057, ante. 

1072. Knowledge of owner of adverse possession 
immaterial—In absence of fraud.|—RaAIns v. 
Buxton, No. 1055, ante. 

1073. Adverse possession abandoned before title 
acquired—Owner unaffected.|—TRUSTEES, EXxL- 
cuTors & AGENCY Co., LTD. v. SHort, No. 1065, 
ante. 





& Spe (1907), 9 Nfld. L. R. 228-—— not a discontinuance of possession, 


within 4 Will. IV., c. 1, 8. 17.——Dor d, 


z. Adverse possession with authority CUTHBERTSON “a MCGILLIS (1852), 


Aiea : —CAN. 
y. Abandonment by owner — Actual of owner—Implied in will.--WuiTman 2 C. P. 124. 
possession by another.}—Dispossession wv. HILTz (1906), 39 N.S. R. 230.—CAN. b. Acts amounting to abandonment 
or discontinuance of possession means a. Absence of owner from province.} by owner-—~Removal of doors & windows 
the abandonment of possession by —Absence from the province & the from house-——Acquiescence in cultiva- 


one entitled to it followed by actual want of actual occupation for more 


}—SEALE v. JOHNSTON 


tion of land. 
possession by another—WILIS vv. than twenty years by the owner, is (1886), 13 A. R. 349.—CAN, 
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(b) What Acte do or do not Amount to 
Dispossession, 


i. Cultivation. 


1074. Acts inconsistent with possession by owner 
Cultivation of strip of land outside hedge.]— 
A field adjoining a public road was separated from 
it only by a hedge & bank. It was held, as the 
result of evidence, that the trustees, who, under an 
Act of Parliament, constructed the road upwards 
of fifty years before the commencement of the suit, 
made the hedge & bank, & also made on the 
fleld side of the fence a ditch of three feet in 
breadth. This ditch had become filled up & 
obliterated, & had never been reopened by the 
trustees ; but a ditch about a foot wide had been 
subsequently made by the occupier of the field, 
& that also had become obliterated. The owners 
of the land had always included the hedge in their 
leases, & the tenants had held & used the strip 
within the hedge as part of their field for much 
more than twenty years, & had at their own expense 
trimmed the hedge on both sides. During the 
same time the trustees had not interfered in any 
way with the site of the ditch:—Held: these 
circumstances were not sufficient to constitute 
adverse possession, & give the owners of the land 
a title under Statute of Limitations to the site of 
the three-feet ditch.—SEARBY v. TOTTENHAM Ry. 
Co. (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 409. 
annarion :—Consd. Craven v. Pridmore (1901), 17 T. L. RR. 


1075. ———.|—-A railway co. in 1838 bought 
part of a field under the powers of their Act, & 
erected a post & rail fence on the boundary. They 
then made a ditch within the fence, & threw up 
a bank on which they planted a quickset hedge at 
the distance of 4 feet 6 inches from the fence. As 
the hedge grew up the fence was allowed to fall 
into decay, & about the year 1846 it was removed. 
From the year 1854 up to the commencement of 
this action in 1875, the strip of land between the 
quickset hedge & the site of the fence was occupied 
& cultivated with the remainder of the field, partly 
as an arable field & partly as garden-ground, the 
railway co. in no way interfering with it except 
that their workmen went over it to trim the hedge : 
—Held: the circumstances conclusively showed 
the strip between the hedge & the line of the post 
& rail fence to be superfluous land within the 
meaning of Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845 (c. 18), s. 127, & it bad therefore vested in the 
owner of the rest of the field, & moreover the owner 
of the rest of the field had had such a possession 
of the strip in question as was sufficient to extin- 
guish the title of the co. under Statute of Limita- 
tions.— Norton v. LONDON & NorRTH WESTERN 
Ry. Co. (1878), 13 Ch. D. 268; 41 L. T. 429; 28 
W. R. 1738, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Marshall v. Taylor, {1895] 1 Ch. 641, 
Refd. Bobbett v. 8. H. ly. (1882), 9 Q. B. DD. 424; Little- 
dale v. Liverpool College, [1900] 1 Ch. 19; Mid. Ry. v. 
Wright, [1901] 1 Oh. 738; Kynoch rv. Rowlands, [1912] 





1 Ch. 527. Mentd. Bonner ». G. W. Ry. (1883), 24 Ch. D. 
1; Bayley v. G. W. Ry. (1884), 26 Ch. D. 434; Bird v. 
Eggleton (1885), 29 .D. 1012; Fosterv. L. C. & D. Ry., 
[1895] 1 Q. B. 711. 





1076. Filling up gravel pit.|—-A gravel 
pit & a road to it were allotted by comrs. under an 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
B. (b) i. 


©. Acts inconsistent with possession 
by uwner.}-—-The acts relied on in sup- 
port of a claim to title by possession 
were that claimant had sold the timber 
off the land in question; had after- 
wards cleared it, & had sowed & har- 
vested one crop of wheat; had then 
for some years taken hay from it; 


—MCINTYRE v. 


& had then used it as pasture land. 
The laud was not wholly enclosed, 
one end being bounded b 
& through this marsh cattle could & 
did stray into it :—Held: 
not been such possession as is neces- 
sary to bar the right of the true owner. 
THOMPSON 
21cGL. T. 109; 10.L 
CAN. 
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Inclosure Act, to the surveyors of highways of a 
hamlet for the repair of its roads & ways. m 
1887 to 1868 the surveyors ceased to take gravwel 
from the pit or to use the road, & took no steps to 
assert their right to the pit or road, but got gravel 
for the repair of the highways from another pit 
two miles off, which they purchased from time to 
time from pltf.’s father & from pltf. The land 
allotted for the road & gravel pit was entirely 
surrounded by old enclosures belonging to land 
allotted to pltf.’s predecessors in title. In 1837 
the tenant of the greater part of the land in which 
the pit was situated filed up part of the pit, & 
from that time cultivated the surface as arable land, 
together with the adjacent parts of the field. In 
1839 another tenant ploughed up the remaining 
portion of the pit, which abutted upon land in his 
occupation, & also the allotted road, which passed 
through other land in his occupation; & both 
continued to be cultivated by pltf.’s tenants as 
arable land from that time till 1863. In 1844 the 
tenant of pltf., who was in occupation of the surface 
of the greater part of the pit, was elected one of the 
surveyors of the highways, & held that office for 
one year. On a special case giving the ct. power 
to draw inferences of fact:—Held: (1) actual 
possession of the gravel pit & road was taken by 
the tenants of the adjoining lands in 1837 & 1839, 
& therefore the title of the surveyors of highways 
to the gravel pit & road had, by the operation of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 2, 3, 34, become extinguished. 

(2) The circumstance of the tenant occupying 
part of the pit being elected surveyor of highways 
after possession had been taken of it, did not 
interrupt the running of the period of limitation, 
as the character of his possession as tenant under 
pltf. was not altered during his year of oflice.— 
Smiru v. STrocks (1869), 10 B. & S. 701; 38 L. J. 
Q. B. 306; 20 L. T. 740; 34 J. P.181; 17W.R. 
1135. 

1077. Land originally dedicated as roads— 
Roads never laid out.|—In 1830 A. projected the 
formation of a seaside town, to be built on his lands, 
& a plan was prepared which showed the sites of 
various streets, roads, & squares, proposed to be 
made & formed on such lands. In June, 1833, 
a private Act of Parliament was obtained by which 
the lands described on the plan were made a dis- 
tinct parish for the purposes of the Act, & by which 
comrs. were appointed in whom were vested all 
roads, streets, & ways, then made & used by the 
public, or thereafter to be made & adopted by the 
comrs. as public ways under the Act. The Act 
also conferred plenary powers on the comrs. with 
regard to the paving, lighting, draininy, & repairing, 
of such streets, roads, & ways. 

In Feb. 1833, A. had sold & conveyed to B., who 
was one of the principal promoters of the Act, 
& one of the first comrs. appointed thereunder, 
several of the plots of land described on the plan 
& on which were delineated the sites of certain 
of the proposed roads, streets, & squares. 
Previously & subsequently to the Act numerous 
houses had been built, & some of the roads, streets, 
& ways shown on the plan had been wholly or 
partially formed, & had been adopted by the comrs., 








d. Crown grantee—Cutting d& 
cultivation on  woodland.] —~ Where 
the land claimed by a prior & later 
Crown grant is woodland, occasional 
acts of cutting & cultivation by one 
of the parties will not suffice to give a 
statutory title to no more than a mere 
possessio pedis.—MCINNES v. STEWART 
(1911), 45 N.S. R. 435.— CAN. 


e. Clearing land—Where no claim 
FE 2 


a marsh, 
there had 


(1901), 
- 163.— 
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Sect. 3.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 1, B. 

(b) 4., di. & tii] 
but no houses were at any time erected on the lands 
conveyed to B., & the same, including such parts 
as comprised the sites of the proposed roads, 
streets, & squares, were from 1833 to 1867 un- 
interruptedly held & enjoyed & cultivated as 
arable & pasture lands by B. & his lessees. 

In 1868 the comrs. gave B.’s devisees notice of 
their intention to take possession of the sites of the 
proposed streets, roads, & squares shown on the 
plan, & in 1871 they proceeded to mark, grip up, 
& stamp out such sites on the ground that the 
same had been dedicated to the purposes of the 
Act by the promoters of the Act, & that they were 
acting within their statutory powers. On bill 
being filed to restrain the comrs. from so doing :— 
Held: although there might have been a dedication 
of their lands by the promoters of the Act, such 
dedication was not complete until the intended 
Streets & roads had been used & adopted by the 
public; &, there having been no such use & 
adoption for upwards of forty years, the proposed 
sites were not within the statutory powers of the 
comrs., & an injunction granted accordingly.— 
MACKETT v. HERNE Bay Comrs. (1876), 35 L. T. 
202 ; on appeal (1877), 37 L. T. 812, C. A. 

1078 Ploughing up part of footway.|— 
Deft., who shared with others a right of way over 
a piece of land, the property in which was in the 
Jord of the manor, used a portion of the same, 
amounting to about three quarters of the whole, 
in all respects as if it were properly part of his farm, 
. ploughing it up from time to time & raising produce 
thereon. Such user was uninterrupted, & was 
continued for twenty years & more. As to the 
remaining quarter, which was not in any way 
fenced off from the above, it remained in its 
original condition, & was used for the purposes & 
in the manner that the whole was originally 
intended to be used :—Held: a good title, as 
against the lord of the manor, to the soil & minerals 
underlying the soil of three-quarters of the said 
strip of land had been thus acquired ; but nothing 
had been done to disturb the original rights in the 
soil, & minerals underlying the soil of the remaining 
one-quarter of the said piece of land.—SEDDON v. 
SMITH (1877), 36 L. T. 168, C. A. 

Baker :—Refd. Littledalo v. Liverpool College, [1900] 


1079. Entry upon land to clip hedge.|— 
The evidence as to possession by pltf. showed that 
during thirty years pltf. had mown the grass & 
ploughed the land. There was also evidence that 
defts. had discontinued possession. The land had 
at one time been a ditch & a part of the quickset 
fence, & there was evidence that they had allowed 
the ditch to fill up so as to be no longer a ditch. 
Therefore the use to which it had been originally 
put was given up. The acts of going on the land 
to clip the hedge, which were most relied upon, 
were equivocal acts, & might be done by a man 
who was not the owner of the land. It was for 
the jury to say what those acts amounted to. 
There was primd facie evidence upon which the 
Jury could find that the land vested in pltf. under 
Statute of Limitations (Lorp EsHmr, M.R.). 

_ The land was formerly used by defts. as a 
ditch, & there was evidence that the acts of pltf. 
were inconsistent with the use of the land as a 








of right.}—To prove title by possession 
pitt. showed that a person under whom 

© claimed had at an early date cleared 
part of the lot in question; but there 


being no evidence that he did so under 138,.—OCAN., 


any claim of right :—Held: 

clearing was not constructively a 
session of,the rest of the lot.—Mo- 
LASTER v. MORRISON (1867), 14 Gr. 
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ditch (Lorrs, L.J.).—CuNLIFFE v. LONDON & 


NonrE WESTERN Ry. Co. (1888), 4 T. L. R. 278, 
A. 
1080. Cultivation of filled up ditch.]|—T wo 





prope belonging to pltf. & deft. were separated 
y a hedge & ditch. The hedge was on pitf.’s 
side of the ditch, & both were the property of 
pltf.’s predecessor in title, who in 1868 had made 
certain use of the ditch, covered over the ditch, 
pe in drain-pipes & allowing the drainage of 

oth houses to pass thereby. Thenceforward deft. 
used the surface of the ditch as part of his garden, 
while pltf. cut the hedge from deft.’s side when 
necessary, & on two or three occasions opened the 
ditch to clean out the drain:—Held: assuming 
pltf. had originally owned the ditch, deft.’s acts 
were sufficient .to dispossess pltf. within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 3, & pitf.’s 
rights were now statute-barred.—MARSHALL 2. 
TAYLOR, |1895] 1 Ch. 641; 64 L. J. Ch. 416; 72 


L. T. 670; 12 BR. 310, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. A.-G. v. Waring (1899), 63 J. P. 780; 
Mid. Ry. v. Wright, [1901] 1 Ch. 738 ; Marshall v. Nobert- 
son (1905), 60 Sol. Jo. 75; Kynoch v. Rowlands, [4912] 
1 Ch. 527; Collis v. Amphlett, [1918] 1 Ch. 232. 


ii. Depasturage. 
1081. Lease of pasturage on highway—By parish 
council.|—Haicu v. West, No. 1053, ante. 
1082. Depasturage by cattle straying over known 
boundary.|—Kynocu, Lrp. v. RowLanpbs, No. 
1007, ante. 


iii. Foreshore, etc. 

See, gencrally, WATERS & WATERCOURSES. 

1083. Acts of ownership over bed & soil of river— 
Extending to acts over foreshore.|——-SrENCER 
(LORD) v. THAMES CONSERVATORS (1872), 36 
J.P. Jo. 53. 

1084. Acts of ownership over parts of foreshore 
—Proving ownership over whole—Knowledge of 
parties interested to resist claim.|—Parties holding 
barony titles to lands situated on both sides of 
C., a navigable tidal river, claimed, as against the 
Crown & the Clyde Navigation trustees, that the 
foreshores ex adverso their lands belonged in pro- 
perty to them, subject to such rights of navigation 
or other rights which the public & the Clyde trustees 
might have over the same. The barony titles 
contained no express grant of foreshore, nor did 
they contain any specific boundaries which could 
be held to include the foreshore. The parties 
rested their claim on the grounds (a) that the 
barony titles alone gave them the property ; 
(b) that coupled with their titles they had excrcised 
from time immemorial acts of possession over the 
foreshore :—Held: the acts of possession for the 
prescriptive period having been proved, & following 
on barony titles to lands so situated, they con- 
stituted a right of property in the foreshore. 

Every act shown to have been done on any part 
of that tract by the barons or their agents which 
was not lawful unless the barons were owners of 
that spot on which it was done is evidence that 
they were in possession as owners of that spot 
on which it was done. No one such act is con- 
clusive, & the weight of each act as evidence 
depends on the circumstances ; one very important 
circumstance as to the weight being, whether 
the act was such & so done that those who were 
interested in disputing the ownership would be 


such PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
os- B. (b) ili. 
f. Erection of timber boom 
foreshore.}—R. v. TWEEDIE (1915), 
S. Cc. Kh. 197.—CAN. 
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aware of it. All that tends to prove possession 
as owners of parts of the tract tends to prove 
ownership of the whole tract ; provided there is 
such a common character of locality as would 
raise a reasonable inference that if the barons 
possessed one part as owners they possessed the 
whole, the weight depending on the nature of the 
tract, what kind of possession could be had of it, 
& what the kind of possession proved was (LORD 
BLACKBURN).—LORD ADVOCATE v. BLANTYRE 
(LORD) (1879), 4 App. Cas. 770, H. L. 


Annotations :—Refd. Lord Advocate v. Lovat (1880), 5 
App. Cas. 273; River Loe Navigation Conservators v. 
Button (1881), 6 App. Cas. 685; Lord Advocate v. 
Wemyss, [1900] A. C. 48. Mentd. Blantyre v. Clyde 
Navigation Trustees (1881), 6 App. Cas. 273. 


1085. -]—Pursuer brought an action 
to establish his title as against defenders & the 
Crown to the foreshore of the sea ex adverso land 
of which he was the proprietor. He claimed under 
a grant of few made to his ancestor in 1804, which 
described the property granted as land bounded by 
the sea, but he did not endeavour to show that the 
grantor had an express title from the Crown. 
He, however, endeavoured to establish his right 
to the foreshore by prescriptive possession following 
on his own title, & (inter alia), adduced evidence 
to show that his predecessor in 1827 built a retain- 
ing wall upon a portion of the foreshore; that he 
& his predecessors had taken stone & sand from the 
shore ; & that they & their tenants had exclusively 
carted away the drift sea-ware. The Crown on the 
other hand adduced evidence to show that stones 
& sand were taken from the shore to build a 
harbour, & that the villagers had carried away in 
creels drift sea-ware:—Held: notwithstanding 
the absence of an express title in the superior, 
pursuer had given sufficient proof that he & his 
predecessors had been in possession of the fore- 
shore in question for the prescriptive period 
specified in the Scottish Act of 1617 (c. 12), & 
Conveyancing Act, 1874 (c. 94), by virtue of their 
heritable infeftments, & he had consequently 
a valid right of property in the solum of the fore- 
shore as against the Crown. 

It is, in my opinion, practically impossible to 
lay down any precise rule in regard to the cha- 
racter & amount of possession necessary in order 
to give a riparian proprietor a prescriptive right 
to foreshore. Wach case must depend upon its 
own circumstances. ‘The bencficial enjoyment of 
which the foreshore admits, consistently with the 
rights of navigators & of the general public, is an 
exceedingly variable quantity. I think it may be 
safely affirmed, that in cases where the seashore 
admits of an appreciable & reasonable amount of 
beneficial possession, consistently with these 
rights, the riparian proprietor must be held to 
have had possession, within the meaning of the 
Act, 1617 (c. 12), if he has had all the beneficial 
uses of the foreshore which would naturally have 
been enjoyed by the direct grantee of the Crown. 
In estimating the character & extent of his 
possession it must always be kept in view that 
possession of the foreshore, in its natural state, 
can never be, in the strict sense of the term, 
exclusive. ‘The proprietor cannot exclude the 
public from it at any time; & it is practically 
impossible to prevent occasional encroachments 
on his right, because the cost of preventive 
measures would be altogether disproportionate 
to the value of the subject (LORD WATSON).-— 
Lorp ADVOCATE v. YOUNG, NORTH BRITISH Ry, 
Co. v. YouNG (1887), 12 App. Cas. 544, H. L. 
Annotations :—Refd. Brinckman v. Matloy, {1904} 2 Ch. 313; 

Foster v. Warblington U. C., [1906] 1 K. B. 648. 

1086. Rocks & piles placed on foreshore to pro- 
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tect adjoining land—No intention to exclude owner.] 
—PHILPOT v. BATH, No. 1061, ante. a 

1087. User of oyster ponds—Inclosed by boards 
or concrete.|—Oyster ponds or “ layings’’ had 
existed as far back as living memory went upon the 
foreshore of an arm of the sea. The purpose for 
which these ponds were used was the storage of 
oysters, which were brought from elsewhere & 
laid down in the ponds in order to be fattened for 
the market. Certain ponds of this kind, which 
were enclosed by boards or concrete, were, & for 
more than twenty years had been, used in the 
manner above mentioned by pltf., who had pur- 
chased them in 1879 from others who had for a 
period of between twenty & thirty years previously 
so used them, ‘There was some evidence that the 
foreshore had formed part of the waste of a manor, 
the lord of which had a several fishery thereon. 

Defts. were an urban district council which had 
been constituted in 1894, their district being 
carved out of that of a previously existing rural 
sanitary authority. A sewer had been made in 
the district by the rural sanitary authority, from 
which an inconsiderable quantity of sewage had 
been discharged into the sea near the oyster ponds. 
Defts. made certain new sewers, & connected 
them with the first-mentioned sewer, & the 
quantity of sewage discharged from that sewer 
was thereby greatly increased. The sewage so 
discharged caused a nuisance to pltf.’s oyster ponds 
through pollution of the same with sewage to an 
extent which rendered them unfit for use. In an 
action by pltf. against defts. in respect of the 
nuisance so caused :—Held: irrespectively of the 
question of title to the soil or to a several fishery, 
pltf., as occupier of the oyster ponds, was entitled 
to maintain an action for trespass to the same by 
wrongdoers; defts., not having any right to 
discharge sewage into the sea so as to cause a 
nuisance, & having by their acts of commission 
caused such a discharge of sewage, were wrong- 
doers; & therefore the action was maintainable. 

Under the circumstances a legal origin ought to 
be presumed for the existence & user by pltf. of 
the oyster ponds (FLETCHER-MOULTON, L.J.).— 
FOsTER v. WARBLINGTON URBAN COUNCIL, [19086] 
1K. B. 648; 751. J. K. B. 514; 94 L. T. 876; 
70 J. P. 233; 54 W. R. 575; 22 T.L. R. 421; 4 
L. G. BR. 735, C. A. 


Annotations a Owen v. Faversham Corpn. (1908), 
ie P. 33. efd. Jones v. Llanrwst U. C., [1911] 1 Ch. 


1088. Acts of ownership over sand hills formed 
above high water mark—By owner of adjoining 
land.|—Sand hills formed by the forces of nature 
above high-water mark, adjoining the-shore at 
M., which served as a protection against the inroads 
of the sea, were subject to the jurisdiction of the 
Comrs. of Sewers, who, from time to time, repaired 
same & on which they refused to allow the erection 
of any permanent structure without their licence. 
The Comrs., however, made no claim to the 
ownership of the sand hills except in places where 
they had erected toolsheds & where they had 
executed works of a permanent character. Pltfs. 
as the owners of adjoining inlands, claimed to be 
the owners of the sand hills. The conveyance to 
them of the adjoining inlands made no mention 
of the sand hills, but they had exercised certain 
acts of ownership thereon :—Held: (1) although 
the sand hills were under the ‘‘ view, cognisance, 
or management ’’ of the Comrs. of Sewers within 
the meaning of that expression in Sewers Act, 
1833 (c. 22), 8s. 47, that sect. did not vest the 
property in the sand hills in the Comrs.; (2) the 
grant to pltfs. of the adjoining inlands did not pass 
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the property in the sand hills; (3) pltfs. had 
acquired a title by possession to the sand hills by 
exercising acts of ownership thereon, notwith- 
standing the fact that the Comrs. of Sewers had 
refused to allow them or their lessees to erect 
permanent structures thereon without licence.— 
NESBITT v. MABLETHORPE URBAN COUNCIL, [1918] 
2K.B.1; 87L. J. K. B. 705; 118 L. T. 805; 82 
J.P. 1613; 161. G. R. 313, C. A. 


iv. Land of Corporations. 


1089. Adverse title may be acquired—Land 
acquired for public undertaking.]|—-NorTON v. LON- 
DON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co., No. 1075, ante. 

1090. ———- ——— Prohibition in local Act against 
alfenation.|—In the year 1850, an Act was passed 
to enable comrs., appointed by a former Act, for 
managing the affairs of B. to purchase the Pavilion 
Estate. By sect. 19 of the Act, the comrs. were 
expressly prohibited from letting or selling any 
part of the property to be so acquired by them 
without the consent of the vestry, In 1854, the 
town of B. was incorporated, & in 1855 the powers 
& property of the comrs. under the Act were 
transferred to the corpn. Down to the year 1853 
the guardians of the poor of B. had had the use of 
offices in the Town Hall. On Mar. 7 in that year 
they removed, by arrangement with the comrs., 
to buildings which formed part of the Pavilion 
state, in the adaptation of which to their purposes 
they expended a considerable sum of money; & 
they continued in the exclusive occupation of their 
new offices without payment of rent or any 
acknowledgment of title in the comrs. or the corpn., 
down to Nov. 19, 1879, when an action was brought 
by the latter to recover possession :—Held : 
inasmuch as the guardians had had the exclusive 
possession of the offices for more than twelve years, 
assuming their relation to the corpn. to have been 
that of tenants at will, the claim of the corpn. was 
barred by Statute of Limitations, notwithstanding 
the prohibition against letting or selling without 
the consent of the vestry, contained in the local 
Act.—BRIGHTON CORPN. v. BRIGHTON GUARDIANS 
(1880), 5 C. P. D. 368; 49 L. J. Q. B. 648; 44 
J. P. 683. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bobbett v. S. FE. Ry. (1882),9 Q. B. D. 
424. Apld. Wimbicdon & Putney Commons Conservators 
v. Nicol (1894), 10 1. L. R. 247, 

1091. Land not superfluous.|—The 
mere fact that the land of a railway co. is required 
for the purposes of their undertaking, & is not 
superfluous land, does not prevent an occupier who 
has exclusive adverse possession for twelve years 
becoming thereby entitled to the land under 
Statutes of Limitations—BonpsEerr v. SovurTH 
EASTERN Hy. Co. (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 424; 51 L. J. 
Q. B. 161; 46 L. T. 31; 46 J. P. 823; on appeal, 
[1882] W. N. 92, C. A. 

Annotation :—Apld. Mid. Ry. v. Wright, [1901] 1 Ch. 738. 
1092. Surface land over tunnel.|— 

MIDLAND Ry. Co. v. WRIGHT, No. 1482, post. 
Superfluous land.j|-——-See CoMPULSORY URCHASE, 

Vol. XI., pp. 282 e¢ seq. 














v. Mines, 
See, generally, MINES. 


1093. Mines in different ownership from surface.] 


In ejectment for mines the possession of the 


manor is no evidence to avoid Statute of Limita- 


tions.—Ricu d. CULLEN (LORD) », 
2 Stra, 11435 03 E.R. LOB DO NSON (1740), 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


1094. Non-user not abandonment.]—Trespass 
for breaking & entering close & digging coals. Plea, 
that close was part of fee-farm lands of R., that 
in 1618 the mines under those lands were granted, 
etc., & derives title under the grant & justifies. 
Replication that no right of entry accrued within 
twenty years of the trespass. Issue thereon. 
Evidence that the grantees had dug, within twenty 
years under other fee-farm lands in R.; but no 
evidence of digging under pltf.’s. Evidence also 
that pltf. or his predecessors -had not dug :—Held : 
defts. were not barred.— HODGKINSON v. FLETCHER 
(1781), 3 Doug. K. B. 31; 99 E. R. 623. 

1095. .|—The Inference of abandonment of 
a right from non-user not applicable to the case 
of mines.—SEAMAN v, VAWDREY (1810), 16 Ves. 
390; 33 EB. R. 1032. 

Annotations :—Apld. Low. Moor Co. v. 
1875), 33 L. T. 436. 

ur. N.S. 200. 

1096. .|—Trespass for breaking & entering 
pltf. closes & digging minerals therein. Pleas, 
first, not possessed; &, secondly, a plea justi- 
fying the trespasses by deft. as assignee of a lease 
of the minerals, & of the right to work them for 
ninety-nine years granted by the owner of the fee 
in 1821. Replication that the right to make an 
entry did not first accrue to deft. or those through 
whom he claimed within twenty years next before 
the entry by deft., & that deft.’s right was, 
therefore, barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27). Issue was taken on this replica- 
tion. It appeared that in 1821, while B. was in 
possession, as tenant from year to year, of a farm, 
including the close in question, the owner of the 
fee by indenture demised the coal lying beneath 
the farm to B. & P. for ninety-nine years with 
liberty to work the same. The interest of B. & P. 
under this demise became vested by various mesne 
assignments in deft. who in 1847, during the term, 
worked the coal. Up to 1847 no coal had ever been 
worked under the demise :—Held: the second 
plea, confessing that pltf. was de facto, in possession 
when the trespasses were committed, would be 
satisfied by a dispossession of the lessees within 
twenty years before deft. entered to commit the 
trespasses in question; & deft. might rely on the 
right of entry which accrued on such dispossession 
& not upon a right of entry accruing as upon a 
grant of an inleresse termini in 1821.—KEYSE v. 
PowWELL (1853), 2 EK. & B. 1382; 1C. L. R. 598; 
22 1. J. Q. B. 305; 21 L. T. O. 8S. 126; 17 Jur. 
1052; 118 E. R. 718. 

Annotations :—Refd. Randall v, Stevens (1853), 2 KE. & B. 
641. Mentd. Bowser v. Maclean (1860), 2 De G. F. & J. 
415; Eardley v. Granville (1876), 3 Ch. D. 826; Lewis v. 
Baker, [1905] 1 Ch. 46. 

1097. .}|—SMITH v. LLOYD, No. 1064, ante. 

1098. ——./—-D. & H. agreed between them- 
selves, in writing to purchase lands then in the 
market. By this agreement D. was to have the 
surface at three-fourths, & H. the minerals at one- 
fourth of the whole purchase-money. H. after- 
wards entered into a contract with the owner of 
the lands to purchase them from him. The lands 
were duly conveyed to D. by the owner thereof, 
H. being a party to the purchase deed, & executing 
a release of all his interest in the lands to D. 
Afterwards, by an indenture of July 12, 1834, 
D. granted, bargained, & sold to H. his exors., 
administrators & assigns, all the minerals lying 
under the said lands, upon terms substantially 
the same as those contained in the previous agree- 
ment between D. & H. The indenture of July 12, 
1834, was not enrolled as a pera & sale, & there 
was no livery of seisin to make it operate as a 
feoffment, 





Stanley Coal Co. 
Mentd. Ramsden v. Hirst (1858), 4 
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There were seven seams of coals & minerals 
lying under the said lands, & soon after the execu- 
tion of the last mentioned deed, H. began to work 
& get the coal under the lands, & continued so to 
do between the years 1834 & 1844. He did not, 
however, go below the two first seams of coal, & 
on his ceasing to work in 1844, H. left tramways, 
implements, etc., in the tunnels & levels he had 
made. 

In 1855, H. by deed, conveyed the minerals, 
except the two first or upper seams, with power to 
dig for & get the coal, etc.. to pltfs., who shortly 
afterwards entered, & bored down below the two 
first seams, in order.to try for, but they did not 
work the coal. D. died in 1848, & in 1857 his 
devise & heir-at-law, by deed, granted the said 
lands, except the coal thereunder theretofore sold 
& conveyed to H., to S., ‘‘ subject as to the beds, 
etc.,-of coal under same to the said indenture of 
July 12, 1834." In 1872, S. granted a lease of the 
coal under the said lands to defts., & they entered 
& worked, & got coal under the said lease in 1872. 
On Jan. 1, 1873, the surviving trustee for sale of 
D. granted & confirmed unto S., deft. lessor, & 
his heirs, all the seams & beds of coal lying under 
the lands, ‘‘ subject to such right or interest as 
legally passed to H., his exors., administrators, 
or assigns, under the indenture of July 12, 
1834.’’ H. died in 1861 :—Held: pltfs., through 
H., had sufficient possession of all the seams of 
coal, ete., to entitle them to maintain trespass 
against defts., who were mere wrongdocers, for 
intruding upon pltfs.’ mines. 

There being a tenancy at will, Statute of 
Limitations began to run from the first year of 
the tenancy, & had given a good title to Low 
Moor co. [pltfs.] when the trespasses were done 
(LORD Caikns, C.).—LOw Moor Co. v. STANLEY 
CoAL Co., LTD. (1876), 34 L. T. 186, C. A. 

1099. Mine dissevered from surface—Working 
part of mine—No right to whole of mine.|— 
Pitfs. were the owners of underground mines of 
coal & ironstone, with a right of entry on the 
surface lands to search for, dig, & raise the coal 
& ironstone. Deft. was the owner of the surface 
lands. There were five strata or seams of coal 
& ironstone lying beneath the surface. About 
1844 deft. commenced working one of the seams of 
coal. Hfle continued, & carried on his workings 
up to 1864, having in 1860 extended them to 
another seam. In 1867 pltfs. commenced an 
action against deft. for breaking & entering their 
coal mine & carrying away the coal :—Held: 
the deft. had acquired no right to the possession 
of the mine, but only to the coal actually got, for 
that his acts did not amount to such a taking 
possession of the coalfield as would, under Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), bar the 
owner’s right of entry or action after the lapse of 
twenty years.—DARTMOUTH (EARL) v. SPITTLE 
(1871), 24 L. T. 67; 19 W. R. 444, 

Annotation :—Oonsd. Glyn v. Howell, [1909] 1 Ch. 666. 

» were seized in 
fee of lands to which their predecessors derived 
title under a conveyance in the reign of Queen 
Elizabeth, wherein the grantor reserved to himself 
& his heirs male a rentcharge of 7s. 8d. & which 
contained a proviso that the grantee & his heirs 
should not dig or get any coal upon the lands for 
sale but only such as should be burned or employed 
thereon. Deft. claiming title under a demise from 
a descendant of same grantor, had for more than 
twenty years worked from mines of his own under 
adjacent lands, into, & had taken coals from, the 
mines under pltfs.’ lands :——-Held : (1) the proviso 
in the original conveyance was a covenant & not 
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a repugnant condition, & it did not affect the 
amount of damages which pltfs. were entitled to 
claim as under it, the grantee was still entitled 
to get all the coal for his own use though not to 
sell it; (2) deft. had not acquired any title to the 
mine by possession under Statute of Limitations 
& pltfs. were entitled to an injunction with an 
account for six years.—ASHTON v. STocK (1877), 
6 Ch. D. 719; 25 W. R. 862. 


Annotations :—As to (2) Apld. Thompson v. Hickman, [1907] 
T Ch: 550. Refd. Trotter v. Maclean (1879), 13 Ch. D. 


1101. .1—The presumption that, 
where a highway is a boundary the subsoil of the 
highway ad medium filum vie passes to the grantee 
of the land adjoining the highway, does not apply 
to a railway that is a boundary. Under a grant 
therefore, of the land & minerals lying on each 
side of & adjoining a railway the minerals under- 
lying the railway which had not been acquired 
by the railway co. will not pass to the grantee. 

In 1875 A. by a written agreement gave B. a 
six months’ option to purchase land & minerals 
on each side of & adjoining a railway. The 
option was duly exercised & the land & minerals 
as described in the option agreement were conveyed 
to B. In 1884 B. had become the owner of 
collieries adjoining the land so acquired from A., 
& from that time worked parts of the minerals 
underlying the railway in the honest belief that 
he had a title thereto. In 1906 A. brought an 
action against B. claiming the minerals under the 
railway. B. counter-claimed for rectification of 
the conveyance & option agreement so as to include 
these minerals, alleging mutual mistake & tendered 
evidence to show that the parties at the date when 
the option was exercised intended to include these 
minerals in the purchase :—Held: B. had not by 
possession or otherwise acquired a title to the 
minerals underlying the railway, & Statute of 
Limitations afforded him no defence to the action. 
—THOMPSON v. HICKMAN, [1907] 1 Ch. 550; 76 
L. J. Ch. 254; 96L. T. 454; 23 T. L. R. 311. 


Annotations :—Consd. Glyn v. Howell, [19 Ch. 666. 
Mentd. Fowler v. Sugden (1916), 85 L. LB. 1090; 
Craddock v. Hunt, [1923] 2 Ch. 136. 


1102. -|—Where title is founded 
on an adverse possession the title will be limited 
to that area of which actual possession has been 
enjoyed & as a general rule constructive possession 
of a wider area will only be inferred from actual 
possession of the limited area, if the inference of 
such wider possession is necessary to give effect 
to contracted obligations, or to preserve the good 
faith & honesty of a bargain. 

Pitfs., who were together entitled to one un- 
divided one-sixth part of the mines under a moun- 
tain of 92 acres, brought an action against deft., 
who was admittedly entitled to another undivided 
one-sixth part of the same mines, & asked for an 
account of the coal worked by him. It was proved 
in evidence that more than twelve years before 
the commencement of the action the predecessors 
in title of deft., under licences from the owners of 
the other four-sixths of the mines, but without the 
licence of pltfs. had commenced to work out the 
coal under the mountain from an area of 2 acres, 
& had remained in possession of that worked-out 
area, or cavity, ever since. Deft. claimed thet 
possession of part of the mine entitled him to 
constructive possession of the whole area of the 
mine horizontally & vertically under the moun- 
tain :—Held: (1) deft., having been in adverse 
possession of the pltfs.’ one-sixth part, which 
must be treated as a separate tenement, for more 
than the required statutory period, had acquired 
a good title under Statute of Limitations to the 
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2 acre area of which his predecessors had been in 
actual possession, & no more ; (2) therefore, pltfs. 
were entitled to an account of the coal, except that 
taken from the 2 acre area, such account to be 
limited to six years before action brought.—GLYN 
v. Howe, [1909] 1 Ch. 666; 78 L. J. Ch. 391; 
100 L. T. 324; 53 Sol. Jo. 269. 

1103. Mines not dissevered from surface— 
Minerals pass with surface.|—SEDDON v. SMITH, 
No. 1078, ante. 


vi. Possession under Void Lease. 

1104. Time runs from date of entry—Unless rent 
paid.]|—Dor d. PENNINGTON v. BARRETT (1846), 8 
L. T. O. S. 338. 

1105. -|—The governors of Magdalen 
Hospital, created a corpn., for certain charitable 
purposes, by 9 Geo. 8, c. 31, made, in 1783, a lease 
of certain land of the hospital for ninety-nine 
years, at the rent of ‘‘ one peppercorn, if lawfully 
demanded.’’ The only covenants, on the part of 
the lessee, were to indemnify the governors from 
all taxes, etc., during the term, & to surrender the 
premises at its end ; & on the part of the governors, 
for quiet enjoyment. No act had been done until 
now to avoid the lease, or to interfere with the 
persons holding the land. In July, 1876, the 
governors brought an action in Ch. to recover 
possession of the land thus leased :—Held: the 
lease was absolutely void within the provisions of 
13 Eliz. c. 10. Consequently the right of the 
governors to re-enter on the land existed from the 
moment of the execution of the lease, & right not 
having been sought to be enforced till now, was 
ot by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
c. 27). 

If any rent had been reserved & received, how- 
ever small, the legal relation of a tenancy from 
year to year would have been created, & Statute 
of Limitations could not have run (Lorp SEL- 
BORNE).—MAGDALEN HOSPITAL (PRESIDENT & 
GOVERNORS) v. KNoTTs (1879), 4 App. Cas. 324 ; 
48 L. J. Ch. 579; 40 L. T. 466; 43 J. P. 460; 27 
W. R. 602, H. L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Webster v. Southey (1887), 36 Ch. D. 
9. Consd. Churcher v Martin (1889), 42 Ch. D. 312. 
Distd. Canterbury Corpn. v. Cooper (1908), 99 L. T. 612. 
Refd. Re Devon's S. E., White v. Devon, Re Steer, Steer v. 
Dobell, (1896) 2 Ch. 562; Mid. Ry. v. Wright (1901), 70 
L. J. Ch. 411. Mentd. Bangor (Bp.) v Parry, [1891] 2 

Q. B. 277; Kingston Race Stand v. Kingston Corpn., 
[1897] A. C. 509; Rickard v. Graham, [1910] 1 Ch. 722; 
Re Suarez, Suarez v. Suarez, [1918] 1 Ch. 176 
1106. Rent paid after statute run.|/— 

By a lease to six persons described as trustees, a 

building used as a dissenting chapel, though not 

so described, & reserving to the lessors a right of 
access to their pews therein, was demised for 
ninety-nine years, with a covenant for renewal, at 
the yearly rent of 1s. The lease was not enrolled. 

New trustees of the chapel had been appointed 

under Trustee Appointment Act, 1850 (c. 28). 

Shortly before the expiration of the term the 

trustees served the reversioner with a notice 

for renewal. At that time no rent had been paid 
for above twenty years, but some of the arrears 
were then paid to & accepted by the reversioner. 

The reversioner refused to renew the lease. Five 

years afterwards he brought an action against. the 

trustees to recover possession of the building :— 

Held: pitf.’s right of action was not extinguished 

under Real Property Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), 
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g. Land believed sold — Mistakenly 


aded. 
v. PRoUDFOOT (1852), 9 U. C. R. 503 


oF ACTIONS. 


8. 34.—BUNTING v. SARGENT (1879), 13 Ch. D. 330 
49 L. J. Ch. 109; 41 L. T. 648; 28 W. R. 123. 
Annotation :—Dbtd. Nicholson v. England, [1926] 2K. B. 93. 

1107. -]—By a lease dated 1747, after 
reciting that the inhabitants of the parish of G. 
had resolved to build a workhouse for the better 
reception & employment of the poor of the parish, 
& had applied to the lessor for a lease of the land 
demised, & that the lessor, “‘in order to encourage 
so good a work,’’ had consented to grant the lease, 
a piece of land was demised for a term of one 
hundred & fifty years, to commence from a day 
fifteen days later than the date of the lease, at the 
yearly rent of 1s., to several persons, one of whom 
was the vicar of G., in trust that the lessees might 
build a workhouse upon the land ‘“‘ for the better 
reception & employment, & for the lodging & 
entertainment only of all the poor people of the 
parish of G., for the time being during the said 
term, in such manner as they, or the major part of 
them, shall think fit, at the proper costs & charges 
of the inhabitants of the said parish of G., or 
otherwise, & not to be let, mortgaged for money, or 
assigned, to any other use, intent or purpose 
whatsoever.”’ It was agreed that, if the inhabi- 
tants should discontinue the prescribed use of the 
building so to be erected, & should be willing to 
deliver it to the landlord, it should be lawful for 
them to do so, he paying to the churchwardens or 
overseers of the parish the then value of the 
building. The deed was not enrolled under 
Charitable Uses Act, 1736 (c. 36). A workhouse 
was duly erected on the demised land pues 
to the lease. In 1862 the workhouse being no 
longer required, was pulled down, & no rent having 
been paid under the lease since 1776, the site was 
conveyed to a purchaser in fee under Union & 
Parish Property Act, 1835 (c. 69), enabling parish 
authorities to sell the sites of disused workhouses. 
An action having been brought by a person 
claiming to be the reversioner against persons, 
as alleged assigns of the lease claiming under the 
purchase of 1862, to cover the arrears of rent :— 
Held: the lease was a lease for “‘ charitable uses ”’ ; 
it failed to comply with the requirements of 
Charitable Uses Act in that, besides non-enrolment, 
it did not take effect in possession, & contained 
reservations in favour of the grantor in the shape 
of rent & something in the nature of a right of 
pre-emption: these defects were not cured by 
Poor Law Amendment Act, 1844 (c. 101), s. 78, 
that Act curing only one defect, namely, want of 
enrolment: & the lease was accordingly void 
ab initio, & Statute of Limitations began to run 
against the grantor, if not from the execution of 
the lease, at all events from the time the rent 
ceased to be paid.— WEBSTER v. SOUTHEY (1887), 
36 Ch. JD. 9; 56 L. J. Ch. 785; 56 L. T. 879; 
§2 J.P. 36; 35 W. R. 622; 3T. L. R. 628. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Haigh & Baxter v. West. (1893), 68 
L. T. 531; Re Verrall, National Trust for Places of 
en Interest or Natural Beauty v. A.-G., [1916] 1 








vii. Receipt of Profits of Land. 

oe Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 30. 

1108. Payment of rent reserved by lease to 
third party.|—-J. seized in fee, leased for sixty-one 
years, for a term expiring in 1837, within five years 
after the rae of Real Property Limitation Act, 
1838 (c. 27) rom J.’s death, which happened 
more than twenty years before the passing of the 


adjoining land -—CAN. 
Dok d. TAYLOR h. Receipt 


of vent by self-a: 
receiver——F . 


alee representation. fOr eA 
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Act, B. received the rent reserved on the lease, 
down to its expiration; & he then entered into 
possession: & afterwards W. within five years 
after the passing of the Act, brought ejectment 
against B., claiming to be entitled, as J.’s devisee, 
immediately on J.’s death :—Held : under sect. 9, 
the action would have been barred by B.’s receipt 
of the rent; but it was preserved by sect. 15 for 
five years after the passing of the Act.—Dor d. 
ANGELL v. ANGELL (1846), 9 Q. B. 328; 15 L. J. 
Q. B. 193; 6 L. T. 0. 8. 520; 10 Jur. 705; 115 
E. R. 1299. 


Annotntions :—Refd. Baines vy. Lumley (1868), 16 W. R. 
674. Mentd. Lightfoot ». Maybery, [1914] A. C. 782; 
Silcocks v. Sileocka, {1916} 2 Ch. 161, 


1109. Receipt of rent by agent of owner.|— 
A solr. who pays off a mtge. debt due from his 
client, must be taken to act as the agent of the 
client, & not on his own behalf; & if he receives 
the rent of the mtged. property the possession is 
that of the client, & the solr. cannot be charged 
with wilful default ; nor will the statute run against 
the client.— Warp v. CarTTarR (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 
29; 35 Beav. 171; 55 E. R. 860. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Rochcfoucauld v. Boustead, [1897] 1 
ou 196. Mentd. The Lady Clermont (1870), 23 L. T. 


1110. -|—So long as an agent is in receipt 
of the rent of land, Statute of Limitations will not 
run against his employer ; & if a person commence 
to receive rents as the agent for another, & after- 
wards continue to receive such rents, without 
paying them over, he must be presumed to receive 
as agent till the contrary is shown.—SMITH v. 
BENNETT (1874), 30 T.. T. 100. 

1111. Severance of reversion—No notice to 
lessee—Payment of whole rent to one reversioner.] 
~——Where a lease is granted & there is afterwards 
a severance of the reversion without the rent being 
apportioned & no notice of the severance is given 
to the lessee, payment of the whole rent to one of 
the reversioners is not a payment to a person 
wrongfully claiming it within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 9, so as to bar the 
claim of the other reversioner.—MITCHELL v. 
MosLEy, [1914] 1 Ch. 488; 83 L. J. Ch. 135; 109 
L. T. 648; 30 T. L. R. 29; 58 Sol. Jo. 118, C. A. 





vill. River Bed and Banks. 

1112. Acts of ownership by owner of bed— 
Watering cattle.|.—WanrwiIck v. GONVILLE & CAIUS 
COLLEGE (1890), 6 T. L. R. 447, C. A. 

1118. Planting trees—Digging ditch.]— 
HINDSON v, AsHBY, No. 1068, ante. 

1114, User of sluice for irrigation purposes— 
Tacit permission of owners of river & banks.]— 
CREYKE v. HATFIELD CHASE LEVEL Coren. (1896), 
12 T. i. R. 3883; 40 Sol. Jo. 531. 


ix. Road. 

Roads generally, see Highways, Vol. XXVI., 
pp. 260 et seq. 

1115. Placing obstructions on road intended to 
be eee to public.|—LzEiGu v. JAcK, No. 1057, 
ante. 

1116. Repairing railings separating intended 
wate from highway.]—LEIGcH v. Jack, No. 1057, 
ante. 

1117. Erecting gates at each end of road over 
which a right of way.)—LITTLEDALE v. LIVERPOOL 
COLLEGE, No. 1059, ante. 





v, PASQUAN (1882), 8 V. L. R. (L.) 347. 
~——~AUS 


(1869), 3 I. R. Eq. 574.—IR. 


x. Subsoil. 

1118. Adverse title may be acquired—-Owner 
unaware of user—User of cellar.]—RAINS 1. Bux- 
TON, No. 1055, avte. 

1119. User of tunnel.]|—By a deed of July 
12, 1871, the trustees of a highway, in exercise of 
rights & powers given to them under Acts of 
Geo. 3 & Geo. 4 & for valuable consideration, 
granted a licence to the predecessor in title of 
deft. co. to excavate, construct, & use a tunnel 
under the highway. The rights & powers of the 
trustees came to an end on Nov. 1, 1871, when 
33 & 34 Vict. c. 73, was passed. The tunnel in 
question was completed in 1872, & remained 
without any substantial alteration, in the exclusive 
possession & occupation of deft. co., or their 
predecessors in title, until the commencement 
of the action in Aug. 1891. The tunnel was many 
feet beneath the surface; it was bricked at either 
end, & was used to carry chalk & soil from one 
part of deft.’s property to another. Pltf. was 
owner of the land abutting on the highway on one 
side, &, at one place, on both sides; & he alleged 
that he was owner of the soil under the highway. 
By his action he claimed an injunction to restrain 
the trespass upon his land :—Held : even assuming 
that pltf. had a sufficient title to the soil under the 
highway, apart from Statute of Limitations, the 
action was barred by that statute, inasmuch as 
deft. co. had enjoyed no mere easement, but the 
exclusive occupation & possession of the tunnel 
for more than the required twelve years._-BEVAN 
v. LONDON PORTLAND CEMENT Co., rp. (1892), 
67 L. T. 615; 9T.L.R.12; 3 R. 47. 


xi. Wall. 

1120. Wall containing inscription of ownership— 
Occupation of property without acknowledgment.) 
—The purchaser of a house having taken various 
objections to the title, the vendor filed a bill for 
specific performance, & obtained the usual reference 
as to title. All the above objections were over- 
ruled ; but before the certificate had been signed 
the purchaser discovered in a long blank wall, 
which formed one side of the house & fronted on a 
street, a stone with an inscription, dated in 1776, 
stating that the wall had been built by & belonged 
to the East India co., who had thrown the adjoining 
ground into the street. It turned out that the 
wall had been rebuilt in 1831, by the tenant of the 
house, & the stone set up again ; but under what cir- 
cumstances did not appear. Norent had from that 
time been paid to the co., nor any acknowledgment 
of their title given; but their successors in title, 
on being applied to, claimed the wall as theirs, & 
the vendor obtained a release from them :—Held : 
the vendor had not a good title when the bill was 
filed, for that there was no ground for holding a 
title to have been gained by possession adverse to 
the East India co.—PHILLIPSON v. GIBBON (1871), 
6 Ch. App. 428; 40 L. J. Ch. 406; 24 L. T. 602 ; 
35 J. P. 676; 19 W. BR. 661, L. JJ. 


Annotation :-—~Mentd. Union Lightcrage Co. v. 
Graving Dock Co., [1902] 2 Ch. 557. 


1121. Wall erected on wall of another—User 
amounting to easement.|—Plitf. & deft. were in 
possession of adjoining houses, both of which were 
ancient messuages. Pltf.’s house was considerably 
higher than deft.’s house, & was built up against 
the western wall of deft.’s house, to the height to 
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l. Receipt by third party—- Payer 
k. Receipt of rent by I aides other believing receiver repr ing oumer,}— m. Fence deviating from original 
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of reversioner.J-—SHAW v. KEIGHRON IL. R. Ir. 29.—IR. 
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which such western wall extended. Up to this 
height there was no other wall between the two 
houses, but plitf. alleged that on the top of the 
western wall, & above the roof of deft.’s house, an 
external wall was erected at the time of the building 
of pltf.’s house, forming part thereof, & supporting 
the roof thereof. The western wall, on the top of 
which the external wall had been erected, was 
admitted by pltf. to be the property of deft., 
subject to all rights & easements over the same in 
favour of pltf.’s house. The external wall erected 
on the top of deft.’s western wall was, pltf. alleged, 
his property. Deft. being desirous of adding to 
the height of his house, removed some of the stones 
comprising the external wall, & inserted in the 
holes thereby made certain beams, for the purposé 
of supporting a new roof to his house at a greater 
height than his old roof. Pltf. claimed an in- 
junction to restrain such acts, on the ground that 
deft. was a trespasser. Deft. alleged that the 
wall was his, but admitted that pltf. had certain 
right in respect to the wall which he, deft., had 
not in any way interfered with :—Held: pltf. had 
been in enjoyment of an easement but not in 
possession § & nothing had occurred to displace 
deft.’s original title to the wall, therefore, the 
action failed.— WADDINGTON v. NAYLOR (1889), 
60 L. T. 480. 


xii. Waste Lands. 


See, generally, COMMONS, Vol. XI., p. 55, Nos. 

825-831. 

1122. Inclosure of waste by side of highway— 
Payment of rent to adjoining owner after thirty 
years—Inclosure by permission.|—Deft. inclosed a 
small piece of waste land by the side of a public 
highway, & occupied it for thirty years without 
paying any rent; at the expiration of that time, 
the owner of the adjoining land demanded 6d. 
rent, which deft. paid on three several occasions. 
In ejectment :—Held: this, in the absence of 
other evidence, was conclusive to show that the 
occupation of deft. began by permission, & entitled 
pltf. to a verdict.—Dor d. Jackson v. WILKINSON 
(1824), 3 B. & C. 413; 5 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 273; 
107 E. R. 787. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Thompson v. Clark (1828), 8 
B.&C. 717; Hodgson v. Hooper (1860), 3 KH. & KE. 149. 
1123. —— Subsequent acceptance of inclosure 

award by tenant for life.|—In 1818 R. incloséd a 

piece of land of 11 poe lying by the side of a 

Jane which was a highway in the manor of W. 

At that time G. was the owner in fee of the 

adjoining freehold land. In 1820 G. died, having 

devised his estates to H. W. G. for life with 
remainders over. In 1836 a private Act was 
passed by which comrs. were empowered to inclose 

& allot the wastes of the manor including encroach- 

ments made within twenty years of the passing 

of the Act & pieces of waste land lying by the sides 
of any public roads or lanes. In 1837 R. died & 

W. F.R., his heir, took possession of the 11 perches. 

In 1838 the comrs. made & published their award 

by which they awarded to H. W. G. two allotments, 

one of 24 perches which included the 11 perches 

& another of 29 perches, similarly situate. 

H. W. G. took possession of the second allotment : 

but W. F. R. remained in possession of the piece 


137.—CAN. 
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n. ‘‘ Residing upon or cultivating,” 
—STOVEL v. GREGORY (1 894), 21 ae n 


o. Inclosure.]— Title by possession 
to wild land can be made out other- 
wise than by actual jnclosure.—STEERS 


oF ACTIONS. 


of 11 perches till he sold it in 1859 to deft. In 
1874 H. W. G. died & pltf. succeeded to the estate 
under the will of G. e then brought ejectment 
against deft. to recover the 11 perches :—Held: 
the admission of H. W. G. against his interest by 
accepting the allotment under the award, was 
strong evidence that the land was waste of the 
manor, & rebutted the presumption arising from 
the situation of the slips of land that they belonged 
to him as owner of the adjoining land. Conse- 
quently pltf.’s right of entry commenced from the 
time of the award, when there was a tenancy for 
life, & not from 1818; & therefore Statute of 
Limitations had not run against pltf. & he was 
entitled to recover.—GERY uv. REDMAN (1875), 1 
Q. . D. 161; 45 L. J. Q. B. 267; 24 W. R. 270, 


1124. Inclosure by tenant—Presumed to be for 
benefit of landlord.|—Primd facie, the lord of the 
manor is entitled to all waste lands within the 
manor; & it is not essential that the lord should 
show acts of ownership of such lands; & evidence 
that the public have been used to throw rubbish 
on waste lands is rather evidence that it belongs 
to the lord than to any private individual. 

If a person within twenty years inclose a portion 
of the lord’s waste by the licence of the lord, such 
person cannot be turned out of the possession of 
it by the lord without some act being done, from 
which a legal revocation of the licence can be 
inferred. 

Primé facie, every inclosure made by a tenant 
adjoining the demised premises is presumed to be 
made by him for the benefit of the landlord ; but 
this presumption may be rebutted by evidence. 
If a lessee inclose land which is near the demised 

remises, as being part of the premises comprised 
in his lease. this is not an adverse possession against 
his landlord; & a twenty years’ possession by 
him will not enable him to retain possession of 
the inclosed land against his landlord.—Dor d. 
DUNRAVEN v. WILLIAMS (18386), 7 C. & P. 332. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Andrews v. Hailes (1853), 21 L. T. 

O. 8. 151. 

1125. —— Unless landlord’s title dis- 
claimed.]|—Where a tenant incloses land, whether 
adjacent to, or distant from, the demised premises, 
& whether the land be part of a waste, or belong 
to the landlord or a third person, it is a presumption 
of fact, that the inclosure is part of the holding, 
unless the tenant, during the term, does some act 
disclaiming his landlord’s title. 

Certain premises, were demised by the descrip- 
tion of ‘all that cottage or tenement with the 
garden thereto adjoining & belonging, situate, 
etc.; & also a piece or parcel of land lying near 
to the said cottage or tenement, containing by 
estimation three quarters of an acre (more or less), 
lately used as garden ground’’ :—Held: under 
such description, an adjoining piece of waste land 
would not pass, unless it had Reet theretofore used 
as an outlet of the garden.—KINGSMILL v. MILLARD 
(1855), 11 Exch. 3138; 83 C. L. R. 1022; 25 L. T. 
O.S. 203; 19 J. P. 661; 156 EB. R. 849. 
Annotations :—Refd. Lisburne v. Davies (1866), L. R. 1 

C. P. 259; A.-G. v. Tomline (1880), 15 Ch. D. 150. 

1126. Though not contiguous.]—To 
raise the presumption that an encroachment on 
waste land by a tenant was made for the benefit 
of his landlord, it is not necessary that the land 
encroached should be contiguous or adjoining to, 











v. SHAW (1882), 1 O. R. 26.—CAN. 


p. ——— Cutting & corre’ away 
trees insufictent.}—Dor d. DESBARRES 
vw. WHITE (1842), 1 Kerr, 595,—-CAN. 
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in the sense of conterminous with, the land held 

by him as tenant; it is enough if it be so near 

thereto that it may be presumed that his position 
as tenant enabled him to approve. 

Nor does the circumstance of the intervention 
of a small river & a fence & a narrow strip of waste 
between the holding & the encroachment rebut 
the primd facie presumption, though there be no 
direct access between the two across the stream. 

About forty years ago A., a labourer, in the 
course of three years completed the inclosure of 
4 acres of waste land of the manor of P., separated 
only by a small river & a narrow strip of the waste 
from a farm held by B. under the lord; &, when 
the inclosure was completed, B. paid A. £4 108. & 
took possession of the 4 acres, & occupied them with 
thefarm. At the expiration of his term, B. claimed 
to be entitled to the fee simple of the 4 acres; &, 
in ejectment by the lord, who claimed them as an 
encroachment by his tenant for his benefit, a 
verdict was taken for pltf., the whole matter being 
reserved for the consideration of the ct., who were 
to draw inferences of fact. The ct. drew the 
inference that the encroachment was made by 
A. as the servant of B.; & held that there was 
nothing in the relative position of the inclosure & 
the farm to rebut the presumption that B. held 
the inclosure as part of the farm.—LIsBURNE 
(HARL) v. Davigs (1866), L. R. 1 C. P. 259; Har. 
& Ruth. 172; 35 L. J. ©. P. 193; 13 L. T. 795; 
12 Jur. N.S. 340; 14 W. R. 338. 

Annotations :—Retd. Whitmore v. Humphries (1871), L. R. 
7C.P.1; A.-G. v. Tomline (1877), 5 Ch. D. 750. Mentd. 
Nesbitt v. Mablethorpe U. C., {1918] 2 K. B. 1. 

1127. Occupation before tenancy.]— 
The presumption of law that a tenant of a close 
occupying waste lands contiguous to his close 
does so for the benefit of his landlord, does not 
apply where the tenant is in occupation of the 
waste land before entering upon his tenancy.— 
Drxon v. Baty (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 259; 12 
Jur. N.S. 1024; 14 W. R. 836. 
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1128. Inclosure by tenant for life—Presumed to 
be for benefit of inheritance.|—-By an indenture, 
reciting that the parties of the first part had 
encroached upon a common, & were respeetively 
in possession of their several encroachments, & 
that they had agreed to relinquish, release, & 
convey all & singular their several & respective 
estates & interests therein to the parties of the 
third part ; it was witnessed, that, in consideration 
of 108. to each of them paid by the parties of the 
third part, they & each & every of them granted, 
bargained, sold, etc., & each of them did grant, 
etc., to the parties of the third part, the several 
premises, describing them. The deed contained 
& proviso that each of them the parties of the first 
part, & their wives, should have the liberty & 
privilege of holding their respective messuages, 
etc., during their respective lives. After the date 
of the conveyance, & whilst in possession under the 
proviso, one of the grantors inclosed other land 
from the waste adjoining :—Held: in the absence 
of clear evidence that he intended the encroach- 
ment for himself at the time he made it, it must 
be assumed to be part of the holding at the termina- 
tion of the life interest.—DoOk d. Crort v. TIDBURY 
(1854), 14 C. B. 304; 2C. L. R. 347; 23 L. J. 
C. P. 57; 18 Jur. 468; 139 BE. R. 124. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Berney v. Bickmore (1863), 8 L. T. 

353; A.-G.v. Toniline (1880), 15 Ch. D. 150. 

1129. Exercise of rights of common.|—Eccréssi- 
ASTICAL COMRS. v. GRIFFITHS (1876), 40 J. P. Jo. 
84. 


xiii. Other Cases. 
See cases, infra. 


C. Discontinuance of Receipt of Rent. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 3. 
1130. Time runs from last payment of rent— 
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q. Possession of part of lot~Where 
constructive possession ue whole. | — 
The constructive possession which a 
grantee in possession of a part under a 
registered deed describing a lot of 
land by metes & bounds has of the 
whole lot, is not sufficient to give him 
the title to any portion against one 
who has had for a lengthened period 
the active & continuous possession.— 

OF d. Van BuskirK v. CARNEY 
pene 15 N. B. R. (2 Pug.) 233.— 








Yr. -}—The_ posscossion of 
a part of land claimed undcr colour 
of title is constructive possession of 
the whole which may ripen into an 
indefeasible title if open, exclusive & 
continuous for the whole statutory 
period.—Woop v. LEBLANU (1904), 
348. C. R. 627.—CAN, 

t. Enclosure of adjoining lot — 
Erroneous boundary line—Constructive 
possession of part not actually enclosed. ] 
—Doxr d. BEcKITT v. NIGHTINGALE 
(1849), 5 U. OG. R. 518.—CAN. 


a. .]-—~ FERRIER t. 
Moopik (1855), 12 U. GC. R. 379.— 
CAN 


ee 








b. Possession through mistaken 
boundary.|—DOoE d. DUNLOP v,. SERVOS 
{1849), 4) U. ©; R. 284.—CAN. 

6. ——.]—A_ possession inadver- 
tently held under an erroneous im- 

ression as to boundary, with no 
ntention of claiming the jand other- 
wise than as it was supposed to form 
part of a certain lot covered by the 
party's deed, would by mere lapse of 


time ripen into a title.—Dor d. Tay- 
LOR UV. SEXTON (1851), 8 U. C. R. 264.— 
CAN. 

d. Strip of land adjoining house— 
User for banking up cellar—Poasession 
uncertain d& insufficient.K-HaLL  v. 
Evans (1877), 42 U. C. R, 190.—CAN. 

_@. Side lines between lots— Devia- 
tion from lines intended—Error disre- 
garded for twenty years.}-—DENNISON Vv. 
CHEW (1836), 5 O. S. 161.—CAN. 

{. Squatter’s right as =s against 
patentee.}—-DONNELLY v. AMES (1896), 
27 O. R. 271.—CAN. 

f. Land compulsorily acquired by 
rauway company—No entry made— 
Transfer of company’s riyhts—Occa- 
sional eniry but no actual possession by 
transferce.|\--WALTON v. Woobstock 
Gas Co, (1882), 1 O. R. 630.—CAN, 

h. Occupation of land as _ care- 
taker—Land used by owner for grazing. } 
—RENNIE v. FRAME (1896), 29 O. KR. 
586.—CAN. 


k. . ‘CRACKEN v. Woobs 
(1878), 4 V. L. R. (L.) 222.—AUS. 

_l. Payment of taxes, fencing, cut- 
ting & removing timber.J—McLEOD 
v. McRaR (1918), 43 O. L. R. 343 43 
D. L. R. 350.—CAN. 

m. Payment of tazes.}-Dor d. 
McDoneLtL v. RAtTrray (1850), 7 
U. C. R. 321.—CAN, 


n. Culling trees.J—ALLISON v. RED- 
NOR (1857), 14 U. C. R. 459.—CAN, 


o. Interruption of possession by 
tax 8 osseasion complete before 
expiry of redemption period.}—Held : 
the running of the Statute of Limita- 
tions in fayour of an occupant who 


| 546; 
B.C. 


claimed title by prescription was no! 
interrupted by a tax sale where thc 
full period of 20 years’ possession wat 
complete before the oxpiration of the 
eriod allowed for redemption.— 
CINTYRE v. HAYNES, [1925] 2 D.L. RR. 

{1925]) 1 W. W. R. 8813) 3é 
Cc. R. 40.—CAN. 

p. Control of lands for lumbei 
operations. --MASON v. LEWIS MILLEF 
& Co., (1925| 2 D. L. R. 209; 58 
N.S. lt. 6.—CAN. 

aa. Waste land allotted by fathe 
to son—Mortgage by futher to thin 
party. }—KEFFER  v. EFFER (1877) 
27 C. P 257.—CAN. 

bh. Possession under conveyance b; 
lunatic.}-Dok d. SILVERTHORN- t 
TEAL (1850), 7 U. C. R. 370.—CAN. 

cc. Possession under mistake in deeda. 
—MCFATRIDGE v. GRIFFIN (1895), 2’ 
N, S. R 421.—-CAN. 

dd. Occupation by schoolmaster fo 
purposes of school.}—MoorRzE’s LESSKE 
v. DOHERTY (1843), 51. L. R. 449.—IR. 

ee. Land vesicd in aboriginal nativ 
—-Adverse possession of re i a 
Where a European has been in exclusiv 
advorse possession of land owned by a 
aborigina) native for over twenty year 
by virtue of Statute of Limitation: 
1833, he obtains a good title to th 
land as inst the native, just as b 
would if the native were a Kuropean.— 
MATTHEWS v. Box (1909), 28 N. 2 
L. R. 402.—-N.Z. 
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lessor.}—Where, in the case of a leas 
for twenty years, the lessor permits th 
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Not from date payment becomes due.]—DE BEAU- 
VOIR v. OWEN, No. 1284, post. 

1131. What amounts to discontinuance of receipt 
—Payment by part owner of land subject to rent- 
charge—Distress levied on other part.)—Where an 
old rentcharge had been received from the occupier 
of one part of the premises charged down to the 
present time, & then, for the first time, had been 
levied by distress on the occupier of another part, 
which, for more than twenty years had been in a 
separate ownership, & the owner or occupier of 
which had never paid the rent before :—Held: 
the right to distrain for the rent on that portion 
of the premises charged was not barred by Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27).—WoopD- 
COCK v. TITTERTON (1864), 12 W. R. 865. 

11382. No application for payment—oOr 
omission to enforce remedy with knowledge of non- 
payment.]|—Certain lands which were subject to a 
fee farm rent were in 1812 conveyed upon a sale 
by the then owner to pltf.’s predecessor in title. 
From 1812 down to 1872 the rent was paid by the 
vendor & his successors in title, notwithstanding 
the fact that they had ceased to have any interest 
inthe lands. The persons who, during that period, 
claimed to be entitled to & so received the rent, 
were ignorant of the conveyance of the lands to 
pltf.’s predecessors in title. In 1872 the successor 
in title of the vendor refused to continue the pay- 
ments of rent & deft. as the owner of the rent, 
thereupon demanded payment of the rent from 
pltf., & on her refusal to pay it, distrained upon 
the land for the arrears. Pltf. thereupon replevied 
claiming that deft.’s title to the rent was barred 
by discontinuance of the receipt of the rent under 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), ss. 2, 3, 
on the ground that the payments of rent since 1812 
not being by the terre tenant there had been no 
receipt of the rent within that Act during such 
period :—Held: there was no discontinuance of 
receipt of the rent, because the provisions of the 
statute only apply where there has been an 
omission by the party entitled to the rent to 
enforce his remedies for the payment with know- 
ledge that the rent has not been paid, which was 
not the case with regard to deft. or his predecessors 
in title; &, because under the circumstances, it 
must be presumed that on the conveyance of the 
lands before mentioned there was some arrange- 
ment that the vendor should indemnify the 
purchaser against the rent & the payments of 
rent from 1812 to 1872 were therefore made on 
behalf of pltf. & her predecessors in title; & 
deft.’s title was therefore not barred.—ADNAM v. 
SANDWICH (EARL) (1877), 2 Q. B. D. 485; 46 
L. J. Q. B. 612; sub nom. Adam v. SANDWICH 
(KARL), 41 J. P. 773. 

Annotations :—Consd. Newbould v. Smith (1885), 29 Ch. D. 

882. Refd. Re Astley & Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co. & 


Tyldesley Coal Co. (1899), 68 L. J. Q. B. 252. Mentd. 
A.-G@. ». Simpson, [1901] 2 Ch. 671. 
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1188. .Payment by vendor of land charged.) 
—ADNAM v. SANDWICH (HARL), No. 1132, ante. 





SuB-SECT. 2.—DEATH OF, OR ALIENATION BY, 
RIGHTFUL OWNER. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 3; Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


8. 1. 

1134. Annuity—Time runs from date of first 
payment.|—(1) An annuitant under a_ will 
since the passing of Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), must have recourse to distress or 
action within twenty years from the date when the 
first payment became due, or the annuity will be 
barred. 

(2) The limitation affecting a right to recover 
a rentcharge granted by will is twenty years from 
the death of testator under Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 2. 

(3) [Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 3], which provides for cases of claims, in respect 
of estates in reversion or remainder, ‘‘ or other 
future estates or interests,’ is large enough to 
comprehend, & would comprehend all cxecutory 
devises (TINDAL, C.J.).—JAMES v. SALTER (1837), 
3 Bing. N. C. 544; 65 Dowl. 496; 3 Hodg. 70; 
4 Scott, 168; 6L. J.C. P. 171; 1 Jur. 185; 132 
E. R. 5203; previous proceedings (1836), 2 Bing. 
N.C. 505. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Irish Land Commission v. 
Grant (1884), 10 App. Cas. 14; Howitt v. Harrington, 
[1893 2 Ch. 497; Jones v. Withers (1896), 74 L. T. 572, 

efd. Grant v. Ellis (1841), 9 M. & W. 113; Cannon v. 
Rimington (1852), 12 C. B. 1; Langton v. Langton (1854), 


18 Jur. 928; Re Devon’s S. K., White v. Devon, He Steer, 
Steer v. Dobell, [1496] 2 Ch. 562. 4s to (2) Consd. Jones 
v. Withers (1896), 74 L. T. 572. Refd. Owen r. De 


Beauvoir (1847), 16 M. & W. 547; Cannon». Rimington 
(1852), 12 C. B. 1; Langton v. Langton (1854), 18 Jur. 
928; Magdalen Hospital v, Knotts (1878), 8 Ch. D. 709 ; 

Irish Land Commission v. Grant (1884), 10 App. Cas. 14. 

As to (3) Consd. Howitt v. Harrington, [1893] 2 Ch. 497. 

Refd. Magdalen Hospital v. Knotts (1878), 8 Ch. D. 709 ; 

Trish Land Commission v. Grant (1884), 10 App. Cas. 14. 

1135. .]|—Testator bequeathed certain 
annuities to his eight children by name, & directed 
that when any of them should die an additional 
annuity of £50 should be divided among the 
survivors & survivor of them. S., one of the eight 
children living at the date of the will, afterwards 
died in the lifetime of testator; & testator died 
in 1801. The other children were now all deceased 
but two. On the death of each child who survived 
testator an additional annuity of £50 had been 
invested, but no addition was made in consequence 
of the death of S. No account of the arrears was 
prayed :—Held: it was now too late to seek to 
have the annuity purchased.—LANGTON v. LANG- 
TON (1854), 18 Jur. 928. 

1136. Death of owner intestate—Agent receiving 
rents—Ratification by heir within reasonable time.] 
—LYELL v. KENNEDY, KENNEDY v. LYELL, No. 
1647, post. 














lessee to continue during the term | the expiration of this period he gave h. ——.]}—A son has no right of 
without payment of rent, the statute | to his landlord an acknowledgment of entry in isaa of which his mother 
does not begin to run against the lessor | indebtedness for rent for the whole | died seised during the lifetime of his 


& those claiming under him until the 
determination of the lease, & they 
se phase in ejectment at any time 


period :—Held: 


n twenty years’ thereafter.— 
Be v. ROSE (1866), 17 C. P. 186.— PART V. SECT. 
ad. Payment of municipal  tares Oe ee ee ACY, 


only—Acknowledgment of indebtedness 
for rent— A fter eighteen years expired. k 
A tenant agreed to pay rent & taxes 
Ih ponseaine, clghtoen years remained 

» pay e taxes the 
municipality nothing else. After 


f. ——.]}—CUBR 
4 A. R. 63.—CAN. 


(180), 27 Gr. 


the tenant had ac- 
guired title by possession.-~FINCH +. 
ILRAY (1889), 16 A. R. 484.—CAN. 


Re CHERRY (1906), 2 Tas. L. R. 68.— 
AUS. 
Y v. CURRY (1878), 


McGREGOR v. McGREGOR 
470.—CAN, 


father, who has the right to possession 
as tenant by the courtesy, & the Sta- 
tute of mitations will not run 
against him until his father’s death.— 
Dog d. BRiIDEAUX v. BUDREAU (1883), 
22 N. B. R. 559.—CAN. 


8, SUB-SECT. 2. 

oumner. }-— 
k. ——.]-—— OLIVER v. JOHNSTON 

(1886), 3 O. R. 26.—CAN. 

1, ——.] — Lau 


CHAN 
w. RAMRUP GIR (1925), 5 
App. 24.—IND. 
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Part V.—LAND or Rent. 


SUB-sEcT. 3.—FuturE EsTates. 
A. In General. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. : ; Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
8 


1187. What are “future estates or interests > — 
pea | devise.]|—James v. SALTER, No. 1134, 
ante. 

1138. ——— Estate of assignee of bankrupt.] 
Copyhold lands were surrendered, in 1798, to 
husband & wife, for their joint lives, with remainder 
to the heirs of the husband. In 1805 the husband 
absconded, & went abroad, & was never heard of 
afterwards. In 1807, a commission of bkpcy. 
issued against him, & the usual assignment of his 
estate was made by the comrs. to his assignee. 
The wife occupied the copyhold estate until her 
death in 1841, whereupon the assignee was 
admitted :—Held: an ejectment by the assignee, 
brought after her death, was in time, for that the 
husband’s reversion in fee was a future estate, 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 3.—DoE d. JOHNSON v. LIVERSEDGE (1843), 11 
M. & W. 517; 13 L. J. Ex. 61; 1L. T. O. 8S. 81; 
152 EB. R. 910. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Doc d. Langley v. King (1849), 12 

L. T. 0.8. 348. 


1139. Reversion expectant on determination 
of particular estate.|—(1) Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 3, which relates to estates 
in reversion, expectant on the determination of a 
particular estate, applies only to cases where 
another person than the reversioner is entitled to 
the particular estate. 

(2) In 1784, premises were leased to H. for three 
lives. H. by his will devised all his estate & 
interest in the premises to his wife A., her heirs & 
assigns. A. in 1793 conveyed the estate so devised 
to her, to her son R., & the heirs of his body, with 
a proviso that if he should have no child living at 
his death, the limitation thereby madc should 
cease, & the estate should revert to A., her heirs 
& assigns. In 1811, R. purchased the reversion 
in fee in the premises, expectant on the lease for 
lives, which was duly conveyed to him, & at the 
same time an old satisfied term of five thousand 
years affecting the premises was assigned to a 
trustee for him, to attend the inheritance. R. 
died in 1812, without issuc, leaving his nephew 
J. his heir-at-law, & the heir-at-law of A. The 
lease for lives determined in 1835. For upwards 
of twenty years from the death of R. the premises 
were held adversely to J. :—Held: his right of 
entry was barred thereby, & he had not a new right 
of entry on the determination of the lease for lives 
in 1835.—DorE d. HALL v. MOULSDALE (1847), 16 
M. & W. 689; 16 L. J. Ex. 169; 9 L. T. O.S. 
129; 153 EK. R. 1367. 

Annotations :—As to (2) _Refd. Clarke v. Arden (1855), 16 

GO. B. 227. Generally, Mentd. Doe d. Cadwalader v. Price 

x 


(1847), 16 L. J. Ex. 159; Doo d. Clay v. Jones (1849), 18 
rae Q. B. 260; Cottrell v. Hughes (1855), 3 C. L. KR. 


1140. .|—(1) Where a trespasser on 
land let on lease has as against the lessee acquired 
a title under Statutes of Limitations & the lessee 
subsequently surrenders the lease to the lessor, 

















PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.—A. 


m. From determination of the 

ior particular _estate.}—Where a 
enant for life & the reversioner in fee 
convey property in fee simple by one 
deed of bargain & sale to one person, 
the life estate does not merge in the 
reversion, & the Statute of Limita- 
tions does not run against the 
remnainderman till the death of the 
tenant for life—SLADDEN v. SMITII 





n. J 
DRISCOLL ( 








(1857), 7 C. P. 74.—-CAN. 
—Dox d. 
1858), 4 All. 
oO. .J— Dons 

(1905), 36'S. C. R. 231.—CAN a 
p. -}+-—-When takes, . 

under his testator’s will, a life interest BELLEW, [1924] 1 I. R. 1.—IR, 
in a term, the legatee of a reversionary 
interest, commencing on the determina- 


tion of that life interest, may upon its 
determination, & 


445 


the lessor has no right of re-entry, & the period of 
limitation does not begin to run until the expira- 
tion of the term for which the lease was granted. 

(2) A reversion in fee simple expectant on the 
determination of a lease for years or lives is not a 
‘“‘ future estate or interest ’’ expectant on a par- 
ticular estate within Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 2.—WALTER v. YALDEN, [1902] 
2K. B. 304; 71 L. J. K. B. 693; 87 L. T. 97; 
51 W. R. 46; 18 T. L. R. 668, D. C. 

1141. What is ‘‘ estate or interest in possession ”’ 
—Reversion on lease for years—Grant of second 
lease during existence of first.|—-During the con- 
tinuance of a lease for years the reversioner in 
fee granted a new lease of the premises for years 
to his tenant :—Held: although the first lease 
became surrendered by operation of law on the 
granting of the second, the reversioner’s estate did 
not thereby become an ‘‘ estate in possession ”’ 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 3, 5, & therefore time did not begin to run 
against him under the Act.—Corrus CHRISTI 
COLLEGE, OXFORD (PRESIDENT, ETC.) v. ROGERS 
(1879), 49L. J.Q.B.4; 443. P. 216, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. England & Wales Eccl. Comrs. v. Rowe 

(1880), 5 App. Cas. 736; Eccl. Comrs. for England v. 

Treemer, [1893] 1 Ch. 166. Refd. Kast Stonchouse U. C. 

v. Willoughby, {1902] 2 K. B. 318. 

1142. Who is ‘*‘ person last entitled to particular 
estate ’’—Assignment of particular estate.|—-Where 
a person entitled to a particular estate in respect 
of which land is held or the profits thereof or rent 
received, & upon which a future estate is expectant, 
conveys away his estate, he is not, when the 
particular estate determines ‘‘the person last 
entitled to the particular estate upon which the 
future estate was expectant,’’ & consequently the 
proviso in Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), 8. 2, does not apply to limit the time within 
which the person who on the determination of the 
particular estate becomes entitled to an estate in 
possession may take an entry or distress or bring 
an action to recover such land or rent. 

A testator devised certain lands to his sons 
successively for life, beginning with the youngest, 
& after their death ‘‘ to be for ever enjoyed by the 
oldest surviving heir of his oldest surviving son 
for their life or lives for ever.’? The oldest sur- 
viving son being in possession executed, more 
than six years before his death, a conveyance 
in fee to deft. He left one son, who more than 
six but within twelve years after his father’s death 
brought this action to recover possession of the 
land, claiming as devisee under the will of testator : 
—Held: the claim was not barred, as pltf.’s father, 
having conveyed away his life estate was not 
‘‘ the person last entitled to the particular estate ”’ 
on which pltf.’s estate in remainder was expectant 
within the meaning of the proviso in the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 2.— 
PEDDER v. Hunt (1887), 18 Q. B. D. 565; 56 
L. J. Q. B. 212; 56 L. T. 687; 35 W. R. 371; 3 
T. L. R. 399, C. A. 

1143. ——.]—Re DEVON’s (EARL) SETTLED 
ESTATES, WHITE v. DEVON (EARL), Re STEER, 
STEER v. DOBELL, No. 1054, ante. 





been givon, sue to recover the land, 
even though the exor. ht himsell 
have been barred by the Statute 
of Limitations.—QUINTON wv. FRITH 
(1868), 21. R. Kg. 396.—IR. 


.+-Re BELLEW, O’ REILLY v 


WILLIAMS” #. 
176.—CAN. 


©. McDONALD 





an exXor. 


r. From execution of power of ap: 
pointment.}—THURESSON v0. THURES: 
SON (1899), 30 O. R. 504.—CAN. 


on assent t. Estate contingent on a particulai 


aving 
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Sect. 3.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 3, A., 


a svt 


1144. Other estate, right, interest or possibility— 
Whether appointee included.]—-Re DEVON’s (EARL) 
SETTLED ESTATES, WHITE v. DEVON (EARL), Re 
STreER, STEER v. DOBELL, No. 1054, ante. 


B. Estates Tail. 

See ie Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 21, 22. 

1145. Time runs from accrual of title to first in 
tall.|—The twenty years within which a formedon 
in the descender ought to be commenced under the 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), begin to run 
when the title descends to the first heir in tail 
unless he lie under a disability.—ToxLson v. KAYE 
(1822), 3 Brod. & Bing. 217; 6 Moore, C. P. 542; 
129 E. R. 1267. 


Annotations :— ld. Abergavenny v. Brace (1872), L. 2. 
eel ed eid. Doe d. Daniell v. Woodroffe (1842), 
eo ae Ke e 


1146. Conveyance by tenant in tail in possession 
—-Time runs from death of tenant in tail—Against 
issue in tail.|-Where lands were settled on the 
grandfather of the lessor of pltf., for life, remainder 
in tail; & it appeared that pltf.’s father, the first 
tenant in tail, after the death of the grandfather, 
thirty-seven years ago, entered & was possessed ; 
but that, for upwards of twenty years, deft. had 
been in the receipt of the rents & profits, & in the 
peaceable possession of the premises :—-Held: the 
father having entered, this was not a case within 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), so as to bar 
the lessor of pltf.; &, as the father could have 
conveyed an estate for his life, which would have 
been good against himself, but not against his 
heir, the possession of deft. must be taken to have 
been by the permission of, & not adverse to, the 
tenant in tail—DorE d. SMITH v. Pik (1832), 3 
B. & Ad. 738; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 385; 1 L. J. 
K. B. 105; 110 EH. R. 270. 


Annotations :—Expld. Austin v. Llewellyn (1853), 9 Exch. 
276. Refd. Tolson v. Kaye (1843), 6 Man. & G. 536. 


1147. -]}—On May 16, 1778, J. H., 
tenant for life, & Jane, the wife of James B., tenant 
in tail of a haar premises remainder to J. H. 
in fee, surrendered for the purpose of suffering a 
recovery, which was suffered, & the premises 
surrendered to the use of J. H. for life, remainder 
to Jane B. for life, remainder to the heirs of the 
survivor. The same day J. Hl., James & Jane B. 
surrendered a moiety to the use of the trustees of 
the marriage settlement of James & Jane B., their 
heirs & assigns, in trust for James, for life; 
remainder to Jane, for life; remainder to their 
eldest son, & four others, by name, as James & 
Jane should appoint ; in default of appointment 
to Thomas, the eldest, in tail ; remainder to James, 
the second, in tail; remainder to the third & 
fourth & other sons; remainder to the daughters 
in tail; remainder to the heirs of Jane for ever, 
with a power to the trustees, at the request of 
James & Jane B., to sell the moiety, & invest the 
proceeds in other estates, to be settled to the same 
uses, & with power to J. H., James B., & the 
trustees, unanimously to alter or make void all 
the uses, & to create new & other uses. On 
July 6, 1778, J. H., James & Jane B., surrendered 
one moiety; & the trustees, at the request of 
James & Jane B., testified by their joining in the 
surrender, surrendered the other moiety in fee to a 
bond fide purchaser, for an adequate consideration. 











event—Irom happening of the event., - 
STAOKPOOLH v. STACKPOOLE (1843), 
6 I. Eq. R.18; 2 Con. & Law. 489.—IR. 


eds Vv. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.—B. 
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In 1802, J. H. died, & in 1835, Jane B. died. On 
ejectment brought by the heir of Jane B., against 
a claimant under the purchaser :—Held: the life 
interest of Jane B. passed to deft., & therefore 
Statute of Limitations did not apply, since the 
lessor of pitf. had no right of entry till her death.— 
DoE d. BAVERSTOCK v. ROLFE (1838), 8 Ad. & El. 
650; 3 Nev. & P. K. B. 648; 1 Will. Woll. & H. 
BOO 5 6 ade Ue Ye te Hd y 


Annotations -—Refd. Scott v. Scott (1854), 23 L. T. O. S. 
27. Mentd. Davenport v. Bishopp (1843), 2 Y. & C. Ch. 
Cas. 451; Tarleton v. Liddell (1851), 17 Q. B. 390; Ford 
v. Stuart (1852), 15 Beav. 493. 


1148. .|—An estate being limited 
to the use of A. & his wife, & the heirs of their 
bodies, with remainder to A. in fee, & A. having 
died, leaving his widow, & G., an only son, & L. 
& H., only daughters, the widow, in 1735, by deed- 

oll, in consideration of an annuity granted to her 
i G., & of natural affection, granted, surrendered, 
& yielded up the estate to him in fee; & he after- 
‘wards, during her life, suffered a recovery. She 
died in 1767. G. died, without issue, in 1779, 
having devised the estate to trustees, to secure an 
annuity to B., only son of his sister L., then dead, 
& subject thereto, to W., eldest son of B., for his 
life, with remainder to B.’s second son. In 1790, 
W., on his father’s death, entered into possession 
of the whole estate, claiming under the will of G., 
& subsequently did various acts in the character 
of devisee for life. In 1814 he suffered a recovery 
of one moiety of the estate, & in 1816 conveyed 
the entirety to mtgees. in fee. In 1818, M., the 
descendant of I{., the other coparcener, suffered 
a recovery of the other moiety, which, it was 
declared, should enure, subject to the trusts of 
a term, to the use of W.’s mtgees. :—Held: 
although G., being estopped by the recovery 
suffered by him, was not remitted to the estate 
tail, no right of entry accrued to any one until his 
death, & therefore the period of twenty years, for 
the operation of Statute of Limitations against 
the issue in tail, was to be calculated from his 
death, & not from the death of his mother, & 
consequently W.’s entry, in 1790, was not barred 
by lapse of time.—DoE d. DANIEL v. WOODROFFE 
(1849), 2 H. L. Cas. 811; 13 Jur. 1013; 9 E.R. 
1301, H. L.; affg. S.C. sub nom. WOODROFFE v. 
Dok d. DANTIELL (1846), 15 M. & W. 769, Ex. Ch. 
Annotations :-—Mentd. Tarto v. Darby (1846), 15 L. J. Ex 

326; Spotswood v. Barrow (1850), 5 Exch. 110; Cowan 

v. Milbourn (1867), L. lt. 2 Exch. 230. 

--|/—An estate tail having 
been discontinued by a feoffment made by the 
tenant in tail more than twenty years before his 
death :—Held: the issue in tail might bring his 
writ of formedon at any time within twenty years 
next after such death, the period of limitation 
prescribed by Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), not running against him during the 
life of the tenant in tail.—CANNON v. RIMINGTON 
(1852), 12 C. B.1; 21 L. J.C. P. 137; 188 E.R. 
799; subsequent proceedings, sub nom. RIMINGTON 
v. CANNON (1853), 12 C. B. 18, Ex. Ch. 




















Annotations :—Consd. Abergavenny v. Brace (1872), L. R. 
cunck: 145. Refd. Austin v. Llewellyn (1853), 9 Exch. 
1150. —— ———.|—-RIMINGTON v. CANNON, 

No. 1068, ante. 

1151. tiaras than twenty years 
before the filing of the bill, & after the death of the 


settlor, X., under a mistake as to his rights, 
executed a conveyance of the estate to a deft., 


of tenant in tail—Against tesue in tail.] 


by tenant in tail Re SHAVER (1871), 8 Ch. Ch. 379.— 
death AN, 


rune from 


Part V.—Lanp or Rent. 


who immediately entered into possession. This 
deed was not enrolled. The only son of X. filed 
this bill eight years after the death of X., & one 
year after attaining twenty-one :—Held: his 
claim was not barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 23, & he was entitled to have 
the property delivered up to him, with an account 
of rents from the filing of the bill—MoRGAN v. 
Mora@an (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 90; 39 L. J. Ch. 
493; 22 L. T. 595; 18 W. R. 744. 

Annotations :—Reld. Mills v. Capel (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 692. 

Mentd. Olivant v. Wright (1878), 9 Ch. D. 646. 

1152. Conveyance by tenant in tail in remainder 
-—-Time runs from accrual of right of entry.]— 
A testator who was entitled to the equity of 
redemption in certain ffeehold premises subject 
to a mtge. in fee devised the premises to J. & 
another as trustees, on trust in the first place out of 
the rents to pay off the mtge., & he then gave £10 
a year out of the rents in the events which happened 
to E. & the remainder of the rents to J. & T. 
equally, & after the death of I. he devised certain 
parts of the premises to J. & the heirs of his body : 
T. died in the lifetime of E.; J. then joined in 
suffcring a recovery for the purpose of barring the 
estate tail, but neither E. nor the next of kin of 
T. joined in making the tenant to the precipe. 
The title of pltf., against which in this case the 
recovery was set up, accrued in 1837: pltf. brought 
an ejectment in 1852, but was forced to abandon 
it & to proceed in equity’; he filed his bill in 1855 : 
—Held: he was not barred of his title to relief 
by lapse of time, & in particular Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 23, did not apply 
to the case.—PENNY v. ALLEN (1857), 7 De G. M. 
& G. 409; 29 L. T. O. S. 41; 3 Jur. N.S. 278; 
5 W. R. 303; 44 EB. R. 160, L. C. 

Annclaen :—Refd. Morgan v. Morgan (1870), L. Rt. 10 Eq. 


1153. .|—A. was tenant by the curtesy, 
with remainder to his eldest son 13. in tail, with 
remainder to C. B. sold & conveyed the property 
to A., & levied a fine, in which A. was conusee :— 
Ifeld : there was no discontinuance, the remainder 
was not barred, & the title was bad. 

The eldest son was tenant in tail, & if he had 
been rightfully in possession as tenant in tail, 
the effect of the fine would have been to work a 
discontinuance, & as real actions are now abolished, 
it would have been impossible for the remainder- 
man to make a claim against the estate. But he 
was not in possession, because his father was 
tenant by the curtesy, i.e. tenant for life in 
possession, &, subject thereto, the eldest son was 
tenant in tail. The consequence is clear that 
there was no discontinuance, & whether the eldest 
son was in receipt of the rents or not does not 
matter (ROMILLY, M.R.).—ANDERSON v. ANDER- 
SON (1861), 30 Beav. 209; 4 L. T. 198; 7 Jur. 
N.S. 1067; 9 W. R. 492; 54 1. R. 868. 

1154. Conveyance by tenant for life—Tenant for 
life continuing in possession—Time runs from 
death of tenant for life.|—-By voluntary settle- 
ment, dated in 1778, lands were limited, after life 
estates to husband & wife successively, to trustees 
& their heirs to preserve, & then to the use of 
another trustee for one hundred years to raise 
portions, & then to the use of 'T. for life, remainder 
to trustees to preserve, remainder to the first & 
other sons of 'T, in tail, & in default of such issue 
remainder over. <A leasing power for twenty-one 
years, or three lives, was given to every tenant in 
possession of the freehold & inheritance. In 
1793, T. being in possession under this settlement, 
covenanted for good consideration to suffer a 
recovery by which the lands in question were 
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settled on himself for life, with remainder over, 
under which deft. claimed. In 1853 T. died. 
Pitf. claimed as the issue in tail under the estate 
tail limited in 1773 to the first & other sons of T. 
Deft. contended that T. took under that settlement 
an implied estate tail, which was barred, & with 
it all other limitations in the premises, by the 
assurances of 1793 :—Held: where a tenant for 
life executes a tortious conveyance, committing 
a forfeiture, under which, however, he takes 
equally a life estate & continues in possession, 
the remainderman entitled to claim on the for- 
feiture may, if he choose, treat the possession of 
the wrong-doing tenant for life as possession under 
the first settlement, & not under his own unlawful 
conveyance.—LEWIS v. REES (1856), 3 K. & J. 
132; 26 L. J. Ch, 101; 28 L. T. O. 8. 2293; 3 
Jur. N.S.12; 5 W. R. 96; 69 EB. R. 1052. 

A neotaton :—Mentd. Cooper v. Kynock (1872), 7 Ch. Arp. 


1155. Conveyance by tenant for life with estate 
tail in remainder—Time runs from estate tall 
falling into possession.|——Lands limited in equity 
to T., F., & F.’s wife E. successively for life, with 
remainder to the first & other sons of F. & LW. 
successively in tail male, with remainder to I. in 
tail general, with remainders over, were in the 
year 1835, without the consent of T. the protector 
of the settlement, by deed enrolled, reciting, 
contrary to the fact, the seisin in fee simple of F., 
conveyed by F., E. joining to transfer or bar her 
dower to a purchaser in fee simple; & the pur- 
chaser then entered into possession. T. died in 
1848, F. died without issue in 1859, & E. died in 
1873 :—Held: until 1873 the possession of the 
purchaser was a possession by virtue of the sub- 
sisting life estate, & not of the estate tail in 
remainder of F., &, consequently, was not a 
possession the continuance of which for the period 
of twenty years would, under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 23, bar the remain- 
ders over.—MILLS v. Cape. (1875), L. R. 20 Liq. 
692; 441. J. Ch. 674; 33 L. T. 158. 

1156. Resettlement by tenant for life & remainder- 
man—Estate carved out of estate of tenant in tail— 
Time runs from falling into possession of estate 
tail.|—Dor d. Curzon v. Epmonps, No. 1254, post. 


C. Reversions on Leases. 


1157. Time runs from determination of lease.]— 
Where A. was in possession of premises under a 
lease for ninety-nine years, determinable on lives, 
subject to a rent of £1 108. per annum to the 
reversioner, which rent had not been paid to him 
for more than twenty years before the commence- 
ment of the action, but of which there had not been 
an adverse receipt by any other person :—Held: 
the right of the reversioner to the premises accrued 
on the determination of the lease, & not on the 
non-payment of the rent.— Dow d. Davy uv. 
OXENHAM (1840), 7 M. & W. 131; 10 L. J. Ex, 
6; 4 Jur. 1016; 151 EB. R. 708; sub nom. DOE d. 
DAVEY v. OCKENDEN, H. & W. 4. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Newnan v. Godsill (1840), 5 
Jur. 170; Owen v. De Beauvoir (1847), 16 M. & W. 547. 
1158. ——.|—DoE d. ROBERTON v. GARDINER 

(1852), 12 C. B. 319; 21L. J.C. P. 222; 19 L. T. 

O. S. 168, 204; 138 BH. R. 927. 

Aneeaion :—Mentd. Hardon v. Hesketh (1859), 4 H. & N- 


1159. ——~-.|—The master of a charity having 
made a lease of charity lands to a trustee for 
himself, & died in 1823:—Held: the Statute 
ran against the charity from that time.—aA.-G, ». 
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Sect. 3.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 3, C., 
D., HE. & F.; sub-sect. 4.) 


PAYNE (1859), 27 Beav. 168; 7 W. R. 604; 54 
; 1. 


EB. R. 65 
Annotation :—Refd. Magdalen Hospital v. Knotts (1878), 8 
Ch. D. 709. 


1160. Surrender & renewal of lease—Whether 
time runs from date of renewal.|—-CoRPus CHRISTI 
COLLEGE, OXFORD (PRESIDENT, ETC.) v. ROGERS, 
No. 1141, ante. 

1161. .]—ECCLESIASTICAL COMRS. OF 
ENGLAND & WALES v. Rowg8, No. 1457, post. 

1162. -]—In 1805, R., then Chancellor 
of the Cathedral Church of St. Paul, London, & 
parson of the parish church of Ealing, granted a 
lease for three lives of the glebe lands & heredita- 
ments, of which he was seised in fee. 

In 1807, the tenants under the lease of 1805 
granted a sub-lease of part of the property for 
ninety-nine years, determinable on the dropping 
of the same lives as in the principal lease. The 
last of such lives dropped in 1874. 

On Aug. 24, 1832, the persons then entitled to 
the lease of 1805 surrendered such lease to R., 
& on the following day R. granted a fresh lease 
for three lives. The last of such lives dropped in 
1891. Pltfs., who claimed through R., had ever 
since the death of R., in 1839, received the rent 
reserved by the lease of 1832. Defts., claiming 
through the sub-lessee, had been since 1874 in 
actual possession of the lands without title. 
Pltfs. claimed recovery of possession & mesne 
anes on the ground that their title first accrued 
in : 

Defts. claimed to be entitled in fee, on the ground 
that pltfs.’ title first accrued in 1874, & they 
claimed the benefit of the Statute of Limitations. 
~——Hela: by the lease of Aug. 1832, an immediate 
estate passed to the lessees therein named, & not 
& mere right in the nature of an interesse termini 
to a future estate, to come into existence on the 
determination of the sub-lease; &, moreover, 
such lease was by virtue of the statute 4 Geo. 2, 
Cc. 28, s. 6, a valid lease, & was a lease which, 
passing an estate to the new lessees, prevented the 
grantor & those claiming under him, from seeking 
to recover the lands till that lease had expired ; 
&, therefore, pltfs.’ title did not accrue till 1891 
when the last life dropped.—ECCLESIASTICAL 
COMRS. FOR ENGLAND v. TREEMER, [1893] 1 Ch. 
166; 62 L. J. Ch. 119; 68 L. T. 113; 41 W. R. 
166; 9T. L. R. 78; 37 Sol. Jo. 66; 3 KR. 136. 

1163. .]—Two adjoining pieces of 
land, herein referred to as the foundry & the 
stable, were in 1819 & 1831 respectively demised 
by the same lessor to the same lessee for ninety- 
nine years or three lives. The leases contained a 
covenant by the lessor to renew in certain events. 
In 1846 both pieces & certain other lands of the 
lessee were assigned by him to trustees to hold in 
trust for the lessee for life & thereafter as to the 
foundry upon one set of trusts, & as to the residue 
upon another set of trusts. From some date 
prior to 1843, & down to the death of the lessee in 
1848, two portions of the stable property were 
occupied by the lessee as part of & in connection 
with the business carried on by him on the foundry 
property. After his death these two portions 
continued to be so occupied by the cestuis que 
trust of the foundry, & defts., their successors, 
without any acknowledgment, down to the date 
of this action. In Mar. 1856, the foundry lease, 

& in Aug. 1856, the stable lease, were renewed, new 
leases on the same terms for ninety-nine years or 
three lives being granted to the trustees of the 
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settlement. In July, 1890, a new lease of the 
foundry was granted to.the then cestui que trust 
occupying the foundry & the two portions of the 
stable property. This lease was subsequently 
sold to defts. In 1894 a new lease of the stable 
was granted to the trustees, which was again 
renewed in 1898. This renewed lease was in 
1901 sold to pltfs., who on July 18, 1901, com- 
menced this action, claiming to recover from defts. 
the two portions of the stable property which had 
been occupied as part of the foundry property :— 
Held: (1) pltf..s claim was not barred ; at the 
date of the stable lease of Aug. 1856, the pos- 
session in law of the disputed portions was in the 
trustees so as to enable them to surrender them to 
the lessor & to obtain a regrant from him, & 
Statute of Limitations did not begin to run against 
the lessor in 1856, but only in 1894, on the deter- 
mination of the stable lease of Aug. 1856; the 
occupiers of the disputed portions were persons 
claiming through a trustee within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 25, & the Statute 
therefore, did not run in their favour ; (2) assuming 
Statute began to run in 1856 against the lessor, 
the disputed portions became an accretion to the 
property comprised in the foundry lease, & on 
the determination & surrender of that lease in 
July, 1890, i.e. within twelve years of the com- 
mencement of the action, the lessor acquired a new 
right of possession, there being nothing to rebut 
the presumption that the encroachment enured 
for the benefit of the lessor.—East STONEHOUSE 
URBAN CoUNCIL v. WILLOUGHBY BROTHERS, 
Lrp., [1902] 2 K. B. 318; 71 L. J. K. B. 873; 
87 L. T. 366 ; 50 W. BR. 698. 

1164. Renewed lease invalid.]|—Deft. 
was in possession of certain premises, of which a 
lease for three hundred years was granted in 1599 
by pltfs., the corpn. of Canterbury, & which would 
expire in 1899. In 1892 an arrangement was 
entered into between the parties, by the terms of 
which, in consideration of the surrender by deft. 
of the old lease, pltis. agreed to grant her a lease 
for her life free of rent. Deft. duly handed over 
the old lease, & received in exchange a lease for her 
life, which was in fact invalid by reason of not 
complying with Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 
(c. 50), s. 108. In 1908 an action was brought by 
pltfs. to recover possession of the property. 
Deft. set up that as she had surrendered the old 
lease in 1892, & the lease granted to her was 
invalid, Statute of Limitations began to run from 
that date, & that, as she had been in possession 
for more than twelve years since 1892, defts. were 
not entitled to recover possession of the pre- 
mises :—Held: the lease of 1892, being an invalid 
one, there was no effectual surrender of the lease 
of 1599 which was given in exchange for it, & 
Statute of Limitations did not commence to run 
until the expiration of the old lease in 1899.— 
CANTERBURY CORPN. v. COOPER (1909), 100 L. T. 
597; 73 J. P. 225; 53 Sol. Jo. 301; 7L. G. R. 
908, L. JJ. 

1165. Adverse title acquired against lessee— 
Surrender of lease to lessor—Time does not run till 
end of term.|—-WALTER v. YALDEN, No. 1140, ante. 








D. Copyholds. 


1166. Grant to two for joint lives—When right 
of reversioner accrues.]-—Copyhold lands were 
granted to A. for the lives of herself & B., & in 
reversion to C. for other lives. <A. died, having 
devised to B., who entered, & kept possession for 
more than twenty years. On his death C. brought 
ejectment :—Held: the action was barred by 


Part V.—LAND or RENT. 


Statute of Limitations, for that C.’s right of pos- 
session accrued on the death of A., inasmuch as 
there cannot be a general occupant of copyhold 
land.—Dor d. Foster v. Scorr (1825), 4 B. & C. 
706; 7 Dow. & Ry. K. B.190; 4L. J. 0.8. K. B. 
38; 107 E. BR. 1223. 

1167, ——. -|—Dor d. JoHNsON v. LIVER- 
SEDGE, No. 1138, ante. 

1168. Allotment of common in respect of copy- 
holds—Time runs from death of tenant for life.]|— 
An Act of Parliament was passed for inclosing the 
waste lands within the manor of W. The comrs., 
by their award, which was made in 1800, allotted 
unto T. & the dean & chapter of W., according to 
their respective rights & interests, for & in respect 
of the ancient auster tenement, certain portions 
of the waste :—Held: J. was not barred from 
bringing an ejectment by Statute of Limitations, 
he having had no right of entry until the death 
of T. in 1826; nor by the clause in the Inclosure 
Act, whereby the award of the comrs. was declared 
to be final, inasmuch as the claim made by T. 
must be considered as having been made on behalf 
of all the parties interested in the copyhold tene- 
ment.—DoEr d. SWEETING v. HELLARD (1829), 9 
B. & C. 789; 4 Man. & Ry. K. B. 736; 8 L. J. 
0.8. K. B. 79; 109 EK. R. 293. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Doe d. Harris v. Saunder (1836), 
5 Ad, & Kl. 664; Bateman v. Boynton (1866), 14 W. lh. 





FE, Husband and Wife. 


See, now, Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 
(c. 75), s. 1. 

1169. Husband entitled in right of wife—Hus- 
band continuing in possession after death of wife 
tenant for life—Time runs from death of wife.]— 
A wrongful continuation of possession for twenty 
years after the expiration of a title, under which 
the tenant lawfully entered, constitutes such an 
adverse possession as will, under Statute of Limita- 
tions, create a bar to an entry or to an action of 
ejectment. As, where husband of tenant for life 
holds over twenty years after her decease.— 
DoE d. PARKER v. GREGORY (1834), 2 Ad. & El. 
i ee & M.K.B.308; 4L.J.K.B.19; 111 


Annotations :—Expld. Nepean _v. Doe d. Knight (1837), 
Murp. & H. 291. Mentd. Doe d. Leeming v. Skirrow 
(1837), Will. Woll. & Dav. 517. 

1170. ——~ Discontinuance of possession by 
husband & wife—Time runs from discontinuance.) 
—A feme sole, seised in fee, married, & she & her 
husband ceased to be in possession or enjoyment 
of the land, & went to reside at a distance from it. 
They both died at times which were not shown to 
be within forty years from their ceasing to occupy. 
The wife’s heir-at-law brought ejectment against 
the person in possession, within twenty years of 
the husband’s death, & within five years of the 
passing of Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), but more than forty years after the husband 
& wife ceased to occupy :—Held: the heir-at- 
law was barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 
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1833 (c. 27), 8. 17, though it did not appear when or 
how deft. came into possession, & though proof 
was Offered that the wife had levied no fine.— 
DoE d. CORBYN v. BRAMSTON (1835), 3 Ad. & El. 
63; 1 Har. & W. 162; 4 Nev. & M. K. B. 664; 
4L. J. K. B. 166; 111 E. R. 336. 

Annotation :—Distd. Jumpson v. Pitchers (1843), 13 Sim. 


1171, ——— Conveyance by husband without con- 
currence of wife—Time runs from death of hus- 
band.}—If husband & wife, being seised in fee in 
right of the wife, convey to a purchaser by deed 
without fine; the wife, if she survives, &, if not, 
her heir, may, on the husband’s death, recover the 
land, notwithstanding the purchaser may have 
been in possession for more than forty years.— 
JUMPSEN v. PITCHERS (1843), 18 Sim. 327; 60 
E. R. 127 ; subsequent proceedings (1844), 1 Coll. 13. 

1172. Tenancy by the curtesy—Possession by 
wife during coverture—Time runs from death of 
wife.]—The possession of the cestui que trust, under 
the trusts of a settlement, is the possession of the 
trustee, & gives the trustee a seisin of the estate, 
which is not interrupted by the death of the 
cestui que trust, but immediately enures for the 
benefit of the person next entitled to the equit- 
able interest; & notwithstanding the adverse 
possession of another party soon afterwards 
commenced, the ct. cannot presume such adverse 
possession to have commenced so instantaneously 
on the death of the first cestui que trust, as wholly 
to exclude the equitable seisin of the parties next 
entitled to the beneficial interest.—PaRKER v. 
CARTER (1845), 4 Hare, 400; 67 E. R. 704. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Wilkinson v. Fowkes (1851), 9 Hare, 

193; Doe d. Newman v. Rusham (1852), 17 Q. B 723; 

Doe d. Richards v. Lewis (1852), 11 C. B. 1035; Crofts v. 

Middleton (1855), 2 K. & J. 194. 

.|—See Administration of Estates Act, 1925 


(c. 23), s. 45 (1) (0). 





F. Ownership by One Party of Particular and Future 
Estates. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 20. 

1173. Particular estate barred—Possession by 
person entitled to subsequent particular estate— 
Future estate not barred.]|—DorE d. JOLINSON v. 
LIVERSEDGE, No. 1138, ante. 


1174. ——— Reversion barred.|—-DoE d. ITALL v. 
MOULSDALE, No. 1139, ante. 
1175. ——— Life interest & power of appointment 


in remainder—Power of appointment not barred.]— 
Re Drvon’s (EARL) SETTLED EsTATEs, WHITE v. 
DEVON (EARL), Re STEER, STEER v. DOBELL, No. 
1054, ante. 


SuB-SECT. 4.—FORFEITURE AND BREACH OF 
CONDITION. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 3, 4. 
1176. Non-payment of rent—Time runs from 
determination of lease.|—-The freehold of an estate, 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3.—E. 


1170 i. Husband entitled in right of 
wife—Discontinuance of possession by 
huaband & wife—Time runs from dis- 
continuance.}—Laud was granted by 
the Crown in 1838 to pltf.’s mother, 
who was then a married woman, & 
who had by her husband issue born 
alive & capable of inheri the estate. 
The patentee died in 1856, her husband 
lived till 1883. Neither of them, nor 
any of their heirs-at-law, were ever 
in possession. Deft. claimed b 0s- 
session, which began in 1853, ad 
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continued thenceforward without in- 
terruption :—Held: the patentee hav- 
ing been dispossessed within the terms 
of R. S. O., 1877, « 108, 8. 5, in 
1853, more than twenty years before 
this sult was commenced, the action 
was barred by sect. 44 of that Act 
notwithstan the continuation until 
1883 of the estate by the curtesy of 
pitf.’3 father.—Hicks ». WILLIAMS 
(1887), 15 O. R. 228.—CAN, 

a. Tenancy by the curtesy—Wife 
never in possession—Time runs from 
death of wife.}-—-FaRQUHARSON v. MOR- 
ROW (1861), 12 C. BP. 311.—CAN. 


PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 3.—F. 


b. Time runs from termination of 
articular estate.|;—Where a tenant for 
ife & the reversioner in fee convey 

property in fee simple by one deed of 

rgain & sale to one person, the lite 
estate does not merge in the reversion, 
& Statute of Limitations does not run 
eT the remainderman till the death 
of the tenant for life.-—SLADDEN v. 
Smuira (1857), 7 C. P. 74.—CAN. 


0, ———.] —- ADAMSON ¥. 
(1886), 12 5. C. R. 563.—CAN. 
G 
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. 3.—When time begins to run: Sub-sects. 4, 5 
& 6, A.] 

parcel of a manor, & demisable only by the licence 
of the lord, passing by surrender & admittance, to 
which the tenant was admitted by the description 
of a customary tenement, habendum to her & her 
heirs, tenendum of the lord by the rod, accordi 
to the custom of the manor, by the accustome 
rent, suit of ct., customs & other services, is in the 
lord & not in the tenant, though not holden ad 
voluntatem domini. But such an estate, whether 
strictly copyhold or not to all purposes, may well 
pass under the description of copyhold in a will; 
the intention to pass it under that description being 
apparent. Such estates pass, not by the will 

one, but by the will & surrender taken together ; 
& the entry of the devisee, after twenty years 
from the death of testatrix in 1780, but within 
twenty years after the determination of a lease 
in 1800, before granted by her, rendering rent, 
with a proviso for re-entry in case of non-payment, 
was not barred by Statute of Limitations, 16238 
(c. 16), having been made within twenty years after 
the old lease expired ; the devisee not Nelng bound 
to enter before, as for a condition broken, by the 
non-payment to her of rent.—Dogr d. CooK vw. 
DANVERS (1806), 7 East, 299 ; 3 Smith, K. B. 291; 
103 E.R. 115. 


Annotations :—Consd. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1823), Turn. 
& R.107. Mentd. Hume v. Rundell (1822), 6 Madd. 331; 
Bingham v. Woodgate (1829), 1 Russ. & M. 32; Thompson 
v. Hardinge (1845), 1 C. B. 940; Delacherois v. Delacherois 
Maa ee ew Rep. 501; Portland v. Hill (1866), 12 Jur. 


1177. Forfeiture of life estate—Time runs from 
determination of life estate.|—A. was tenant for 
life, with a power of appointment by will, attested 
by three credible witnesses. By will, attested by 
three witnesses, he appointed the lands to B. for 
life, & after her death to C. in fee. B. was one of 
the witnesses to the will, & the appointment to 
her was therefore void. On the death of testator, 
the husband of B. entered, & held the land till 
his death, which was three years after the death 
of B. :—Held: Statute of Limitations did not begin 
to run against C. till the death of B. 

It is analogous to the case of a remainderman, 
where there has been a forfeiture of the life estate ; 
he is not bound to insist on the forfeiture, but may 
wait the regular expiration of the particular 
estate; & Statute of Limitations does not begin 
to run till that time (TAUNTON, J.).—DoE d, ALLEN 
v. BLAkKEWAY (1833), 5 C. & P. 563. 

1178. —— -|—The terms “forfeiture” & 
‘* breach of condition’ used in Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), ss. 8, 4, are to be read 
in the largest sense, & extend to forfeitures which 
operate to accelerate an estate under a con- 
ditional limitation, as well as to forfeitures of 
which the heir-at-law only can take advantage. 
Ignorance of a condition annexed to a gift by will 
does not protect the devisee or legatee from the 
consequences of, not complying with the condition. 

An estate was devised in strict settlement, 
subject to a clause directing that every person 
who should become entitled in possession under 
the will should, on becoming so entitled, assume 
testator’s name & arms; & it was provided, that 
In case any such person should fail or neglect 
so to do for twelve calendar months, after he 
should become go entitled in possession, his estate 





PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 4, 344. IR. 
1177 i. Forfeiture of life estate—Ti 
runs from determination pe life cane 


CONNOLLY ». LEAHY, [1899] 2]. QR. 
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& interest should cease & the estate should go to 
the person who should be next in remainder & - 
then in esse, as if the person so failing or neglecting 
were then dead. <A tenant in tail, who did not 
comply with the clause, remained in possession of 
the estate for more than twenty years. At his 
death the next remainderman was in India, & 
being ignorant of his rights under the will, did not 
comply with the clause :—Held: the tenant in 
tail had not acquired a title by adverse possession, 
but on his death, by virtue of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 4, the remainder- 
man became entitled to the estate.—ASTLEY Vv. 
KEssex (EARL) (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 290; 43 
L. J. Ch. 817; 80 L. T. 485; 22 W. R. 620. 


Amnotations :—Refd. Re Quintin Dick, Cloncurry v. Fenton, 
pee) ch: 992, Mentd. Partridge v. Partridge (1893), 70 


1179. Forfeiture of copyholds.|—The lord of the 
manor is barred by the Statute of Limitations from 
entering for a forfeiture after twenty years.— 
WHITTON v. PEACOCK (1834), 3 My. & K. 325; 40 


BH. R. 124. 
Annotation :—Refd. Re Lidiard & Jackson’s & Broadley’s 
Contract (1889), 42 Ch. D. 254. 


1180. Fresh cause of forfelture—Time runs from 
original forfeiture.|—Re ORCHARD STREET SCHOOLS 
(TRUSTEES), [1878] W. N, 211. 


SuB-SECT. 5.—ADMINISTRATION. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 6. 

1181. Time runs from date of death-—Not from 
grant of administration.|—Under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), s. 6, time begins to 
run as against an administrator claiming a chattel 
interest in land from the date of the death of the 
intestate, & not from the date of the grant of 
administration.—Re WILLIAMS, DAVIES v. WIL- 
LIAMS (1886), 34 Ch. D. 558; 56 L. J. Ch. 123; 
55 L. T. 6383; 85 W. R. 182; 3 T. L. R. 99. 

1182. -|—On the sale by auction by mtgee. 
of a leasehold house, one of the conditions of sale 
provided that the purchaser should be furnished 
with an abstract of the lease, of the assignment of 
the lease; & of the subsequent title, & should 
not make any objection in respect of the ‘‘ imme- 
diate title ’’ between the lease & the assignment, 
‘* notwithstanding any recital of or reference to 
such title contained in the assignment or any 
subsequent document of title, but shall assume 
that the said assignment vested in the assignees 
a good title for the residue of the term.’ Subse- 
quently to the sale the vendor’s solr. communi- 
cated to the purchaser information obtained from 
mtgor. prior to the sale as to the intermediate 
title, & tending to throw suspicion on the vendor’s 
title to sell at all, thereupon the purchaser took 
out a summons under the Vendor & Purchaser 
Act, 1874 (c. 78), to have it declared that the title 
was not such as he ought to be compelled to 
accept. 

Time would begin to run, under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 6, from the death 
of [the underlessee] in 1873; so that there was: 
ample time for the acquisition of a good title by 
the vendor & the persons through whom she 
claims, & it does not appear after all the inquiries: 
that have been made that the vendor has not a. 





JENKINS ¢. JENKINS (1882), 3 N.S. W.. 
L. R. (Law) 35.—AUS. 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 5. 
11811. Time runs from date of death— 
Not from grant of admintstration.}— 


1181 ig. --——- -——-.}—Hours 
HuaHesy (1881), 6 A. R., 37.3.—CAN. 
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good title (LINDLEY, L..J.).—Re Scotr & ALVAREZ’S 
Contract, Scotr v. ALVAREZ, as reported in, 
[1895] 1 Ch. 596; 64 L. J. Ch. 376, n.; 12 RB. 
474, C. A.; subsequent proceedings, [1895] 2 Ch. 
603, C. A. 

Anno :—Mentd. Re Calcott & Elvin’s Contract (1898), 


tations 
67 L. J. Ch. 327; Re Wallis & Barnard’s Contract, [1899] 
2 Ch. 515. 


SUB-SECT. 6.—TENANCIES AT WILL. 
A. When Lessor’s Right Accrues. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 7, &, generally, LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXXI., pp. 36 et aeq. 

1183. At expiration of one year from commence- 
ment of tenancy—Or prior determination of 
tenancy.|—Where A., in 1817, let B. into posses- 
sion of lands as tenant at will; & in 1827 A. 
entered upon the land without B.’s consent, & 
cut & carried away stone therefrom :—Held: this 
entry amounted to a determination of the estate 
at will; & B. thenceforth became tenant at 
sufferance, until, by agreement express or implied, 
a new tenancy was created between the parties ; 
&, therefore, unless the fact of such new tenancy 
were found by the jury, an ejectment brought by 
A. in 1839 was too late, inasmuch as, by Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 7, his 
right of action first accrued at the expiration of one 
year after the commencement of the original 
tenancy at will, i.e. in the year 1818.—DorE d. 
BENNETT v. TURNER (1840), 7 M. & W. 226; 10 
L. J. Ex. 213; 151 HK. R. 7493; subsequent pro- 
ceedings, sub nom. TURNER v. DOE d. BENNETT 


(1842),9 M. & W, 643, Ex, Ch. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Dayman v. Moore (1846), 15 
L. J. Q. B, 324; Doe d. Goody v. Carter (1847), ¥ Q. B. 
863; Doe d. Baker v. Coombes (1850), 9 C. B. 714; 
Randall v. Stevens (1853), 2 K. & B. 641; Ley v. Peter 

(1858), 3H. & N. 101; Hodgson v. Hooper (1860), 3 BE. & 

K. 149: Lynes v. Snaith, [189°] 1 Q. B. 486. Mentd. 

Pinhorn v. Soustor (1853), 21 L. T. O. S. 92. 


1184. -|—Under Real Property Limi- 
tation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 7, the right of the 
person entitled, subject to a tenancy at will, to 
make an entry or bring an action to recover the 
land accrues ultimately at the end of a year from 
the commencement of the tenancy at will, though 
it may accrue sooner by the actual determination 
of the tenancy. 

In May, 1842, a father let his son into pos- 
session of certain land. The son continued to 
occupy the land as tenant at will until 1864. 
In 1852 the son, with the knowledge of his father, 
let portions of the land on weekly & yearly 
tenancies, & received rent for the same :—Held: 
the right of entry under the statute accrued at the 
end of the first year from the creation of the 
tenancy, & the right of entry in the father was 
barred by the uninterrupted occupation by the 
son for twenty years.—Day v. Day (1871), L. It. 
3 P. C. 751; 8 Moo. P. C. C. N.S. 152; 40 L. J. 
P.C. 35; 24 L. T. 856; 36 J.P. 118; 19 W. KR. 
1017; 17 EB. R. 270, P. C. 

Annotations :—Refd. Bobbett v. 8. E. Ry. (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 


424; Wimbledon & ey Commons Conservatorr v. 
Nicol eee 10 T. L. RR. 247; Jarman v. Hale, [1899] 1 


Q. B. 
-]—In 1801, D. being seised of land 
in fee, permitted his daughter J. & her husband 
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11851. At expiration of one year from 
commencement of tenancy.J—JONES ¥. 
OCLEAVELAND (1858), 16 U. C. R. 9. 
—CAN, 


1185 iv. ——. 
(1899), 30 
1185 v. 





11865 ii. ———,}—Amny v. CARD, MIL- 
LIGAN & CLEMENT (1867), 25 U. C. R. 
~~CAN, » 


--C 
O. R. 603.—CAN. 
upon his entry a tenant at will, & that ed at the expiration of a year & 
tenancy never has in fact time begins to run fro 
mined, the lessor’s right of entry first 
accrues at the expiration of one year, 
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M. to occupy as tenants ‘at will. D. died in 1837, 
after the passing (July 24, 1833) of Real Pro- 
erty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), but before 
he expiration of the five years allowed by sect. 15 
of the Act. He devised the land to J. for life, 
remainder to W. in fee. He also devised to J. 
an annuity charged, on other land. J. & M. 
occupied from 1801, to J.’s death in 1843, no rent 
being paid. After J.’s death, M. continued in 
occupation. On ejectment brought, in 1844, by 
W., the remainderman, against M.:—Held: W. 
was not entitled to insist that J. & M. had held 
under the devise to J.; but that M., although 
he had received the annuity on behalf of his wife, 
might rest his defence upon the occupation under 
the tenancy at will. Sect. 15 was inapplicable, no 
step having been taken within the five years. 
The action was barred, under sects. 2 & 7, by the 
lapse of twenty years from the end of one year 
after the commencement of the tenancy at will.— 
DoE d. DAYMAN v. MOORE (1846), 9 Q. B. 555-; 
15 L. J. Q. B. 324; 8 L. T. O. S. 211; 10 Jur. 

815; 115 E. R. 1387. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Jacobs v. Phillips (1847), 11 
Jur. 692; Randall v. Stevens s 853), 18 Jur. 128; Hodg- 
son v. Hooper (1860), 29 L. J. Q. B. 222. 

1186. -]—In 1781, the lord of the manor, 
with the consent of the tenants of the manor, 
granted to five persons licence to inclose three 
acres of the waste, & that they & their heirs & 
all persons claiming under them should & might 
lawfully hold the same so inclosed, in trust for 
the purpose of building a workhouse for the 
poe of the parish of M., rendering to the then 
ord & all other lords the yearly rent of 5s. for the 
same in every year for ever. The overseers & 
churchwardens of M. took possession of the land, 
& built a workhouse, which was used as such up to 
the year 1836. It appeared from the accounts of 
a deceased steward of the manor that the yearly 
rent of 5s. was paid from 1781 to 1791, & from the 

arish books that it was paid from 1825 to 1836. 
n 1835, the five trustees having all died before 
1817, & the heir of the survivor not coming in 
after due proclamations, the parish, in vestry, 
pursuant to a notice from the steward, in order to 
save a forfeiture, nominated seven persons, who 
were then admitted, on the payment by the parish 
of a fine, the entry on the roll being that the lord 
granted the land to them & their heirs, to hold by 
copy of court-roll & at the will of the lord according 
to the custom of the manor, with a similar trust 
to that in the grant of 1781, yielding & paying the 
rent of 5s. a year, etc. In 1840, there being no 
further use for the workhouse, the parish officers 

& trustees, under a resolution of the vestry, sur- 

rendered the premises to the then lord, who took 

possession, & had by himself or persons claimin 

under him held possession ever since. In 185 

the overseers & churchwardens of M. brought an 

action to recover the premises against defts., 
who were in possession, & claimed through the 
lord of 1840 :—Held: on a case stating the above 
facts, the ct. being at liberty to draw inferences 
of fact, pltfs. had not established that the holding 

by the parish officers had become adverse in 1883, 

the time of the passing of Real Property Limita- 





tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), & the lord had, therefore, 


1185 iii, ———.]—WILLIAM8 v. MoDon- 
ALD (1874), 33 U. C. R. 423.—CAN. 





when deft. became a tenant at suffer- 
ance. The effect of Real Property 
Limitation Act is that it is for the pur- 
pore of the statute only that the 

nancy at will is to be deemed deter- 


OPE v. CRICHTON 


m ate.— 


been deter- (1902), 22 
—CAN. 


McCowan v. ARMSTRONG 
C. L. T, 55; 30. L. R. 100. 


Ga2 


452 


Sect. 3.—When time begins to run: 
B. &C.] 

five years years after the passing of the Act during which 
he might have entered & resumed possession ; 
before the lapse of the five years a fresh tenancy 
at will was created by what took place in 1835, 
& that estate was put an end to in 1840, before the 
lapse of twenty-one years from the commence- 
ment of the tenancy; & pltfs., therefore, had 
failed to make out any title-—HopGson v. HOOPER 
(1860), 3 E. & E. 149; 29 L. J. Q. B. 222; 3 
L. T.149; 24J.P.435; 6 Jur. N.S8.911; 8W.R. 
637; 121 HE. R. 398. 

1187. Effect of creation of new tenancy—Time 
runs from expiration of one year from commence- 
ment of new tenancy.}|—The lessor of pltf. being 
the owner in fee of certain land, let it in 1817 to 
deft. as tenant at will. In 1820 he permitted 
certain persons, against the will of the deft., to 
cut a drain through the land. In 1823, 1825, & 
1827, stones were dug on the land by his order, & 
trees planted at different times. In 1829, deft., 
being a land-tax assessor, signed an assessment, in 
which he was named as occupier of the land, the 
lessor of pltf. as proper Deft. continued in 
possession of the land without paying rent up to 
the year 1840, when the present ejectment was 
brought. The judge having directed the jury 
that the acts of the lessor of pltf. amounted to a 
determination of the tenancy at will, & that if a 
new tenancy at will had been subsequently 
created by the parties, the lessor of pltf. was 
entitled to recover :—Held: that any act done by 
a landlord, with whatever intent, upon the premises 
of his tenant at will, for which he would otherwise 
be liable to an action of trespass at the suit of the 
tenant amounts to determination of the tenancy. 
The assessment was evidence of the creation of a 
new tenancy at will in 1820 & therefore, as the 
right of entry under Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 7, accrued in 1821, the direction 
of the judge was right, & the ejectment was 
brought in time.—TURNER v. DOE d. BENNETT 
(1842), 9 M. & W. 643; 11 L. J. Ex. 453; 152 
EB. R. 271, Ex. Ch. ; previous proceedings, sub nom. 
Don d. BENNETT v. TURNER (1840), 7 M. & W. 


226. 

Annotations :—Retd. Doe d. carer ae cote (1847), 9 Q. B. 
863; Ley v. gene stars H. & N. 101; Jarman v. 
Hale (1889), 6 L. Q. B. 681; Lynes v. Snaith, [1899] 
: we a 486. Menta. inkoes o: Souster (1853), 21 L. T. 


1188. -|—The proviso as to cestuis que 
trust contained in Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), 8. 7, applies only to cases of declared 
& express trusts, & not to the case of a person 
holding under an agreement to purchase. 

If a person who has agreed to purchase real 
property be let into possession, he is a tenant at 
will, & such tenancy at will is determinable by his 
death ; & if after his death his widow, who is also 
devisee of his real estate, continue in possession, 


Sub-sect. 6, A. 








1187 i. Effect of creation of new 








from date of renewal.J—Dor a. KINGs- 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


this is not a continuance of his tenancy at will, 
so as to prevent the operation of that statute. 
Therefore in such a case, where the person thus let 
into possession died more than twenty years 
before ejectment brought by the representatives 
of the intended vendor :—Held; it was too late, 
unless a new tenancy could be shown in the widow, 
the first year of whose tenancy was within twenty 
years before the ejectment; &ifsuch new tenancy 
were shown, no demand of possession would be 
necessary, a8 such new tenancy would be deter- 
mined by the death of the widow, which occurred 
before the ejectment.—DorE d. Stanway v. Rock 
(1842), Car. & M. 549; 4 Man. & G. 30; 11 
L. J.C. P. 194; 6 Jur. 266; 134 BE. R. 13. 


Annotations -—Refd. Drawimnoud: v. Sant (1871), Phi 6 
Q. B. 763: Sands v. Thompson (1883), 22 Ch. D. 


1189. ]|—When a tenant at ‘will is 
warned to quit, & afterwards has leave given him 
to remain on part of the property, this permission 
commences a new tenancy, from the date of which 
Statute of Limitations runs.—LOCKE (oR LOCH) 
v. MATTHEWS (1863), 13 C. B. N. S. 753; 1 New 
Rep. 322; 32 L. J. C. P. 98; 7 L. T. 824; 9 
Jur. N.S. 875; 11 W. R. 343; 143 E. R. 298. 


Annotations :—Consd. Thorp v. Facey (1866), Har. & Ruth. 
678. Refd. Day ». Day aD L. hk. 3 P. C. 751; Jar- 
man v. Hale, 11899] 1 Q. B. 9 


1190. J—A Penaay at will is deter- 
mined by a legal mtge. of the premises by the 
owner, & knowledge of the mtge. by the tenant 
at will. After the mtge. a new tenancy at will 
may be created between the parties so as to oe 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), to 
begin to run.— JARMAN v. Hate, [1899] 1 Q. B. 
994; 681. J. Q. B. 681. 


B. What Amounts to Determination of Tenancy. 
See LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 41, 


o 














C. Occupation by cestui que trust. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 
8.7. 

1191. General rule—Time does not run against 
trustee.|—(1) The object of Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), was, to settle the rights of 
persons adversely litigating with each other; 
not to deal with cases of trustee & cestui que trust, 
where there is but one single interest, viz., that 
of the person beneficially entitled. 

(2) A cestut que trust who enters into possession 
of land, becomes, at law, tenant at will to the 
trustee ; where, therefore, the equitable owner 
of an estate, a term in which has been assigned to 
attend the inheritance, is in possession, the right 
of entry under Real Property Limitation Act, 
1838 (c. 27), accrues only upon the determina- 
tion of the tenancy at will resulting from such 
possession. 

(3) Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 3, does not apply to the case of a cestui que 


27), 


land.)—Deft. went into Ngee vag of 


tenancy—Time runs from expiration of BURY v. STEWART (1847), 5 U. C. R. land as tenant at will to & re- 
oe a he hhh lb alg led of new 108.—CAN. mained in sy apegpeic upwa of twenty 

— d. WEPHERD _ v. f. Pp f { years :— : Buc nancy was no 
ie (1853). 10 U. C. R. 310.— the purchase shen bee eae in determined by an entry of the owner 
CAN. ossession of land under an agreement within twenty years th the consent 


1187 ii. ——— ———-.} —-Dor d. Peters to 
v. MCGLOYN (1858), 4 All. 189.—CAN. 


to run from such 





1187 _— ae he OOPER v. 
_— ON v. Aenea 
a: ——.}]— Whenever a new ten- 


ancy at will is created, this forms tena 


a fresh starting point for the running 
of Statute of Limitations.—Re DEFOE 
(1882), 2 O. R. 623.—CAN. 


e. Renewal of tenancy—Time runs h. Effect of 


purchase {s a renewal of the tenancy 
at Mill, & Statute of Limitations begins 


ame 


Preskes or yams ae into 
at sufferance—Time runs from 
ay fy one year from commence- 


ment o will, 
amr Cid 1P. E. [. 83.—CAN. 
owner entering on 


of the tenant pltf.’s right of entry 
was barred by Statute of Limitations. 
—Dor d. BOTsFORD v. TIpD (1863), 
6 All. 569.—-CAN. 

k. If the owner visita the 
lands in the character of owner, & 
exercises rights of ownership animo 

24, such visits may prevent 
tatute of Limitations from running 
in favour of the t at will.— 


tenan 
WoopHouse wv. Hoonry, [1915] 1 
I. R. 296 — IR, 


ent. pra 
ape al N. B. KR. 
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trust holding possession of land under the trustee. 

——-GARRARD v. TUCK (1849), 8 O. B. 231; 18 L. J. 

O. P. 338; 14 L. T. O. 8S, 547; 13 Jur. 871; 137 

i R498 5 on appeal (1850), 19 L. J. O. P, 232, 
x. Ch. 

Annotations :—As to (2) Distd, Melling v. Leak (1855), 16 


C. B. 652. Apld. Drummond v. Sant (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 
ies Aas to (3) Refd. Knight v. Bowyer (1858), 2 De G. 


J. 421; Locking v. Parker (1872), 8 Ch. App. 35, n. 
Generally, Mentd. Alleyne v. It. (1855), 5 K. eB. 399 ; 
Bateman v. Boynton (1866), 14 W. It. 598. 


1192. Proviso confined to actual express trusts. ]— 
Dok d. STanway v. Rock, No. 1188, ante. 

1198. .|—A. entered into arts. of agreement 
for leases of ninety-nine years from Lady Day, 
1768, of certain building land abutting on the 
Thames with the trustees of D., who were tenants 
in fee. Soon afterwards, by a private Act, A. & 
others were empowered to embank the Thames, 
& win part of the bed of it: & s. 2 enacted that 
the ground & soil of the river to be enclosed & 
embanked in the front of each house should vest 
in the owner of the house according to his respective 
estate, trust or interest. A certain portion of the 
bed of the river, fronting the land on which he had 
built houses under his leases, was reclaimed by A. 
pursuant to the statute, & he occupied it more 
than twenty years before Lady Day, 1867. No 
lease of the reclaimed land was ever executed either 
by the trustees or by A. ‘The leases, if they had 
been granted, would have expired at Lady Day, 
1867. No rent was ever paid by A. in respect of 
the reclaimed land :—Held: by the private Act, 
8s. 2, the fee simple of the reclaimed land was 
vested in the trustees; & their representatives 
were not barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), & were entitled to the reclaimed land 
at Lady Day, 1867. 

It may very well be that in construing the Act 
the terms trustee & cestui que trust are to be 
understood ... a8 an actual direct trust; not 
such possible eventual trusts as may, in case 
certain facts are established in evidence, be declared 
in a ct. of equity (BLACKBURN, J.).— DRUMMOND 
v. SANT (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 768; 41 L. J. Q. B. 
21; 25L.T. 419; 20 W. R. 18. 





Annotations :—-Consd. Sands v. Thompson (1883), 22 Ch. D. 
Q. B. 648. 


614. Apprvd. Warren v. Murray, [1894] 2 
Refd. Beighton v. Boighton (1895), 64 L. J. Ch. 796. 


1194. -]—Under an agreement by the 
owners of land to grant leases of houses, when 
erected on such land by the intended lessees, the 
latter became entitled to a lease of two of such 
houses at a peppercorn rent for a term of years. 
No lease of these houses was ever granted, but the 
intended lessees & their successors in title continued 
in possession during the term of years under such 
circumstances that a ct. of equity, if applied to, 
would have decreed specific performance of the 
agreement for a lease :—-Held: during such term 
of years Statute of Limitations did not begin to 
run against the owners of the land, inasmuch as 
they had not an elfective right of entry or action 
for the recovery of the land. 

An intended lessee so let into possession is a 
cestui que trust within the proviso to Real Pro- 

erty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 7, &, there- 
ore, the operative part of the sect. does not apply 
to his case.—WARREN v. MURRAY, [1894] 2 Q. B. 





453 


648; 64L. J.Q.B.42; 71L. T. 458; 43 W. R. 3; 
10 T. L. R. 573; 9 R. 793, C. A. 

1195. Possession of one cestui que trust—Ad- 
verse to other cestuis que trust & trustees.)— 
A. devised a messuage to B. & OC. in trust for D. 
for life & after his death,on certain other trusts. 
A. died in 1815. In 1818, pltf., who had married 
a daughter of one E., who it was assumed had been 
let into possession of the messuage by D., the 
tenant for life, succeeded E. in the possession 
of the premises & remained therein without pay- 
ment of rent to or acknowledgement of title in 
any one, until 1854, when the heir-at-law of B. 
the surviving trustee, the tenant for life being dead, 
turned him out :—Held: pltf. had by his adverse 
possession for more than twenty years, acquired 
a title as well against the trustees as against the 
cestui que trust; for that, although a cestui que 
trust who is in possession with the consent or 
acquiescence of the trustees may be regarded as 
their tenant at will, yet, if he is only allowed to 
receive the rents or otherwise deal with the pro- 
perty in the hands of the occupying tenants, he 
stands in the relation merely of an agent on behalf 
of the trustees who choose to allow him to act for 
them in the management of the estate.-—MELLINU 
v. LEAK (1855), 16 C. B. 652; 3 C. L. R. 1017; 
24L. J.C. P.187; 1 Jur. N.S. 759; 3 W. R. 595 ; 
139 LE. R. 915. 

Annotations :-—Distd. Drummond v. Sant (1871), TL. R. 6 

Q. B. 763. Mentd. Christchurch, Oxford (Dean & Chapter) 


v. Buckingham & Chandos (1864), 17 C. BB. N. 8. 391; 
Spencer v. Harrison (1879), 5 C. P. D. 97. 
by her will, 


1196. .| — Testatrix, 
devised real estate to trustees, their heirs & assigns, 
in trust for her daughter for life, & after her death 
to sell & divide the proceeds between four persons 
M., 8., T., & J., share & share alike. n the 
death of testatrix the tenant for life entered & 
occupied until her own death in 1857. On her 
death T. & J. entered & remained in possession 
until the death of the latter in 1874. T. remained 
in possession until his death in 1880. The trus- 
tees never in any way acted, so far as the real 
estate was concerned, & the property was enjoyed 
by T. & J., & after the death of J., by T. without 
interruption & acknowledgment :—Held: the 
legal estate in fee of the trustees was extinguished 
by the expiration of twenty years from the death 
of the tenant for life, & with it the trusts by which 
it was affected; & it would be wrong to ascribe 
the possession of T. & J., which was unlawful 
for all the purposes of the will, to the supposed 
lawful title which they each had in respect of one- 
fourth share of the proceeds of sale.—BOLLING v. 
Hosppay (1882), 31 W. R. 9. 

1197. .|—-In 1887 C. & seven other 
persons formed a private partnership, & immedi- 
ately afterwards C. conveyed to the eight partners 
certain real estate to hold unto & to the use of the 
grantees as part of the joint stock assets of the 
partnership. Shortly afterwards the business was 
converted into a limited liability co. & the Registrar 
of Joint Stock Cos. gave a certificate of incorpora- 
tion as of the date of the formation of the part- 
nership. There was no deed of conveyance of the 
property to the incorporated co., but in 1891 the 
co. conveyed it by deed to a new co. which in 1902 

















PART V. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 6.—C. 1195 ii. ——— 


1195 1. Possession of one cestui que 
trust-— Adverse to other cestuis que trust 
é& trustees.}—Adverse possession of a 
widow, cestui que trust, as against the 
trustees, will Inure for the benefit of 
her children, being also cestuis que 
trust, & cannot be set up against their 
title.—-ARCHIBALD’S LESSEE v. BLOIS 
(1854), James, 307.—-CAN. 


cannot 
meani 


estate.—_Murc 


.}—A judgment ap- 
porn ae cestui que trust as trustee 

extended beyond its ordinary 
so as tu take away & property 
of which the cestui que trust has become 
the absolute owner by adverse posses- 
sion, & put it back into. the trust 
HISON 
(1889), 17 O. R. 254.—CAN. 


1. Purchaser of land let into pos- 





session.}—A purchaser of land let into 
possession under an agreement to pur- 
chase an estate in fee is not a cestut 
que trust of the vendor within Statute 
of Limitations, 1833 (c. 27). He is 
a tenant at will of the vendor for the 
purpose of acquir title under the 
statute.—GLENNY v, RATHBONE (1900), 


v. MURCHISON 
20 N. Z. L. R. 1.—N,Z, 


ee 
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Sect. 3.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 6, C.; 
sub-sects. 7 & 8, A., B. & C.] 

agreed to sell it to a purchaser. Upon the pur- 
chaser’s contention that the legal estate was out- 
standing in the eight grantees :—Held: the legal 
estate in the grantees as such trustees was, in view 
of the undisturbed possession of the new co. 
since 1891, barred & extinguished by operation 
of Real Property Limitation Acts, 1833 (c. 27), 
& 1874 (c. 57), & the vendors had therefore shown 
a good title—Re Cussons, Lip. (1904), 73 L. J. 
Ch. 296; 11 Mans. 192. 


SUB-SECT. 7.—YEARLY AND OTHER TENANCIES 
WITHOUT LEASE IN WRITING. 
Sce Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 8; &, generally, LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXXI., pp. 49 et seq. 

' 1198. What tenancies included — Agreement 
not amounting to a lease.|—An entry in a parish 
book in the following form was signed by the 
ancestor of the lessor of pltf.: ‘I, J. H., do 
agree with the parish of W. to pay the overseers 
for the time being a rent of Is. a year, on, etc., for 
the tenement I now inhabit; which tenement 
I do hereby acknowledge to belong to the parish at 
large; but in consideration of my having been 
at a considerable expense in adding to & repairing 
the said tenement, the parish doth consent that 
shall continue in it during the term of my natural 
life, & that my wife shall have it for her life, pro- 
vided I regularly pay the rent, & am not found 
guilty of endeavouring to deprive the parish of 
their right thereto ’’ :—Held: this was not a lease, 
so as to take the case out of Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 8.—DOoOE d. Huck v. 
Ta (1848), 10 L. T. O. S. 414; 12 J. P. Jo. 
118. 

1199. .|}—In 1824, B. was let into 
possession of a cottage under an agreement, pur- 
porting to be a demise by the churchwardens & 
overseers of the poor of the parish of P., at the rent 
of 1s. 6d. per week, B. to quit on one month’s 
notice being given, etc. This agreement was 
signed only by one of the then overseers. The 
churchwardens did not sign, nor was there any 
evidence to show that they had assented to the 
agreement. JB. never paid any rent or made any 
acknowledgment. B. afterwards sold the pre- 
mises to deft. :—Held: in an action of ejectment 
brought, after twenty years, by the churchwardens 
& overseers for the time being against deft., as 
the agreement did not pass an interest it did not 
amount to a lease in writing within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8s. 8, &, consequently, 
the claim of the lessor of pltf. was barred by twenty 
years’ adverse possession._— DOE d. LANSDELL v. 
GowER (1851), 17 Q. B. 589; 21 L. J. Q. B. 573 
18 L. T. 0.9. 135; 117 E. R. 1406. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Hodgson & Harland v. Hooper (1860), 
6 Jur, N. 8. 911. 


1200. Tenancy from year to year—Rent paid— 
Time runs from last payment.|—A. let land to B. 
by parol from year to year, reserving rent payable 
in Mar. & Nov. The last payment of rent was 
in 1846; rent again became due in Nov. but was 
not paid. A. died in Dec. of the same year & 
B. retained possession. In ejectment by A.’s 
heir :—Held: the time under Statute of Limita- 
tions ran from the last payment of rent, & not from 








or ACTIONS. 


the death of A. as the case fell within sect. 8, & 
not within sect. 8. 

Semble: if sect. 3 applied, A. was not shown to 
have continued in receipt of the rent till the time 
of her death, so as to bring the case within it.— 
BAINES v. LUMLEY (1868), 16 W. R. 674. 

1201. No rent paid—-Time runs from ter- 
mination of first year.],—WEBB v. FoRDRED (1868), 
82 J. P. 804. 

1202. Holding under parol agreement for lease— 
Time runs from expiration of agreed term.]— 
WHITE & WONTNER v. WHITEWOOD (1897), 13 
T. L. R. 409. 

1208. Entry under void lease—Rent not paid for 
more than twelve years—Subsequent payment of 
rent—Statute runs afresh.|—-BUNTING v. SARGENT, 
No. 1106, ante. 

1204. Time runs from last payment of 
rent.| -WEBSTER v. SOUTHEY, No. 1107, ante. 

1205. What amounts to payment of rent—-Pay- 
ment by lessee—No payment by underlessee—Ad- 
mission that underlessee tenant to lessee.|— Lessor 
of pltf. in ejectment proved a conveyance of the 
land to himself fifty years before the action 
brought : he had not occupied ; but a person who 
had occupied proved payment of rent by himself 
to lessor of pltf., within thirty-three years of the 
action brought, at which time H. came into occupa- 
tion. No lease to H. was shown. 1t was proved 
that, within twenty years before action brought, 
H., being in possession, declared that he was then 
paying rent to the lessor of pltf.; & that after- 
wards, & before action brought, deft. had said that 
he was tenant to H. H. died before the trial :— 
Held: pltf. was not barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 2, payment of 
rent being duly proved, by H.’s admission, so as 
to satisfy sect. 8, & deft. being bound by the 
evidence which was good as against H.; & sect. 14, 
which requires acknowledgments of title to be in 
writing, was inapplicable to this case.—DorE d. 
SPENCER (EARL) v. BECKETT (1843), 4 Q. B. 601 ; 
12L. J. Q. B. 236: 1 L. T. 0.8. 143; 7 Jur. 532 ; 
114 WW. R. 1024. 














SUB-SECT. 8.—LEASES IN WRITING. 
A. Rent paid lo Wrongful Claimant. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), 
6. 9, & generally LANDLORD & TENANT, Vol. 
XXX., pp. 429 et seq. 

1206. Time runs from payment of rent to wrong- 
ful claimant.|—-Where property is under lease, 
adverse possession runs against the reversioner 
from the expiration of the lease, or from the time 
when the tenant pays rent to one claiming wrong- 
fully to be entitled in immediate reversion. 

A bill of discovery in aid of an action of eject- 
ment, filed in 1840, stated that in 1776 A., being 
seised in fee, granted leases of the property which 
expired in 1825, & that pltf., as heir of A., was now 
entitled to the property, for the recovery of which 
he was about to bring an action of ejectment. 
Deft. pleaded Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), & averred that pitf. had not been in pos- 
session or received rents for more than twenty 
years before the bill was filed: that deft. had 
entered into possession as purchaser in fee-simple 
in 1819, & had ever since remained in peaceable 
possession as tenant in fee:—Held: this plea 
could not, in law, be sustained ; for there being 
no allegation that the rent had been paid to any 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 8.—A, 
12061. Tine runs from payment of rent to wrongful cluimant.}-—-HAYES v. WOODLEY (1852), 31. Ch. R. 142.—1R, 


Part V.—LANpD orn Rent. 


one wrongfully claiming to be entitled in reversion 
immediately expectant on the determination of 
the lease, pltf.’s right did not accrue until the 
expiration of the lease in 1825, or within twenty 
years from the filing of the bill.—CHapwick v. 
BROADWOOD (1840), 3 Beav 308; 49 E R. 121. 

Annotation :—Refd. Williams v. Allen (1889), 5 T. L. R. 200. 

1207. —— Effect of distress by true owner.]— 
GRANT v. ELLs, No. 1037, ante. 

1208. Who is wrongful claimant—Receipt of rent 
by agent—Agent in fact true owner.]—Possession 
of an agent is possession of the principal; & the 
principal may acquire a possessory title to real 
estate by receiving the rents for twenty years 
through an agent, although that agent is the 
person really entitled to the estate. A person 
claiming, without any real title, to be entitled to 
land is a person ‘‘ wrongfully ’’ claiming within 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 93 
& that sect. applies, although the claim may be 
put forward under a mistake & without any 
improper intention to deprive others of their 
property.—WILIIAMS v. Potr (1871), L. R. 12 
liq. 149; 40 L. J. Ch. 775. 

Annotation :—Consd. Mitchell v. Mosley, [1914] 1 Ch. 438. 

1209. Agent husband of true owner.|]— 
B. died intestate in Dec. 1869, possessed of copy- 
holds held of the manor of Taunton Dene, which 
by the custom of that manor devolved upon his 
widow. He left surviving him, besides his widow, 
his son P. & two daughters, of whom one was 
pltf. Mrs. H. The widow died on Jan. 7, 1870, 
having by her will devised to her two daughters 
“‘ the share of her late husband’s estate ’’ that she 
took or was entitled to on his decease, to be 
divided between them share & share alike. She 
also gave them pecuniary legacies, & declared that 
she made this provision for them in lieu of the 
freehold & copyhold lands which descended to her 
son on the intestacy of her husband; & she 
appointed H., the husband of Mrs. H., to be her 
exor. On her death it was erroneously assumed 
that the Taunton Dene copyholds had, upon B.’s 
death, devolved upon P. as his customary heir, 
& from that time the rents were collected by H., 
& applied to the maintenance of P. until he attained 
twenty-one, in 1878, when H. accounted to him 
& handed over the title-deeds. P. continued in 
possession till his death in 1890, having devised 
all his real estate to defts. The facts as to the 
devolution of the copyholds on B.’s death having 
been discovered, on Sept. 25, 1900, an action was 
brought by Mrs. H. & her husband in her right for 
a declaration that they were entitled to a moiety 
of the copyholds under the will of B.’s widow :— 
Held: assuming that the copyholds passed under 
the will, inasmuch as P. had been in possession 
through H. from the death of the widow, the 
action was barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 5, it not having been brought 
within thirty years of Jan. 7, 1870, when pltfs.’ 
right first accrued.—HOUNSELL v. DUNNING, 
{1902] 1 Ch. 512; 71 L. J. Ch. 259; 86 L. T. 382. 

1210, ——— Severance of reversion—Payment of 
rent to reversioner of greater part.|—The reversion 
upon a lease was severed by a conveyance to pltf., 
in 1872, of a small part of the land out of which the 
rent issued. The rent was never legally appor- 
tioned ; no rent was ever paid to pltf. in respect 
of his part of the reversion ; but the whole rent 
continued to be paid, as before, by deft., the 


PART V. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 8.-—-C. 

m. Effect of noun-payment.j— Non- 
pee of rent reserved on a lease, 
hough for upwards of twenty years, 
does not bar tho lessur from recover- 








ing possession at the expiration of the 
term.— SAUNDERS v, ANNESLEY (LORD) 
(1804), 2 Sch. & Lef. 73.—IR. 

n. ——.]}—So long as the relation 
of landlord & tenant subsists as a legal 
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lessee, to H., the owner of the other part of the 
reversion, until Aug. 1875, when H. conveyed his 
part of the reversion to deft. The lease expired 
at Michaelmas, 1891:—Held: the payment of 
the whole rent to H. was not a payment to “‘ some 
person wrongfully claiming to be entitled to’ 
Itf.’s part of the land within Real Property Limi- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 9, & therefore time had 
not begun to run against pltf.—LAYBOURN v. 
GRIDLEY (1892), as reported in 61 L. J. Ch. 352 ; 
40 W. R. 474; 36 Sol. Jo. 363. 
Annotation :—Apprvd. Mitchell v. Mosley, [1914] 1 Ch. 438. 
1211. .J—MITCHELL v. Most¥y, No. 1111, 
ante. 





B. Leases for Lives. 

1212. Time runs from death of last life.|— 
Where a tenant of copyholds held for lives, & it 
was proved that certain persons occupied the 
premises after that tenant, it was presumed that 
they held under the title of that tenant, so that the 
possession was not considered adverse until the 
dropping of the lives. Consequently, until they 
dropped, Statute of Limitations did not begin to 
run; & the lord bringing ejectment within 
twenty years from that time, was held entitled to 
recover.—DEN d. SOUTHWOOD v. BLAKE (1827), 
6L.J.0.8. K. B. 141. 


C. Payment of Kent. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8.9; sub-sect. 3, C., ante. 

1213. Effect of non-payment—-Termination of 
tenancy may be presumed by jury.] — Non- 
payment of rent for the space of sixteen years, no 
demand being proved to have been made, is of 
itself sufficient evidence for a jury to presume the 
determination of a tenancy from year to year.— 
STAGG v. WYATT (1838), 1 Arn. 327; 2 Jur. 892. 

1214. What is sufficient payment—Payment by 
lessee to owner of rentcharge.|—Where the lessor 
of pltf. in ejectment had purchased the reversion 
subject to a lease for years, at a rent of £4, & to an 
annuity of £4, & the tenant in possession under the 
lease had paid the sum of £4 yearly for upwards 
of twenty years to the annuitant, until his death 
in 1830, & subsequently to his widow :—Held: 
it was for the jury to consider in what character 
the tenant made such annual payment, & if as 
agent for his landlord, the possession was not 
adverse; & the right of the person entitled to 
the reversion was not barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1853 (c. 27).—DoEz d. NEWMAN v. 
GODSILL (1840), 4 Q. B. 603, n.; 5 Jur. 170; 114 
KB, R. 1025. 

1215. ———- Payment of tithe rentcharge by 
tenant.] —By an agreement dated in 1891 D. 
agreed to let & B. agreed to take a farm which 
was subject to tithe rentcharges for a term which 
expired on Oct. 11, 1898, at a rent of £150 per 
annum, & in addition, to pay any amount assessed 
or charged by way of tithe rentcharge. B. 
entered into possession & so remained until the 
issue of a writ on June 9, 1911, in an action by 
the owners claiming possession of the farm, 
having throughout the whole period repaid to 
D.’s agent the amounts paid by him for the tithe 
rentcharge, but never having paid anything in 
respect of the £150 rent. 3B. pleaded his possession, 
& argued that, since by the Tithe Act, 1891 (c. 8), 


relation, the landlord’s right to rent 
is not barred by non-payment, for 
however long a period. Statute of 
Limitation merely cuts off the recovery 
of more than aix years’ arrears,— 
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Sect. 3.—When time begins to run: Sub-sect. 8, C. 
Sects. 4 & §.] 


his agreement as tenant to pay the tithe rent- 
charge was void, no inference adverse to his title 
could be drawn from the fact of such payments 
having been made by him :—Held : even assuming 
that the tenant’s obligation to pay tithe rentcharge 
was void, regard must be had to the continuance 
of the practice obtaining during the term of repay- 
ing the tithe rentcharges to the landlord’s agent, 
& B. was not paying them as owner of R. farm, but 
under the previous arrangement. The proper 
inference, therefore, to be drawn, was that there 
was a new agreement in 1899 creating the relation- 
ship of landlord & tenant between the parties under 
a tenancy from year to year, & pltfs.’ title not being 
barred, they were entitled to a declaration of their 
title & an order for possession.—NEALL v. BEADLE 
(1912), 107 L. T. 646 ; 57 Sol. Jo. 77. 


LIMITATION 


Sect. 4.—-ENTRY AND CONTINUAL CLAIM. 

oe pies Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 10, 1]. 

1216. Entry amounting to resumption of posses- 
sion— Entry _animo_ possidendi.]— Where resp. 
applied to bring land under the provisions of the 
Rea! Property Act (26 Vict. No. 9) amended by 
41 Vict. No. 18 & showed a complete documentary 
title & that he was in possession within twenty 
years before such application :—Held: the onus 
was on applts. who were caveators in possession 
to show that appct.’s title had been defeated, that 
is, that his entries on the land when vacant within 
the twenty years had been ineffective, in other 
words, had not been made animo possidendi or had 
eee made sis his title had been extinguished. — 
SOLLING v. BROUGHTON, {1893 i ; 

L. J. P.C. 21. peor a mete a 

1217, Judgment.]—-An ejectment & con- 
fession of lease, entry, & ouster, without further 
proceeding, not such an actual entry as will be 
sufficient to avoid a fine, or the Statute of Limita- 
tions.—-STERLING v, PENLINGTON (1739), 9 Mod. 
Rep. 247; 88 E. R. 428, L. C. 

1218. —— Necessity for execution.]—In 
an action of ejectment by a mtgee. against a 
mtgor., to recover a house, pltf. gave in evidence 
the mtge. deed, which included the house & some 
other property, & judgment in ejectment for the 
mtged. property obtained in 1847; & showed that 
a paper, suggested to have been the declaration in 
ejectment, was, in that year, served on the mtgor. 
3 that from 1847 a ts Ne who had till then 

een in possession of all the property, only held 
the house :—Held:; there was 6 ‘evidence of 
possession by the mtgee. or of the creation of 
& new tenancy under him in 1847, so as to prevent 
the operation of the Statute of Limitations.— 
THorRP v. Facey (1866), Har. & Ruth. 678; 35 
L. J.C. P. 349; 12 Jur. N.S. 741. 
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1219. Mere entry insufficient.|—-The mere 
entry upon land under a claim of right, & attempt 
to take possession, is not sufficient to prevent 
the operation of the Statute of Limitations.— 


Dog d. LOVELL v. SMITH (1844), 8 L. T. O. S. 
53, 126. 
1220. —— .|—This [Real Property Limita- 





tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 10] evidently applies to a 
mere entry as for the purpose of avoiding a fine 
which may be made by stepping on any corner 
of the land in the night time & pronouncing a 
few words without any attempt or intention or 
wish to take possession (LORD CAMPBELL, C.J.).— 
RANDALL v. STEVENS (1853), 2 H. & B. 641; 1 
c.L. R. 641; 283 L. J. Q. B. 68; 21 L. T. O.S. 
834; 18 Jur. 128; 118 EB. R. 907. 


Annotations :-—Consd. Locke v. Matthews (1863), 13 C. B. 
N.S. 753; Solling v. Broughton, [1893] A. C. 556. 


1221. .]}—BRASSINGTON v. LLEWEL- 
LYN, No. 1469, post. 

1222, ——- Removal of portion of premises— 
Declaration to family of occupant.|—Deft. being in 
adverse possession of a hut & piece of land, the 
lord of the manor entered in the absence of deft., 
but in the presence of his family said he took 
possession in his own right, & he caused a stone to 
be taken from the hut, & a portion of the fence 
to be removed :—Held: these acts were not 
sufficient to disturb deft.’s possession, under 
Real FrOpetty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 10.— 
Dor d. BAKER v. CoomMBES (1850), 9 C. B. 714; 
19 L. J. C. P. 306; 15 L. T. O. S. 903; 137 E.R. 
1078. 

Annotation :—Refd. Worssam v. Vandenbrande (1868), 17 

W.R. 53. 


1223. ——— Entry to give directions—Relating 
to user of land.|—A person using land as a garden 
for more than twenty years, under permission 
from the owner to do so, in order to keep it from 
trespassers, the owner from time to time coming 
on the land & giving directions as to cutting of 
trees, etc. :—Held: (1) he had not got a title so 
as to enable him to sue a claimant under the owner 
for a forcible entry. 

(2) Every time [the owner] put his foot on the 
land it was so far in his possession, that the 
statute would begin to run from the time when he 
was last upon it (ERLE, C.J.).— ALLEN v. ENGLAND 
(1862), 3 F. & F. 49. 

1224. Entire removal of adverse possession. | 
—If there be adverse possession of land, that 
adverse possession will be interrupted, so as to 
cause the Statute of Limitations to cease to run 
as against the true owner, by the true owner 
entering upon the land, asserting his rights, & 
entirely removing that which constituted the 
possession of the tortious possessor, & as a matter 
of law it is unnecessary for the true owner to go 
on & show that he continued in possession.— 
aoe v. VANDENBRANDE (1868), 17 W. R. 


1225. Entry after title extinguished.]|— 
SOLLING v. BROUGHTON, No. 1216, ante. 

1226. By whom entry may be made—Cestui que 
trust.|—-The entry of cestui que trust is sufficient 














1216 ii, ——- -—.]— ARNOLD v. 360.—CAN. 
CUMMER (1888), 15 O. R. 382.—CAN. 1223 iti, ——-——- ——-.}—WorkMAN 
0. ——~ —— Nature of possession v. ROBB (1882), 7 A. R. 389; 28 Gr. 
PART V. SECT. 4. for jury t ine.}—FRASER v. 243,—CAN. 


1216i. Entry amounting to resumption 
ossession—Entry animo ‘possidendi | 
here the true owner of land in 


1219 f. 
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fo. = aeterm 
FRASER (1864), 14 C. P. 70.—CAN. 


Mere entry insufficient.) 
— WILLIAMS v, MCDONALD (1874), 33 


p. By whom eniry may be made.) 
—<Occasional entries upon the land by 
a relative of deft. for the purpose of 


Petey ilar pert U. C. R. 423.—OCAN, cutting hay for several yaers after 
‘eo of his right enters upon any 

of the land which 1223 i. Emary to give directions deft. has left the land vacant has not 

the actual possescion of aripthan ke Relating to user of land.}—FosTer v. the effect of continuing actual 


entry is deemed to refer to 
land.—GREAT WrsTERN Re Ce 


Lutz (1881), 32 C. P, 166.—CAN 1228 il. 





EMERSON (1884), 5 Gr. 135.—CAN. 





SON v. Harris (1871), 


ossession beyond that time.-—BRITISH 


ANADIAN Loan & AGENCY Co. ¥v. 
——,}--HENDER- FARMER (1904), 15 Man. L. R. 693; 
30 U. CG. R. 240. L. T. 273.—CAN. 


Part V.—LAND or RENT. 


& ot 705) Statute of Limitations.—GREE v. 
OLLE » a8 reported in 1 Ld. R - 716; 
91 BH. R. 1877. aang isla 


Annotation :—Mentd. 
I Burr 358, td. Weller v. Goyton & Walker (1757), 


SEct. 5.—POSSESSION BY CO-OWNER OR 
RELATIVE OF OWNER. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 12, 13. 

1227. Former law—Possession of one possession 
for all.|—PaGE v. SELFBY (1680), Bull. N. P., 
5th ed. p. 102, N. P. 








1228. —-——.]— FORD v. GREY (LORD) (1703), 
6 Mod. Rep, 44; 1 Salk. 285; 87 B. R. 807. 
1229. ——.]— COPPINGER v. KEATING 


(1781), cited 1 Hast, at p. 577; 102 E. R. 220. 

Annotation :—Refd. Peaceable d. Hornblower v. Read (1801), 
1 Hast, 568, 

1230. J—Doe d. THorN v. PHILLIPS 
E. R. 275. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Pickwell v. Spencer (1871), L. I. 6 
Exch. 190. 

1231. Necessity for adverse possession, |— 
READING v. Royston (1703), 2 Salk. 423; 2 Ld. 
Raym, 829; 91 K. RB. 368. 

Annotations :—Refd. Story v. Windsor (1743), 2 Atk. 630; 
Hodgkinson v. Fletcher (1781), 3 Doug. K. B. 31; Doe 
d. Parkor v. Gregory (1834), 2 Ad. & El.14. Mentd. Allam 
v. Heber (1748), 2 Stra. 1270; Re Willatts, Willatts v. 
Artley, [1905] 1 Ch. 378. 

1232. ——.]—STory v. WINDsorR (LORD) 
(1743), 2 Atk. 630; 26 E. Rt. 776, L. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Page v. Lever (1794), 2 Ves. 450; 
Jefferys v. Smith (1820), 1 Jac. & W. 298; Jackson v. 
Rowe (1830), 9 Ju. J. O. S. Ch. 32; Fripp v. Chard Ry., 

Tripp v. Bridgwater & Taunton Canal, cte. Co. (1853), 

11 Hfare, 241. 

12383. —— -'—FAamrcLaAIM d. EMPSON v. 
SHACKLETON (1770), 2 Wm. Bl. 690; 5 Burr. 
2604; 96H. R. 406. 

Annotations :—Consd. Doe d. Fishar & Taylor wv. Prosser 
(1774), 1 Cowp. 217. Refd. Peaceable d. Hornblower v. 
toad (1801), 1 Hast, 568. 

1234. -I—Dor d. FisHar & TAYLOR 
v. PROSSER (1774), 1 Cowp. 217; 98 E. BR, 1052 ; 
sub nom. TAYLOR v. FISHER, Lofft, 768. 

Annotations :—Consd. Peaceahble d. Hornblower v. Read 
(1801), 1 Hast, 568; Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 
Jac. & W.1. Distd. Doe d. Thorn v. Phillips (1832), 3 
B. & Ad. 753. Refd. Chalmer v. Bradley (1819), 1 Jac. 
& W. 51; Price v. Bassett (1836), Donnelly, 123; Cutley 
v. Doe d. Taylerson (1840), 3 Per. & Dav. 539; Doe d. 
Millett v. Millett (1848), 11 Q. B. 1036. 

1235. -|—PEACEABLE d. HORNBLOWER 
v. READ (1801), 1 East, 568; 102 E. R. 220. 
Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Burrell ». Perkins (1814), 3 

M.&S8. 271; Dood. Reed v. Taylor (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 575. 
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SOR 
252.—CAN 


1241 v. 


PART V. SECT. 5. 


1241 i. Effect of statute—Possession 
deemed separate— Possession of co- 
owner.] — BEAUMONT wv. HOCHKINS 
(1889), 15 V. L. R. 442.—AUS, 


1241 ii, —— —— ———.}-A. being 
seized of a lot of land, died intestate 





regar 


v. HuGHSON (1880), 45 U. C. R. 








of several tenants in common enters 
& dispossesses a trespasser, he is, as 
his co-tenants, in 
simply as any stranger wo 
such possession does not enure to the 
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1236. ——- ———.]—-Dor d. HELLINGS v. BirD 


] 
(1809), 11 Hast, 49 ; 103 E. R. 922. 


fons -— : : . Taylerson (1840), 
Annotations :—Refd. Culley_v. Doe d y Mitte (1886), 


3 Per. & Dav. 539. Mentd. ie Mills, Mills v. 
34 Ch. D. 186. 
1237. ——.]—Dor d. SouTeR v. HULL 





(1822), 2 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 38; sub nom. Dor d. 
v. HALL, 1 L. J. O.S, KK. B. 37. 


Annotations :—Consd. Culley v. Doo d. Taylerson (1840), 
3 Per. & Dav. 539. Refd. Gresley v. Mousley (1859), 4 





Do G. & J. 78 
1288. ——- ——.]—Dok d. MILLETT v. MILLETT 
(1848), 11 Q. B. 1086; 17 L. J. Q. B. 202; 11 


L. T. O.S.175; 12 Jur. 649; 116 E. R. 760. 
Are :—Mentd. A.-G. v. Horner (No. 2), [1913] 2 

1239. Effect of statute—Provisions retrospec- 
eve.) CULLEY v. DoE d. TAYLERSON, No. 1017, 
ante. 

1240. ——.]—Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 12, operates to make the 
possession of tenants in common a separate 
possession, from the time they first became tenants 
in common, & not merely from the time of the 
passing of that statute.-—Dor d. Ilott v. Hor- 
RocKS (1844), 1 Car. & Kir. 566. 

1241. —— Possession deemed separate—Posses- 
sion of co-owner.|—(1) By a marriage settlement 
a husband became entitled to the moiety of an 
estate in fee, which moiety originally belonged to 
his wife. During the coverture the other moiety 
descended to the wife as heiress-at-law of her 
brother. 

The wife afterwards died in the husband’s life- 
time without issue; & the husband from the time 
of her death in Apr. 1815, till a sale of the estate 
in Nov. 1838, remained in uninterrupted possession 
of the entire property, without making any acknow- 
ledgment of the title of any other person :—Held : 
this was a case falling within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 5s. 15; & notwith- 
standing the husband’s possession of the moiety 
which descended to t..e wife might not be adverse, 
the heir-at-law of the wife not having made his 
claim within five years after the passing of the 
Act, was barred by the statute. 

(2) A constructive trust may be barred by long 
acquiescence.—Re MANCIIESTER Gas ACT, Fr p. 
HASELL (1839), 3 Y & C, Ex. 617; 3 Jur. 1101; 
160 E. R. 848. 


























1242. .}—CuULLEY v. Dor d. 
TAYLERSON, No. 1017, ante. 

1243. .|—DoeE d. Hott v. Hor- 
rocks, No. 1240, ante. 

1244. .|—In ejectment, by the 











heir of J. for two acres of land, it appeared that 
the father of J. more than fifty years before, had 


HAM (1921), 54.N.S. R. 258; 56D. L. BR. 
589.—CAN. 


1241 ix. ———- ——— ——.]—-Adverse 
possession as between tcnants-in- 
common depends not on a severance of 
the tenancy-in-common by partition, 
but on exclusive occupation by one co- 
tenant amounting to an ouster of the 
other.— AMRITA RAVJI v SHRIDHAR 


. +—-Where one 


ossession 
d be; & 


in the year 1811, leaving five children. 
B., hissecond son, took possession of the 
land, & exercised acts of ownership 
over the whole of it until 1824, when he 
conveyed it to deft., who afterwards 
occupied it:—Held: B.’s possession 
was not limited to his undivided share, 
but extended over the whole lot, & 
after twenty years the right of the 
heirs of <A.’s eldest son was barred 
by. Statute of Limitations.—Dor d. 

‘Kay v. ALLEN (1851), 2 All. 191.— 
CAN, 

1241 iii, —— ——— ———-.] —RYERsE 
v, TEETER (1878), 44 U. C. R. 8.—CAN., 

1241 iv, —— —— ——..}+—-VANVEL- 


benefit of his co-tenants.—HARRIS 1. 
Mupig (1882), 7 A. KR. 414; soc. P. 
484.—CAN. 


1241 vi. ——- ——- ——.. ]— PRIDE v. 
RovGER (1895), 27 O. R. 320.—CAN. 
RuportT (1904), 4 O. W. BR. 365; 25 
cC.L. T. 8; 8 0. L. R. 668.—CAN, 


1241 viii. ——. }]— Between 
co-owners the exclusive possession of one 
co-owner is to be regarded as adverse 
to the others, & such possession for 
the period fixed by Statute of Limita- 
tions is an absolute bar to the right 
to partition.— MCDONALD v. NUDDER- 








NARAYAN (1908), I. L. R. 33 Bom. 
317.—IND. 

1241x, —— ———_ ———., +} STEWART v. 
CONYNGHAM (MARQUIS) (1851), 1 I. Ch. 
R. 534.—IR. 


1241 xi. ——- ——— ———.}+-MuURPHY 
v. MURPHY (1864), 11 L. T. 189.—IR. 
1241 xii. ——- ——_ .}-—The open 





peaceable, bond fide, possession as oO 
right of a definite share of an un 
divided farm for the period of pre- 
scription entitles the possessor to claim 
registration of title to such share.— 
Ez p. MALHERBE (1904), 14 C. T. R. 
614.—S. AF, 
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Sect. 6.—Acknowledgment of title. Sect. 7: Sub- 
sects, 1 & 2.) 

ltf. is barred by the Statute of Limitations, or 
whether the effect of the statute has been prevented 
by a tenancy at will created between him & deft., 
a letter, written within twenty years of action, to 
pltf., by deft.’s land agent or rent receiver, inquir- 
ing on what terms pltf. will let the property :— 
Held: not to be an acknowledgment of tenancy 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 14, not being by the “‘ party in possession.” 

(2) Although in an ordinary case it might, 
coupled with subsequent possession, be evidence 
of a tenancy :—Held: not to be so where the 
parties were tenants in common, so that deft.’s 
possession would have been lawful, independent of 
any consent on the part of pltf. Semble: (3) to 
prove a tenancy at will under the statute, it is 
not sufficient that there has been a tacit 
acquiescence by the owner in an ward reece by 
another, but that there should appear to have been 
some actual assent to it, or a recognition of it as a 
tenancy.— LEY v. PETER (1858), 3 H. & N. 101; 
27 L. J. Ex. 239; 30 L. T. O.S. 367; 6 W. R. 487; 
157 E. R. 403. 

1262. ——— Must be by party in possession— 
Acknowledgment by agent.]|—LEY v. PETER, No. 
1261, ante. 

1263. ——- Acknowledgment by defendant’s 
predecessor in title.|—In 1871 a piece of land 
alongside a highway leading over a public bridge 
was enclosed & allowed to be occupied by W., 
who acknowledged the title of the improvement 
comrs. the highway authority. W. died in 1890, 
& deft. had occupied since & claimed to have 
acquired a title under the Statute of Limitations. 
There was evidence that before 1871 the piece of 
land kad been used for loading & unloading barges, 
& for turning cattle on when two lots of cattle 
would otherwise have met on the bridge :—Held: 
the piece of land formed part of an ancient high- 
way & no title had been acquired by deft.—Sr. 


A verbal offer by a person in adverse 
possession of land to lease it from the 
owner, or bidding for the land at an t 
auction of it by the owner, is not an 
acknowledgment of title within Statute 
of Limitations.—Dor ST. JOHN 
CiTy (MAYOR, ETC.) v. HASSON (1857), 
3 All. 451.—CAN. 

g. Acknowledgment to third 
parties not sufficient.}—RUITAN  v, 
SMITH (1875), 35 U. C. R. 165.—CAN. 

h. .}—HaAyes v. COLEMAN 
(1889), Cass. Dig., 2nd ed. 833.—CAN. 

k. -——— ——.]}—NvuTSON vw. HAn- 
RAUAN, [1924] 3 D. L. R. 173; affg., 
53 O. L. R. 99.—CAN. 

1. Agreement to peaks _ 
Where the party in possession signed an 








See Deed 


31C. L. T. 257. 
a. 
in joint 








r, ———~ Offer to purchase. }—DONOVAN 1264 iv. 
v. HERBERT (1884), 4 O. R. 635.—CAN. 

. Payment 
pation.}—-The only evidence as to in- 
terruption of prescription consisted of 1264 vi. 
& letter enclosing a cheque in pay- 
ment for *‘ use of your interest in C. —IR 
River this year, with the understanding 
that the navigation of the river is not 
to be prevented ” :—Held ; the memo- 
randum was too vague to servo as an 
interruptive acknowledgment. — CAP 
RouGe Prer, WuHarr & Dock 
DUCHESNAY ui. 448. C. R. 130; 

AN, 


Tenanis in common— Action 
numes.]—Where one of two 
tenants in common had possession of 


LimMIvaTION OF ACTIONS. 


Ives CoRPN. v. WADSWORTH (1908), 72 J. P. 73; 
6 L. G. R. 306. 

1264. Acknowledgment after title extinguished.] 
—SANDERS v. SANDERS, No. 3250, ante. 

1265. Acknowledgment for part of perlod—Pre- 
sumption of acknowledgment as to remainder.|— 
SANDERS v. SANDERS, No. 1250, ante. 

1266. Evidence rebutting acknowledgment—Ad- 
missibility of fresh evidence—-On appeal.j — 
SANDERS v. SANDERS, No. 1250, ante. 

Redemption of mortgage.] — See Sect. 12, sub- 
sect. 2, B., post. 


Sect. 7.—DISABILITIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 


See Real yropersy, Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 3, 4, 7-9, 14; Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874 (c. 57), ss. 1, 2. 

1267. Heir under disability—Death of ancestor 
under disability—Heir protected.]|—CoTrTron’s CAsE 
(1591), 1 Leon. 211; 74 E. R. 194; sub nom. SMY 
v. JUNE, Cro. Eliz. 219. 

Annotations :—Consd. Benyon v. Evelyn (1664), O. Bridg. 
324. Refd. Dighton v. Greenvil (1690), 2 Vent. 321. 
Mentd. Foot v. Berkley (1670), 1 Vent. 83; Bagshaw v. 
Spencer (1743), 2 Atk. 570; Goodright d. Fowler v. 
Forrester (1807), 8 East, 552. : 

1268. Continuing until death—Right of 
heir to heir.|—A. seised in fee of lands dies leaving 
B. his heir, afeme covert. Upon his death a stranger 
makes a tortious entry on the lands, continues in 
possession, & levies a fine sur cognizance de droit 
come ceo with proclamations. 3B. afterwards dies 
under coverture, no entry having been made, on her 
behalf to avoid the fine, leaving ©. her heir of the 
age of twenty-one, of sound mind, out of prison, 
& within the realm. The fine is a bar to the right 
of C., unless he make his claim within five years 
after the death of B. 

The rights of those persons who were under 
disabilities & of their heirs, were saved as long as 





.] — BriaLle wv. DAKE 
(1877), 42 U. C. R. 250.—CAN. 
1264 v. .}—HILLock v. SUTTON 
(1893), 2 O. R. 548.—CAN, 
.}—Re M‘CLuRE & GAR- 
RETI’s CONTRACT, [1899] 1 I. R. 225. 








for use & occu- 





1264 vii. .}~Where the adverse 
ossession of land has continued 
eyond the period fixed by Statute of 

Limitations, no subsequent acknow- 
ledgment of title or payment of rent will 
revive the title —KAWA v. CAMERON, 
[1916] N. Z. L. R. 703.—N.Z. 


0. When time begins tv run.j— 


The moment after an acknowledgment 
of title within the meaning of Statute 





Co, v. 


agreement to purchase the land from 
pee :-~Held: this, pelng an acknow- 
edgment of pltf.’s title by the person 
in possession, took the case out of the 
statute.—Canuac v. COCHRANE (1877), 
41 U. C. Ri, 436.—CAN, 

m. ——~ Acknowledgment to agent.) 
—GREENSHIELDS v. BRADFORD (1881), 
28 Gr. 299.—CAN. 





n. ——.]—CansaDa Co. v. 
DovuaGuas (1877), 27 ©. P. 8339.—CAN. 

.o-——- ——.] —~ FrERGUSON . 
WHELAN (1877), 28 C. P. 112.—CAN, 

Dp. ./-A proposal to pur- 
chase is an acknowledgment of title 
within 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, 8. 14, & the 
solr, having carriage is an agent within 


hat sect. to receive it.—JOHNSTON 4%. 
Situ, [1896] 2 I. R. 82,—IR. 


_ ~~~ Application for leave to cut 
timber.}—Hooxen . Mo 
28 Gr. 369.—CAN, MORRISON (1881), 








the land as against his co-tenant, 
the br of an action of eject- 
ment in thefr joint names, & entry 
of judgment therein, gives a fresh right 
of entry to both & interrupts the 
prescription accruing in favour of the 
tenant in possession.—HANDLEY v. 
AROHIBALD (1898), 32 N. S. R. 1; 
affd. on appeal, 30 S. C. R. 130.—CAN. 


_b. —— Unexecuted decree for posses- 
se v, DOYLE, [1914]2 1. R. 

12641. Acknowledgment after title ex- 
tinguished.}—An acknowledgment in 
writing after the twenty years will 
not revive a title which the twenty 
ho. possession has extinguished.— 

CE d. PERRY v. HENDERSON (1847), 
3 U. C. R. 486.—CAN. 

1264 ii. ——-.}—MoDona.Lp v. MoIN- 
er (1852), 8 U. C. R, 388.—CAN. 

1264 ili. ——.}-- MCINTYRE pv. CANADA 
Co. (1871), 18 Gr B67 COA. 


of Limitations is made, the time begins 
to run against the person to whom It is 
made.— BURROUGHS v. M‘CREIGHT 
(1844), 1 Jo. & Lat. 290.—IR. 


PART V. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT, 1. 


d. Absence beyond the ee a or 
ejectment, absence of pitf. beyond the 
seas at the time when his right accrued, 
is a disability which oxtends the period 
of limitations.— HENLEY v. DUMPHY 
(1878), 4 V. L. It. (L.) 291.— AUS, 


high treasen, fied from the Province, 
leaving his family on the Pe ya ate 
in question, & they afterwa: oined 
him in the enemy's country :—Held: 
the circumstances of his leaving should 
have been considered by the jury as 
conclusive of an intention to abandon 
the poseencn > & it could not be 
said that, leaving his family in pos- 
session was the same as remaining 





Part V.—LANpD or REN. 


the disabilities continued, & five years after, but 
no longer; therefore, the heir not being himself 
act. was barred unless he pursued his right 
within the five years after it accrued by the death 
of his ancestor dying under a diability; & con- 
sequently pltf. in this case was prevented by the 
fine from recovering the lands in question (per 
CuR.).—DILLON v. LEMAN (1795), 2 Hy. BI. 584; 
126 B. R. 717. 

1269. Redemption of mortgage—Disability pro- 
ee inapplicable.]|—RaFrety v. KING, No. 1398, 
post. 

1270. -]—~ Under the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), the twelve years’ 
bar to a redemption suit from the time when the 
mtgee. took possession or from the last written 
acknowledgment is absolute & not to be extended 
by reason of any disability of the mtgor.— 
FORSTER v. PATTERSON (1881), 17 Ch. D. 182 ; 50 
L. J. Ch. 603; 44 L. T. 465; 29 W. R. 463. 

1271. -|—The rule that prevailed prior 
to Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), that 
no lapse of time barred the right of a mtgor. of 
lands to redeem the whole provided he held 
possession of part has been abolished by sect. 28 
of the statute. Accordingly, where a mtgee. has 
been in undisturbed possession of part of the land 
comprised in the mtge. for upwards of twenty 
years, the right of the mtgor. to redeem was held 
to be barred by that sect., although he held 
possession of the remainder of the land. Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (ec. 27), s. 16, 
saving the rights of persons under disability, such 
as absence beyond seas, does not apply as between 
a mtgor. & mtgee.—KINsMAN v. RovusE (1881), 17 
Ch. D. 104; 50 L. J. Ch. 486; 44 L. T. 597; 29 
W. R. 627. 














SUB-SECT. 2.—INFANCY. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 3, 4, 7-9, 14; Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874 (c. 57), ss. 1, 2, 3. 

1272. Delay after disability removed—MajJority 
attained—No entry for six rad An infant who 
neglects to enter six years after he comes of age is 
as much barred by the Statute of Limitations from 
bringing a bill for an account of profits, as he is 
from an action of account at common law.— 





himself; the discontinuance com- 
menced when they left; &, being 
abroad then, pitf. was entitled to the 
benefit of tho disability —BuTLER & 


334.—CAN. 





PETRE v. MAILLOUX (1858), 8 C. P. 


PART V. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 2. 
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Lockry v. Lockny (1719), Prec. Ch. 518; 1 Eq. 
Cas. Abr. sai ; ee E. R. 232, ear aes 
Annotations :—Reld. Skirme v. Meyric om. ; 
Hony v. Hony (1824), 1 Sim. & St. 568; Hicks v. Sallitt 
(1854), 3 De G. M. & G. 782; Knox v. Gye (1872), L. R. 
5 H. L. 656; Friend v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 421; H 
vv. Hammond (1913), 108 L. T. 729. entd. Sturt v. 
Mellish (1743), 2 Atk. 610; Maddison v. Alderson (1883), 
8 App. Cas. 467. 


1278. Possession on behalf of infant—Time does 
not run—Possession by parent.]—L. died seised of 
freehold premises, leaving a widow, & a son by 
her, R., his heir-at-law, twelve years old. The 
widow entered into receipt of the rents, & two 
years afterwards married again, & went to reside 
on the premises, which she occupied with her 
second husband during his life, & from his death 
until her own, the whole period of such occupation 
by her being more than fifty years. During her 
occupation she frequently said that the premises, 
after her death, belonged to R.; but she left a 
will, devising the property to H., her son by her 
second husband, & describing it as having 
descended to her from her mother. After her 
death H., then in possession, promised that he 
would sign an agreement to rent the premises 
under R. but he never did sign it :-—Held: upon 
these facts, a jury was not bound to find an adverse 
possession by the widow during the fifty years.— 
Dor d. RoFFEY v. HARBROW (1833), 3 Ad. & El. 
67,n.; 1 Nev. & M. K. B. 422; 111 E. R. 338. 

1274. -J—In 1832 pltf., then an 
infant, became entitled to real estate in fee & his 
father entered into possession. In 1836, pltf. 
attained his majority. In 1852 the father died, 
having continued in possession of the property 
down to the time of his death. In 1854 pltf. 
filed his bill against the devisees of his father for 
an account of the rents & profits:—Held: the 
entry of the father in 1832 must be taken to have 
been as guardian of the infant & not as a tres- 
passer; & the Statute of Limitations, therefore, 
could not be set up.—THOMAS v. THOMAS (1855), 2 
K.& J.79; 25L. J. Ch. 159; 1 Jur. N.S. 1160; 
4W. RR. 135; 69 E. R. 701. 


Annotations :—Consd. Polly v. Bascombe (1863), 4 Giff. 390 ; 
Tinker v. hodwell (1893), 69 L. T. 591. efd. Wall v. 
Stanwick (1887), 34 Ch. D. 763; Corea v. reo na ar 2 
(1912] A. C. 230; Muttunayagam v. Brito, [1918] A. C. 
895. Mentd. Re Biss, Biss v. Biss, [1903] 2 Ch. 40. 
1275. .|—A father was entitled 

in fee to an undivided moiety of gavelkind land, 

& other moiety of which belonged to his wife in 











————e 





(1915), 9 O. W. N. 196; 34 0. L. R. 
632.—CAN. 
1273 ii. ——- 


——ee 


_— .}—MacCor- 
MACK v. COURTNEY, [1895] 2 I. 


Kt. 97. 
MoNBIL v. DONALDSON (1855), 12 m. Dela on dfht —IR 
C jé y after disability removed . 
U.O. R, 255. AN. —Majority attained—No entry for 1273 iii. ——~- ——- ———.]—- DUNCAN 
f. -}—The right even to per- statutory period.|}—SHaw v. SHAW v. DUNCAN, [1920] N.Z. L. R. 108.— 
sons beyond seas to bring an action N.Z. 


for the recovery of land within ten 
years after the disability ceases does 
not suspend the right of action during 
the person’s absence.—Dog d. FitTz- 
GERALD v. MAXWELL (1865), 6 All. 
233.—CAN. 
. ——.}—Twiss v. NOBLETT (1869), 

4 f R. Kq. 64.—IR. 

h. —— Termination of disability 
—Onus of proof.J-—TULLIDGE v. ORR 
(1855), 1 P. E. I. 108.—CAN. 


a ETE, 


——ee 





k. rar ernie ee ——.}--CARR Vv. 
). Period of limitation.) — Forty 
years are allowed for the bringing of 
actions for land or rent in case of 


(1858), 8 C. P. 270.— CAN. 


n. —, 
CHELL (1894), 27 N.S. R. 235.—CAN. 


o.— —— ——.}—-LAMBERT 1. 
BROWNE (1871), I. R. 5C. L. 218.— IR, 


p. —.}+—Re MAGUIRE 
& M’CLELLAND’s tak oleracea 1 
I. R. 393 > 42 I. L. T. 182.— e 


1278 i, Possession on behalf of infant 
——Lime does not run—Possession b 
parent.}—There is no irrebuttable 
sumption in the case of a 
infant child entitled to undivided shares 
in land as tenants in common, that the 

arent in possession holds as ‘‘ bailiff ’”’ 
n respect of the share of the child out 
of possession; the question for whom 


J—SHEA v. BUR- . Possession by guar- 
dian.}—During minority the guardian 
is a trustee of the lands for the infant, 
& cannot acquire a title to them by 
posse but after the majority of the 

ant the possession of the guardian 
changes its character & becomes that 
of a stranger, & Statute of Limitations 
runs in favour of the guardian or those 
claiming under him.—CLARKE v. Mac- 


arent & r, Possession by stranger. 
—MoMAHON v. HastTINGs, [1913] 1 
I. R. 395.—IR. 


t. Possession not as bailiff of infant 
—Time runs from date of adverse posses- 


Te 











llities. The term of forty years, the possession was taken & held is age worn a rCAN, Peete 
however, is not a universal bar. always a question of fact, though are ere ‘ 
Mab years forms the regular bar. ordinarily the finding should be that ; rson 


ut the twenty years run only from 
the time the right first acocrued.— 


the possession of the 
the child.—Fry & 


a. —Where a 
enters upon the lands of infants, not 
being a father or guardian, or standing 


arent is that of 
OORE Vv. SPEARE 
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Sect. 7.—Disabilities: Sub-sects. 2, 3, 4 & 5. 
Sect. 8.] 

fec. She died in May, 1870, leaving two sons, 8. 


& J. J. wasthenaninfant. He attained twenty- 
one in 1877 & died in May, 1884. Onthe mother’s 
death her moiety descended to her two sons in 
equal shares, as her co-heirs by the custom of 
gavelkind, but the father was by that custom 
entitled to a moiety of the rents of her moiety so 
long as he remained a widower. On the mother’s 
death he entered into the receipt of the whole of the 
rents of her moiety, & continued in possession, 
without accounting to his sons or acknowledging 
their title in writing, for more than twelve years. 
On the death of J., 1884, his interest descended to 
his brother S. as heir of the mother. In Feb. 1884, 
the father had married a second wife, & in Nov. 
1884, he died :—Held: (1) as to that one-eighth 
of the property to which J. became entitled in 
possession on the death of his mother, the father 
must be taken to have entered into receipt of the 
rents as bailiff for his infant son, & consequently 
the title of J. was not barred by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 12, & his brother 
S. was entitled to that one-eighth; (2) as to S.’s 
own one-eighth the same presumption did not arise 
& there being no evidence that the father had 
received rents as agent for S., or had before the 
expiration of the statutory period acknowledged 
his title in writing, or accounted to him for the 
rents, the title of S. to that one-eighth was barred 
by the statute.—Re Hopss, Hoss v. WADE (1887), 
36 Ch. D. 553; 57 L. J. Ch. 184; 58 L. T. 9; 36 
W. R. 445. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Tinker v. Rodwell (1893), 69 
L. T. 591. Generally, Refd. Garner v. Wingrove (1905), 


53 W. R. 588. 
-|—— Where a father has 








1276. —— 
entered into possession of real property as natural 
guardian, & on behalf of his infant son, the mere 
fact of the coming of age of the son will not alter 
the nature of the father’s possession: & if nothing 
else has been done to change the character of the 
possession, Statute of Limitations will not begin 
to run in favour of a person claiming against the 
son, until the death of the father.—TINKER v. 
ea (1893), 69 L. T. 591; 9 T. L. R. 657; 
8 R. 1. 

1277, —— Possession by uncle.]|—Tes- 
tator left two infant daughters his co-heiresses- 
at-law, & appointed his brother exor. of his will. 
He died in 1833. The brother entered into 
possession, kept down the interest on a mtge., 
& made permanent improvements. He died in 
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1858, when his widow as administratrix continued 
in possession, paid off the mtge. & procured a 
transfer of it to herself. One of the co-heiresses 
died in 1834, an infant, the other married in 1843, 
being then still an infant, & she & her husband now 
filed this bill for an account & to redeem the mtge.: 
—Held: there had been no adverse E gouaiens tee by 
the uncle against his nieces, & decreed accordingly. 
—PELLEY v. BASCOMBE (1865), 5 New Rep. 231 ; 
34 L. J. Ch. 233; 11 L. T. 722; 11 Jur. N.S. 52; 
138 W. R. 306, L. JJ. 

1278. ——— Possession by purchaser.|— 
YOUNG v. HARRIS, No. 1847, post. 

1279. -_—- ——.|—_A party in possession of an 
infant’s estate, under a voidable deed, treated as 
his bailiff, & made to account for the rents for more 
than six years before the filing of the bill.— 
NANNEY v. WILLIAMS (1856), 22 Beav. 452; 52 
E. R. 1182. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Pelly v. Bascomb (1863), 4 Giff. 390. 

Mentd. Hall v. Hall (1873), 8 Ch. App. 430. 

Protection of infant’s property generally.|—Scc 
Inrants, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 190 ef seq. 








Sus-SEcT. 3.—COVERTURE. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
8. 3. 

See, now, Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 
(c. 75), ss. 1, 5, 12. 

1280. Marriage & title to property accruing 
before 1883—Disability removed by discoverture.|— 
In an action for a forfeiture under 32 Hen. 8, 
c. 9, s. 2, against the buyer of a right of entry, 
since Real Property Act, 1845 (c. 106), s. 6, the 
onus is upon pltf. to prove not only that the title 
purchased was bad, but also that the buyer knew 
that it was ‘‘ pretenced,”’ i.e. fictitious, or bad in 
fact. The mere fact that the right purchased was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations at the time 
of the purchase does not necessarily render the 
title ‘‘ pretenced ”’ within 32 Hen. 8, c. 9. 

As far as one of the co-parceners was concerned, 
the statute had not run because six years had not 
elapsed since the death of her husband (whom 
she married in 1855, & who died in 1876). He 
right was therefore alive in 1880 by Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 3 (DENMAN, J.).— 
KENNEDY v. LYELL (1885), 15 Q. B. D. 491; 53 
L. T. 466; 1T. L. R. 494; 1 Cab. & El. 584. 

1281. Disability of coverture operative.]— 
HouNSELL v. DUNNING, No. 1209, ante. 








in any fiduciary relation to the owner, 
& remains in possession for the statu- 
tory period, the rights of the infante will 
be barred.—Re TAYLOR (1881), 28 Gr. 
640.—C N. 

b. —— —— Possession by aunt. 
—MOLONEY v. MOLONEY (1924), 5 
I. L. T. 81.—IR. 

c. When time begins to run— 
From majority.}—The right of a minor 
to sue ma e exercised by any one 
duly appointed on his behalf 
his minority, or by the infant himself, 
within the time limited b 
Act, 1877, after attaining his majority. qe - 
—~KHODABUX v. oe NARAIN 


cannot on the 


twenty 


f. Suspe 
Married infant— 


wee ee 


wards conveys it to an infant, the latter 
ground of disability 
extend the period of limitation beyond 
years.—STEVENS v. GOODALL 
(1883), 2. N. Z. L. R. (8. C.) 5.—N.Z. 


PART V. SECT. 
nsion oO 
moval of disability. }—STARKIE Vv. PARKS 
(1849), 1 All, 556.—CAN. 


g. ---DOor d. 
Limitation Het AaBROOKE ». Harris (1850), 2° All. 


(1889), 19 O. R. 212.—CAN. 
1 ——.} MCDONALD v. Rup- 
N.S. R. 258; 56 

—_ OO Se arate 


m. property. | 
~—-Notwithstanding R. 8. » 1877 
7, SUB-SECT. 3. Cc. Freee a a nerd wonen ak still 

A entitled under ac. 1, c. 16, to bring 
cause of Plage the action in respect of her separate 
me runs jrom re- | nroperty within six years after be- 
coming discovert.—CARROLL v. Firz- 
GERALD (1889), 5 A. R. 322.—CAN, 

n. -}--BOOTH v. 
PURSER (1838), 1 I. Eq. R. 43.—IR. 

o. Possession of wife—Possession for 





DERHAM (1921), 54 
D. L. RR. 589.—CAN 


Sau (1881), TL. R. 7 Cale. 1373 8 | bh. ——} —INGALis v. REID (1865), Sea ete tue ponent 
ie east ok 'M 15 C. P. 490.—CAN. any roperty on which they are living 
DINDRA NATH Rey BAnARATA Jaca: | i, Removal of disability—By sta- | or which is occupied by them must 
HEMANTA KUMAR De egy RANT | tute.}—In an action of trespass :— | ordinarily be attributed to the husband 
T. LR. T1R UMARL EBI (1904), 20 | Held: tho wife’a disability of coverture | as the head of the family, & the wife 
vaaen : : having been removed in 1876, by 38 } cannot acquire title to the property for 


_0. Infant purchaser — Time  con- 
tinues to run./}—Where a man permits 
another to enter into possession of a 
Piece of land, & cightecn months after- 


t her 


Vict. c. 16, Statute of Limitati 
from that time, & deft. had 
acquired a good title by possession 
against her.—CaMERON 


ons ran | herself by length of possession under 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1902. 
—CALLAWAY v. PLATY (1907), 17 Man. 


v. WaLkerR | L. ft. 485; 6W. 1, It. 467.—CAN, 


Part V.—LAND OR RENT. 


SuB-sEcT. 4.—DISABILATY AFTER TIME HAS 
Braun To Run. 


1282. Time continues to run—Notwithstanding 
disability.|—-FLoyp v. MANSELL (1726), Gilb. Ch. 
185; 25 HK. R. 130, L. C. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Bradish v. Gee (1754), Amb. 229. 


1283. ——— -|—KNOWLES v. SPENCE (1729), 
on 225; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 315; 25 KB. R. 362, 

1284. .|—Deft. in replevin avowed the 
taking of the goods for arrears of an ancient quit 
rent issuing out of a tenement held of him as lord 
of a certain manor by fealty & 9s. rent. Pltf. 
pleaded non tenuit. The last payment was made 
on Jan. 25, 1825, for rent due on Oct. 11, 1824. 
The distress was made on May 13, 1845 :—Held: 
by the operation of Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1883 (c. 27), 88. 2, 3, & 34, the rent 
was extinguished by the lapse of twenty years 
from the day on which the last payment was 
made; & the limitation need not be pleaded 
specially, but was available under the plea of non 
tenuit. 


The inconvenience of a person coming under 
disability after the receipt of rent, & before the 
right of action, etc., accrued, was strongly pressed, 
& is indeed more substantial; but it is to be 
observed, that the legislature, in passing this Act, 
has in a much more important instance left the 
rights of persons under disability unprotected, 
inasmuch as sect. 42, which bars the recovery of 
arrears after six years, has no proviso in favour of 
such persons. The circumstance, therefore, of 
their not being perfectly protected by sect. 16, 
does not afford a ground for presuming against a 
construction which involves that consequence 
(PATTESON, J.).—DE BEAUVOIR v. OWEN (1850), 
5 Exch. 166; 19 L. J. Ex. 177; 14 L. T. O.S. 
490; 14 J. P. 174; 155 B. R. 72, Ex. Ch.; affg. 
S. C. sub nom. OWEN v. DE BEAUVOIR (1847), 16 
M. & W. 547. 

Annotations :—Refd. Chichester v. Hall (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 

1213  Zouche v. Dalbiac (1875), L. R. 10 Exch. 172. 

Mentd. Irish Land Commission v. Grant (1884), 10 App. 


Cas. 14; Howitt v. Harrington, [1893] 2 Ch. 497; Jones 
@. Withers (1896), 74 L. T. 572. 

















1285. ——-.]—MURRAY v. WATKINS, No. 
1293, post. 
1286. ———.|—-Where time under Real 


Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), has com- 
menced to run in favour of a person in possession 
of land against an owner who is under no dis- 
ability, the running of the time is not interrupted 
by the infancy of a person succeeding to the 
owner’s interest, even if the legal title is in trustees. 
—GARNER v. WINGROVE, [1905] 2 Ch. 238; 74 
L. J. Ch. 645; 93 L. T. 1381; 53 W. R. 588; 49 
Sol. Jo. 482. 


1287. Disability of one co-parcener—Title of 
other not preserved.|—-If an estate descend to 
parceners, one of whom is under a disability, 
which continues more than twenty years, & the 
other does not enter within twenty years, the 
disability of the one does not preserve the title 
of the other after the twenty years elapsed.— 
RoE d. LANGDON v. ROWLSTON (1810), 2 Taunt. 
441; 127 BK. R. 1149. 


PART V. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT. 4. 


12825. Time continues to run—Not- 
withstanding disability.}—Pltf. proved 
poeeennon of nine acres of land cleared 

y him since 1847, more than twent 
years. Deft.’s father died in 1850, 


ld :—Held : 


deft. being then only about four years 
0 pitf. as to this 
was clearly entitled by possession, for 
the statute having begun to run 
deft.’s father, would continue as against 
deft., notwithstand 
WIGLE v. STEWART (1870), 28 U. C. R. 
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SuB-sEcT. 5.—SUCCESSIVE DISABILITIES. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 18,as amended by Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874 (c. 57), s. 9. 

1288. Whether extended period allowed—Dis- 
ability in different persons.|-—— Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 18, which provides 
that when any person who was under disability 
at the time of his right to bring an action to recover 
any land first accrued shall die under disability, 
no time to bring an action to recover the said 
land, beyond the period of twenty years after the 
right first accrued, or ten years after the time at 
which such poner died shall be allowed, by reason 
of the disability of any other person, is so far 
retrospective as to extend to a case where the 
first person under disability died before the passing 
of the Act.—DEVINE v. HOLLOWAY (1861), 14 
Moo. P. C. C. C. 290; 41. T. 190; 9 W. R. 642; 
15 E. BR. 314, P. C. 








1289. ——.|—MURRAY v. WATKINS, No. 
1293, post. 
1290. Disability in one person.|— When the 


person to whom the right to bring an action for the 
recovery of land accrues is under a disability, & 
before the removal of that disability, the same 
person falls under another disability, Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 16, preserves his 
right to bring an action until ten years after the 
removal of the latter disability. In 1833 pltf. 
became entitled to land, which deft. then entered 
into possession of, & continued to occupy until 
action brought. At the time when pltf.’s title 
accrued she was an infant; she married under 
age, & continued under coverture until the time 
of bringing this action in 1870. In an action 
by herself & her husband in her right to recover the 
land :—Held: the action was maintainable, not- 
withstanding that more than twenty years had 
elapsed since the title accrued, & more than ten 
years since the removal of the disability of infancy. 

-BORROWS v. ELLISON (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 128 ; 
40 L. J. Ex. 181; 24 1. T. 365; 19 W. R. 350. 

1291. Redemption of mortgage.|—-FoRSTER 
v. PATTERSON, No. 1270, ante. 





Sect. 8.—ESTATES TAIL. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
ss. 21, 22. 

1292. Tenant in tail barred—TIssue in tail barred.]| 
—In ejectment, pltf. proved that A., being seised 
in fee of the land in question, devised it to the 
father of pltf. in tail general, & died in 1799. 
Pitf.’s father received the rents & profits from 
1799 to 1807, at which time he was succeeded by 
a person through whom deft. obtained possession : 
—Held : under Real Property Limitation Act, 1838 
(c. 27), 8. 21, since the tenant in tail was barred, 
the issue in tail was also barred.—AUSTIN v. 
LLEWELLYN (1853), 9 Exch. 276; 2C. L. R. 408; 
23 L. J. Ex. 11; 156 EB. R. 118. 

1293. -J—Pltf.’s mother was tenant 
in tail by descent of certain property which was 
entailed by the will of testator who died in Jan. 
1811, & she became entitled to the possession of 
the property on the death of R., which took place 








427.—CAN, 


PART V. SECT. 7, SUB-SECT, 5. 


1290 i. Whether extended period allow 
——Disabiility in one person} a 


}—SUPPLE’s 
LESSEE v. RAYMOND (1830), Hayes, 6, 


ortion 
against 
her infancy.— 
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Sect. 8.—Estates tail. Sect. 9: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.) 
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in Nov. 1871, at which time pltf.’s mother was 

under no disability either of coverture or infancy. 

She married in 1875, & died in 1882, without ever 

having acquired possession of the property. 

Upon her death pltf. became entitled to posses- 

sion as her issue in tail, & in 1889 he com- 

menced an action to enforce his right to such 
possession 

The point of law raised by the pine in the 
action was set down for hearing before the trial, 
the question being whether pltf., not having 
claimed or taken possession until after the expira- 
tion of twelve years from Nov. 1871, & who was an 
infant on his mother’s death, & also at the date of 
the action, was entitled to the benefit of his 
infancy to prevent Real Property Limitation Act, 
1874 (c. 57), from running :—Held;: (1) as pltf. 
claimed through his mother, as a tenant in tail, 
the right to possession first accrued to her; (2) as 
there had been no possession by either of them for 
twelve years, the statute applied; & pltf. was not 
now entitled to claim the property.—MURRAY v. 
WATKINS (1890), 62 L. T. 796. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Garner v. Wingrove, [1905] 
: oe goer As to (2) Apprvd. Garner v. Wingrove, [1905) 
1294. Time commencing to run against tenant 

in tail—Continues against remainderman—Though 

under disability.|-Estate tail to A., remainder in 
tail to B., remainder to C. A. died, then B. died 
within twenty years, & C. became entitled in 
possession, being at the time under disability :— 

Held: Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 

ss. 21, 22, commenced running against C. from the 

death of A.; & having commenced to run, C. was 
not saved from its operation under sect. 16 by 
being under disability when her right accrued in 

possession.— GOODALL v. SKERRATT (1855), 3 

Drew. 216; 3 Eq. Rep. 295; 24 L. J. Ch. 323; 

25 L. T. 0. S.6; 1 Jur. N.S. 57; 3 W. R. 152; 

61 E. R. 885. 

1295. Estate tail inalienable by statute—Limita- 
tion not applicable.|—By a private Act, certain 
lands were limited to certain members of the N. 
family in succession in tail male, with limitation 
over to Queen Mary, her heirs & successors, pro- 
vided that ‘‘ no feoffment, discontinuance, fine, 
or recovery, with voucher or otherwise, or any other 
act or acts thereupon to be made, done, suffered 
or acknowledged of the premises or parcel thereof 
by the said N.’s or any of them, or by any of the 
heirs male of their several bodies, should bind or 
conclude in right, or put from entry Queen Mary, 
her heirs & successors, or any of the heirs in tail, 
or any to whom the premises or any parcel thereof 
should descend, revert, remain,’’ etc. In 1781 the 
then tenant in tail in possession of the entailed 
lands, as heir male of the body of E., granted a 
lease for three lives of part of the entailed lands. 
The last of the three lives expired in 1832, since 
which time no rent had been paid to the tenants in 
tail, nor had their titles been acknowledged in 
any way :—Held: the present heir in tail male of 
E. was not barred by Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c, 27), ABERGAVENNY (EARL) v, BRACE 
(1872), L. R. 7 Exch. 145; 41 L. J. Ex. 120; 
26 L. T. 514; 20 W. R. 462. 

Annotations :—Consd. Bobbett v. S. E. Ry. (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 
424. Refd. Brighton Corpn. v. Brighton Grdns. (1880), 6 
Cc. P. D. 368. Mentd. Wimbiedon & Putney Commons 

Conservators v. Nicol (1894), 10 T. L. R. 247. 

When time begins to run.|—See Sect. 8, sub- 
sect. 3, B., ante. 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


Sect. 9.—EQUITABLE RIGHTS TO REAL 
PROPERTY. 


SUB-SECT. 1.—-IN GENERAL. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 24; Real property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57). 
1296. General rule—Limitation applicable to 
equitable claims.|——-ST. Mary MAGDALEN COLLEGE, 
one (PRESIDENT, ETC.) v. A.-G., No. 105], 
anté. 














1297. : -]—BLACKBURN v. BLACKBURN 
(1891), 36 Sol. Jo. 27, C. A. 
1298 If equitable rights analogous to 


legal rights.|—So long as the relation of landlord 
& tenant subsists, the right of the landlord to rent 
is not barred by non-payment, except that under 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 42, 
the amount to be recovered is limited to six years. 

Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 24, only bars equitable rights so far as they would 
have been barred if they had been legal rights.— 
ARCHBOLD v. SCULLY (1861), 9 H. L. Cas. 360; 
a T. 160; 7 Jur. N. S. 1169; 11 E. R. 769, 
Annotations :—Refd. Webster v. Southey (1887), 36 Ch. D. 

9; Beighton v. Beighton (1895), 64 Xd. J. Ch. 796; Ee 

Astley & Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co. & Tyldesley Coal Co. 

(1899), 68 L. J. Q. B. 252 ; Dominion Coal Co. v. Maski- 

nonge S.S. Co., [1922] 2 K. B. 132. Mentd. Le Clere v. 

Greene (1873), 22 W. R. 428. 

1299. To what claims limitations applicable— 
Prevention of setting up outstanding terms.}— 
The Statute of Limitations may be pleaded in 
bar to a bill to prevent the setting up of outstanding 
terms.—JERMY v. BEsT (1819), 1 Sim. 373; 57 
E. R. 617. 

1800. Recovery of title deeds.|—The dean 
& chapter of W. made a lease of a manor to D.; 
which expired in 1820. In 1822, the dean & 
chapter applied to D. by letter, requiring him to 
deliver up the ct. rolls & title deeds relating to the 
manor. There was no evidence as to the cir- 
cumstances attending the letter, or as to what 
took place in consequence of the letter. In 1844, 
the dean & chapter filed a bill against D., for a 
delivery of the ct. rolls & title deeds. D. pleaded 
the Statute of Limitations :—Held: the dean & 
chapter had no right in equity to enforce the 
delivery up of the ct. rolls or title deeds.—WELLS 
(DEAN & CHAPTER) v. DODDINGTON (1845), 2 
Coll. 73; 14 L. J. Ch. 304; 51. T. O. 8.170; 9 
Jur. 768 ; 63 E. R. 642. 

Annotation :—Consd. Beaumont v. Jeffery, [1925] Ch. 1. 

1301. Discovery in ald of ejectment.]— 
To a bill of discovery in aid of an action of eject- 
ment, the ct. held a plea of the Statute of Limita- 
tions to be good.—Scott v. BRoaDwoop (18486),. 
2 Coll. 447; 15 L. J. Ch. 257; 71. T. O. 8. 80; 
10 Jur. 214; 63 HE. R. 809. 

13802. ——— Exoneration of devised realty—From 
payment of debts.|—-Testator, being seised of real 
estate subject to mtge. debts, devised one moiety 
to A. in tail & the other to B. in tail, & died in 
1819. In 1827, B. died without having barred the 
entail, & her estate descended to the co-heirs of 
testator. In 1851, it was ascertained in a suit for 
the administration of testator’s personalty, that 
his personal estate was insufficient to discharge 
the mortgage debts. Bill filed by A. to have her 
moiety exonerated out of the descended moiety :— 
Held: she was entitled, & her right was not 
barred by length of time; but she was entitled 
to interest only from the filing of the bill.— 
NEWHOUSE v. SMITH (1854), 2 Sm. & G. 344; 2 
W.R. 618; 65 E. R. 429. 

1303. Partition action.) — THORNTON v. 
FRANCE No. 1897, post. 
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1304. Rights as against purchaser—With notice 
of defective title.|—A. contracted to purchase real 
estate, & died, having made his widow his universal 
devisee & legatee. The widow married B. who, 
in 1793, took a conveyance of the premises con- 
tracted to be purchased by A. to himself & a 
trustee, reciting the contract by A., his will & 
death, the marriage of his widow with B.; & 
that ‘“‘thereupon B. became entitled to the 
beneficial interest in the purchase.’ B. in 1817 
sold the premises to C., & C. took a conveyance 
from B. & his trustee, reciting that, by certain 
good & sufficient assurances in the law, the pre- 
mises stood limited to B. & the trustee, but not 
reciting the deed of 1793. The widow died, leaving 
her heir-at-law an infant, who came of age in 1825 
in the lifetime of B. The bill was brought by the 
heir in 1836, after the death of B., for a conveyance 
of the estate :—Held: (1) the recital in the deed 
must be understood as stating that the widow was 
devisee of the purchased premises, & that the 
title of B. accrued by the marriage; (2) the ct. 
would not presume, in favour of a purchaser, that 
B. had any other title than was so represented ; 
(3) C. must be presumed to have been cognisant 
of, & to have taken the title of B., his vendor; 
(4) the equitable title of the heir-at-law of widow 
was not affected by the lapse of time; & the heir- 
at-law was entitled to the decree for a conveyance 
of the estate.—NEESOM v. CLARKSON (1842), 2 
Hare, 163; 12 L. J. Ch. 99; 6 Jur. 1055; 67 
E. R. 68; subsequent proceedings (1845), 4 Hare, 
97. 


Annotation :—As to (3) Consd. Parkinson v. Hanbury (1867), 
L. R. 2 H. L. 1. 


1305. Rights as against trespasser—With notice 
of equities.|A. being the owner in fee of estate 
K. & other estates in Ireland, subject to a mtge. in 
fee, by a deed of Feb. 1807, which upon the face 
of it was for valuable consideration, purported to 
convey these estates to trustees in fee, upon trust, 
for himself for life, remainder to his eldest son, B., 
then unmarried, for life, remainder to B.’s first & 
other sons, in tail male, etc. In June, 1807, A. 
& B. by deed, which on the face of it did not appear 
to be for value, purported to convey estate K. to 
trustees in fee, upon trust for A. for life, remainder 
to W.,a younger son of A., for life, remainder to 
W.’s Ars? & other sons in tail male, thereby in 
effect, treating the previous deed as cancelled. 
A. died in 1808, when W. entered into possession 
of estate K. & either he or applt., J., his eldest 
son, had remained in possession ever since. In 
1811 the mtge. was paid off by B. & the legal fee 
in estate K. was conveyed to him. In 1815, W. 
‘married, upon which occasion estate K. was made 
the subject of settlement. In 1837, B. died, 
leaving resp., J., his eldest son, his heir-at-law & 
in tail. In 1844, J. claimed estate K. under 
the deed of Feb. 1807, & brought his ejectment 
against J. but failed, the judge who tried the case 
being of opinion, & so directing the jury, that 
pltf. was barred by the Statute of Limitations, & 
the twenty years’ possession of deft. J. then 
brought his suit in equity to obtain possession of 
estate K. & that the reconveyance of the legal 
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18061. Possession of receiver — Ac- 
knowledgment of claim of outside incum- 
brancer—Possession on behalf of in- 
cumbrancer.}—The appointment of a 
receiver over the estate of a minor does 


562.—IR. 





be appointed, states that the estate is 
eubject to the incumbrance in questi 
—KYME v. DIGNAM (1842), 4 


1306 ii. ——- ———- ——. | HARRiI8- 
BON v. DUIGNAN (1842), 2 Dr. & War. 
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fee in 1811 might be declared to have been obtained 
by B. as a trustee for the parties claiming under the 
deed of Feb. 1807 :—Held: (1) the deed of Feb. 
1807, should be treated as a deed for value, & that 
of June, 1807, as not for value ; (2) the fee acquired 
under the Statute of Limitations did not create 
any bar in this case, for the possession of W. & 
his son was to be treated exactly in the same way 
as if he had obtained the legal fee by conveyance, 
in which case the trusts of the deed of Feb. 1807, 
would have attached.—ScotTtr v. Scorr (1854), 4 
H. L. Cas. 1065; 23 L. T. O. 8S. 27; 18 Jur. 755 ; 
10 KE. R. 779, H. L. 

1306. Possession of receiver—Acknowledgment 
of claim of outside incumbrancer—Possession on 
behalf of incumbrancer.|—The possession of a 
receiver in a suit is primd facie the possession of the 
parties who obtained his appointment; but the 
solrs. of the parties who had obtained the appoint- 
ment of a reteiver having written a letter to the 
solr. of an outside incumbrancer stating that the 
balances of the rents would be paid to him :— 
Held: the possession of the receiver thereby 
became the possession of the outside incumbrancer 
also, for the purpece of preventing the Statute of 
Limitations from running against him.—PENNEY 
v. ToDD (1878), 26 W. R. 502. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—ACTIONS FOR WASTE. 


oe Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. . 

1307. Equitable waste—Time runs from death 
of tenant for life.|—-The statutory rule, which 
gives to a remainderman twenty years from the 
time when his title accrues in possession for bring- 
ing an action or suit for the property, applies to 
a claim for compensation for equitable waste, as 
well as to a claim to the land itself. Therefore 
an account of equitable waste was decreed against 
the estate of the tenant for life thirty-eight years 
after the waste was committed, the title of pltf. 
as remainderman in tail, having accrued within 
twenty years before the filing of the bill.—Lzeps 
(DUKE) v. AMHERST (EARL) (1846), 2 Ph. 117; 16 
L. J. Ch.5; 10 Jur. 956; 41 E. R. 886, L. CO. 


Annotations :—Oonsd. Dashwood v. Magniac, [1891] 3 Ch. 
306. Mentd. Morris v. Morris (1847), 8 L. T. O. S. 510; 
Morris v. Morris (1858), 28 L. J. Ch. 329; 
Coal Canal Co. v. Harcourt (1858), 2 De G. & J. 596; 
Gent v. Harrison (1859), John. 517; ht v. Legerton 

1861), 2 De G. F. & J. 606; Bagot v. Bagot, Legge v. 

oBge (1863), 32 Beav. 509; Hogg v. Scott (1874), L. R. 
18 Kq. 444; De Bussche v. Alt (1878), 8 Ch. D. 286; 
Northumberland v. Bowman (1887), 46 L. T.773 ; Phillips 
v. Homfray, (1892) 1 Ch. 465. 


1308. —— Effect of delay.|—Time is a 
bar in equity to state demands, independent of the 
Statute of Limitations. 

Bill by tenant for life in remainder against the 
representatives of a prior tenant for life, for an 
account of timber improperly cut, dismissed with 
costs, on account of the delay, the bill not having 
been filed until nearly twenty years after the death 
of the first tenant for life—HarcouRT v. WHITE 





stranger, yet it will serve to prevent, 
at least in a ct. of equity time from 
quit tvizon es Vice (Stas Bite 
a v. IZE ’ » 
War. 104.——IR. oe 


on. 
. Eq. R. 


not prevent Statute of Limitations %95.—IR. PART V. SECT. 9, SUB-SECT. 2, 
from running saat an incumbrancer p. Time continues to run.) q. Legal waste—Time runs from 
on that estate who is not a party tothe —Thoughtheappointmentofareceiver commissionof waste—Cutting down tim- 
order @ ppt, 8 him, although the does not prevent the bar of Statute of ber. IMPSON v. SIMPSON (1879), 3 
report, Rading that a receiver should Limitations from operating against a UL. R. Ir. 308.—IR, 


J.—VOL. XXXII. 


H H 


466 LIMITATION 


Sect. 9.—Equitable rights to real property : Sub- 

° sects. oe 8. Sect. 10: Sub-sect. 1.] 

1860), 28 Beav. 308 ; 30 L. J. Ch. 681; 3 L. T. 
{ ; 6 ya N.S. 1087; 8W.R. 715; 54H. R. 882. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Ainslie v. Harcourt (1860), 28 Beay. 

313. 


1309. Legal waste—Time runs from commission 
of waste—Suspension of time during minority of 
remainderman.|—In 1831, & again in 1842, 1843, 
& 1844, A., tenant for life, impeachable for waste, 
with remainder in fee to his son B., cut timber & 
received the proceeds. B. came of age in 1834, 
lived with & was in partnership with A. for some 
years, & died intestate in 1844, leaving OC. his 
only son & heir-at-law. <A. took out administra- 
tion to B.’s estate, during O.’s minority, & died in 
1864. C.came of age in 1865, took out administra- 
tion to B., & in 1866 filed a bill against A.’s exor. 
for an account of the poe of the timber. 

The judge having held that the rights of suit 
which accrued to B. in 1842, 1848, & 1844, were 
barred by the Statute of Limitations; & if not, 
by the conduct of the parties :—Held: the rights 
of suit were not barred by acquiescence; & 
although commencing in 1842, 1843, & 1844 
respectively, they were suspended during the 
period that A. was B.’s administrator & hence they 
were subsisting at the date of the filing of the bill.— 
SEAGRAM v. KNIGHT (1867), 2 Ch. App. 628; 36 
L. J. Ch. 918; 171. T.47; 15 W. R. 1152, L. O. 
Annotations :—Consd. Re Benzon, Bower v. Chetwynd (1914), 

sie ane Ch. 658. Refd. Dashwood v. Magniac, [1891] 

1310. —— -|—In a case of legal waste 
he has primé facie only six years after the act of 
waste. Here the remainderman did not come into 
existence till 1863, & the action was commenced 
in 1889, that is, within six years after he attained 
twenty-one (KAY, J.).—DasHWwooD v. MAGNIAC, 
[1891] 3 Ch. 806; 60 L. J. Ch. 809; 65 L. T. 811; 
77. L. R. 629, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re Chaytor, [1900] 2 Ch. 804; 

Pardoe v. Pardoc (1900), 82 L. T. 547 ; Chaytor v. Trotte 

(1902), 86 L. T. 33; Re FOE ee) Oe eeu Bull v. 


Trevor-Batye, [1912] 2 Ch. 339; : v. Hall, 
eis - 488; Liloyd-Jones v. Clark-Lloyd, [1919] 
] eo ° 


1311. —— Cutting down & sale of timber.| 
—HIGGINBOTHAM v. Hawkins, No. 1719, post. 

1312. ——— Tenant for life also owner of first 
estate of inheritance.|—-Semble: a claim in equity 
against the estate of a deceased tenant for life, 
who was also owner of the first estate of inheritance, 
for acts of waste committed by him, first arises 
at the death of such tenant for life & must be 
made within six years of that date.—BIRcH- 
WOLFE v. BircH (1870), L. R. 9 Eq. 683; 39 
L. J. Ch. 345; 23 L. T. 216; 18 W. R. 594. 











SUB-SECT. 3.—EFFECT ON BENEFICIARY WHERE 
TRUSTEE BARRED. 

1818. Whether cestui que trust barred also.]—- 
(1) The rule in this ct., that the Statute of Limi- 
tations does not bar a trust estate, holds only as 
between cestui que trust & trustees, not between 
cestui que trust & trustee on one side & strangers 
on the other, for that would be to make the statute 
of no force at all, because there is hardly any 
estate of consequence without such trust, & so 
the Act would never take place; & therefore, 


or ACTIONS. 


where & cestui gue trust & his trustee are both out 
of possession for the time limited, the Landers 
possession has a good bar against them both 
(LORD HaRDWICKER, C.). ~ 

(2) There may be a case where the circumstance 
of concealing of a deed shall prevent the statute’s 
barring, but then it must be a voluntary & fraudu- 
lent detaining; for to say that newly having an 
old deed in one’s possession shall deprive a man of 
the benefit of the Act is going too far, & would 
be a hard construction of a statute made for the 
quieting possessions (LORD HARDWICKE, C.).— 
LEWELLIN v. MackworTH (1740), 2 Eq. Cas. 
Abr. 579; 22 E.R. 488; sub nom. LLEVELLYN v, 
MACKWORTH, Barn. Ch. 445, L. C. 

Annotation Pama ickegrc Montd. Codrington v. Lindsay 

(1873), 8 Oh. App. 578. 

1814. -]—Where the estate out of which a 
rentcharge issued passed to a bkpt.’s assignee 
under a certificate of title negligently granted to 
the bkpt. free of incumbrance :—Held: in an 
action brought by the beneficiaries against the 
Registrar-General for compensation out of the 
assurance fund created by the Act, their rights, 
being under the Act independent of the trustees 
& being saved by the provisions of the Act in 
regard to persons under disability, could be en- 
forced notwithstanding that their trustees’ rights 
were barred. 

The circumstance that the trustees are barred 
by limitation is no ground for holding that the 
beneficiaries are barred too (per CUR.).—WILLIAMS 
v. PapwortuH, [1900] A. C. 568; 69 L. J. C. P. 
129; 83 L. T. 184, P. C. 





Sect. 10.—TRUSTS AFFECTING REAL PROPERTY. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Be Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27): 
8. 25. 

1815. General rule—Possession of trustee posses- 
sion of cestui que trust.|—A trustee who holds 
possession of land to which he has a valid legal 
title, cannot by any act of his own make that 
possession adverse to his real cestui que trust ; 
& so long as he is in possession the Statute of 
Limitation will not run against the cestui que 
trust, even though the trustee should, through 
error or other cause, treat himself as trustee for 
other persons & account to them for the rents of 
the land. 

Testator, poe te a farm in the parish of G., & 
& small piece of land in the adjoining parish of 
A., which had always been occupied & let at an 
entire rent with the farm in G., devised ali his 
lands & hereditaments, ‘‘ situate, lying & being 
within the parish of G., with the appurtenances,”’ 
to G. for life with remainder to the child or children 
of G. in tail; & he empowered P. & J., the trustees 
of his will, during the minority of a tenant in tail 
entitled in possession, to take possession of the 
property on behalf of the minor, & to grant leases ; 
& he devised the residue of his treal estate to P. 
& J., during the life of M., in trust for M., with 
remainders over. Testator died in 1842, & there- 
upon G. took possession of the lands in G. & A. 
In 1850 G. died, leaving an only daughter, an 
infant, & P. & J. took possession of the land in 
G. & A., & in 1861 they ted a lease of the 
whole farm in pursuance of the power. In 1863 


PART V. SECT. 9, 8UB-SECT. 3. length of time operating apeiaet his PART V. SECT. 10, SUB-SECT. 1. 
é trustee.-HOVENDEN ¥. NESLEY 1315 i. General rule—Poseession of 
18131. Whether cestul que trustbarred (LORD) (1806 . : — c ni 
also.}—Cestui que trust ia barred by tH a. BAR aT Eee OO eee TD) een $32 GAN, 


Part V.—LAND oR RENT. 


the pai Sern of G. came of age & took possession 
of the wholefarm. In 1864 M. filed a bill to estab- 
lish his right to the land in A. :—Held: the land 
in A. did not pass by the specific devise, but formed 
Bor of the residuary estate, & M.’s right was not 
api by Statute of Limitations, inasmuch as 
ssession of P. & J. from 1850 to 1863 must be 
ote buted to their character of devisees in trust 
of the residuary estate, & was therefore not 
adverse to that of M. —LIsTEr v. PICKFORD (1865), 
34 Beav. 576; 6 New Rep. 243; 34 L. J. Ch. 
582; 12 L. T. "B87; 11 Tae N. S. 649 ; 13 W. R. 
827; 55 E. R. 757. 


Annotations —Distd. East Stonehouse U. C. v. Willoughby, 
[1902] 2 K. B. 318. Refd. Churcher v. Martin (1889) 
: Mentd. Cuthbert v. Robinson (1882), 51 


gist To what trusts limitation applicable—Not 
xpress trusts.|—In consequence of the in- 
vidi y of an appointment, pltf. became entitled 
to a sum which was to be raised out of real estate 
under the trusts of a term of five hundred years, 
which was still subsisting, but no steps for question- 
ing the validity of the appointment, or for the 
recovery of the money, been taken till more 
than twenty years had elapsed since the title 
accrued :—Held: the right of pltf. was not barred 
by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
that statute: not applying to cases of this nature 
between trustees & cestuis que trust.—YOUNG Vv. 
WATERPARK (LORD) (1845), 15 L. J. Ch. 63; 6 
L. T. O. S. 617; 10 Jur. 1, L. C. 


Annotations : :—Apld. Cox v. Dolman (1852), 2DeG.M. & 
o. 592; Snow v. Booth (1855), 2 K. & J. 132 ; Burrowes 
Gore (1858), 6 H. lL. Cas. 907. Consd. Re Jordison, 

Re ine v. Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 440. Refd. Hughes v. 


Williams, Chappell v. Rees (1852), 16 Jur. 415; aette 
v. Petre 1853) 1 Drew. 371; Mansfield v. on (1855), 1 
Jur. N. 4143; Knight v. Rowyer (1858), & J. 


eG. 
421; Lewis v. Duncombe (No. 2) (1861), Pr Beay, 175; 
Round v, Bell habe a1 L. J. Ch. 127.’ Mentd. Blower 
v. Blower (1858), 5 » N. 8. 33; Bulteel v. Plummer 
Geil 6 Ch. App. i607 "Balfour v. Cooper (1883), 23 Ch. 


1817, —~ ——.]—S8T. Mary MAGpDALEN CoL- 
ali OXFORD (PRESIDENT, ETC.) v. A.-G., No. 1051, 
an 6 

1818. ——.|—P., in 1792, was an original 
subscriber to a tontine, & as such entitled to an 
annual sum during the life of his daughter Y., 
who was his nominee. In 1809 he died, having 
bequeathed this annual sum to his said daughter, 
then a married woman. In 1816 she & her hus- 
band, being indebted to W., deposited the deben- 
ture for this annual sum in his hands, with a view, 
as it was said on one side, that he might by means 
of it pay himself the debt due to him ; on the other, 
that it was intended in liquidation "of that debt. 
During the life of W., & until his death in 1848, 
the annuity was received by W., on production 
of the usual half-yearly certificate that Y. was 
alive, & she received for her trouble 10s. each half 
year. Her husband died in 1846, & shortly after 
1848 she demanded the debenture from the repre- 
sentatives of W.:—Held: it was an express 
trust, & Statute of Limitations did not apply.— 
Re O’Hara’s TONTINE & TRUSTEE RELIEF AcT 
a 30 L. T. O. 8. 128; 3 Jur. N.S. 1145; 6 

R. 465. 


Wi ato. -}—In cases of express trust 
Statute of Limitations is no bar to the demand of 
@ cestui trust, though the other cestui que trusts 
have for more than twenty years received from the 
trustee the whole of the rents to the exclusion of 
claimant.—KNicuT v. BOWYER (1858), 2 De G. & 
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J. 421; 271. J. Ch. 520; 31 L. T. O. S. 287; 4 
ak S. 569; 6 W. R. 565; 44 E. BR. 1053, 
JJ. 


Annotations :—COonsd. East Stonehouse U. C, v. Willoughby, 

aaea a on B. 318; Re Jordison, Raine v. Jo maar 
Ch. 440. Mentd. Anderson v. Radcliff 

bor (1860), 29L. J. Q. B.128; Radcliffe v. renee 

(1860), E E : ckinson v. Burrell, Dickinson 

v, Burrell, v. Burrell (1868), L. R. 1 Eq. 337; 

371; erey U. Luck, 


tourton 
eeeuel v. Gaon (1877), 6 Ch. 
{1901} 1 Ch. 45; Hunt v. Luck, ip03} 1 Ch. 428 


1320. -]—A trustee of real estate 
devised his real estate to G., subject to the payment 
of a legacy, so that the trust estate did not pass. 
G. however acted as trustee :—Held : she must be 
deemed a trustee upon express trust, & Statute of 
Limitations was therefore no defence to a claim 








against her estate in respect of a breach of trust. 


A8SSOCN. OF SCOTLAND v. SIDDAL, COOPER 
v. GREENE (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 58; 4 1. T. 
311; Ee 8. 785; 9 W. R. 541; 45 EB. R. 
.C&L. JJ. 


Annotations :—Consd. L oll v. Kennedy, Kennedy v. Lyell 
aoe? 14 oe: Cas. 4 Soar v. Ashwell, [1893] 2 bi YS. 
Refd. Price v. Philltps L. 86. 


(1894), 11 T. 
Mentd. Re Carr’s Trust (1871), 19 W. RR. 675; Evans v. 
(886) oes 10 Ch. D. 447: Buckmaster v. Buckmaster 
1 . 


. 279; Evans v. Benyon (1887), 37 Ch. D. 











1321. ———.] ——- DRUMMOND v. SANT, No. 
1193, ante. 
1822. -]— Under a devise of land upon 


trust for sale, the proceeds to be considered as 
part of the personal estate, the trustees allowed 
part of the land to remain unsold for fifty years : 
—Held: the trust was an express trust within 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 25, 
& a decree for the execution ‘of the trust of the 
unsold land made at the suit of a residuary legatee. 
—MvtTLow v. Biaa (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 246; 
ae R. 469; on appeal (1875), 1 Ch. ». 385, 
Annotations :—Mentd. Meek v. Devenish (1877), 6 Ch. D. 

666; He Douglas & Powell’s Contract, [1902] 2 Ch. 296; 

Re Sturt, De Bunsen v. Hardinge, [1922] 1 Ch. 416. 

1323. .|—T., in 1824, became mtgee. 
in fee of Blackacre. The form of the conveyance 
was to him on trust to sell, & out of the proceeds 
to retain the debt, & pay the surplus if any, to 
the mtgor. In Feb. 1826, T. made his will, 
whereby he devised all his real estate, except 
mtge. & trust estates, & all his personal estate to 
trustees, upon trust for Y. & H. He also devised 
to the same trustees all his mtge. estates upon 
trust, on payment of the moneys due, to convey 
the same to the person who should be entitled to 
the equity of redemption ; & directed the moneys 
to form part of his personal estate. In Mar. 
1826, the Tabor. of Blackacre became bkpt.; & 
in June, 1826, T. contracted with the assignees 
in bkpcy. for the purchase of the equity of redemp- 
tion. The purchase-money was paid by T., but 
ze ome ance from the assignees was ever’ exe- 

n Oct. 1826, T. died, leaving Y. & C. 

fie co-heirs. C. by deed renounced to the trustees 
of the will all claim under the contract of June, 
1826. The trustees under the will entered into 
receipt of the rents of Blackacre, & administered 
the same as part of testator’s estate until 1869. 
Y. then claimed the right to a conveyance of one 
moiety of Blackacre as co-heir of T.:—Held: the 
claim of Y., as co-heir, against the trustees had 
become barred by Statute Limitations.— 
YARDLEY v. HOLLAND (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 428; 
33 L. T. 301. 








1816 i. Zo ae col limitation ——.]}--A. a. v. Davis retains the property. Law v. BAGWELL, 
-Not ee oe }— cagioy. 1B W.t R, 11382,— EVANS ¥. BAGWELL (1843), 4 Dr. & 
_.. De an 1), 23 8. 0 ® R. . és War. 398.—IR. 
498.—CAN. r. So long as_ trustee 
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Sect. 10.— Trusts affecting real property : Sub-secte. 


1824. _——_ ——— Arising upon construction of 
instrument.|—-F. made a will in 1818 in which he 
said, ‘‘I leave & bequeath all my estate & pro- 
perty, real, freehold, & personal of every kind, 
save & except such parts thereof as are hereby 
otherwise specifically devised,’? to Shaw 
Franks, ‘‘ upon trust for the several uses, intents 
& purposes hereinafter mentioned’’; he then 
gave an annuity to his wife during her viduity 
payable out of the profits of his business, & out 
of all profits of every part of his estate & property, 
& directed his three eldest sons L., J., & S. to 
manage his business, at that time a very profitable 
one ; he left specific legacies to his other children ; 
he bequeathed to L., J., & S. all the property of 
every sort then employed by him in carrying on 
his business; then directed a sale of a certain 
estate, & the investment of the produce thereof 
to accumulate until all the provisions of his will 
were carried into effect, & then to go to L., J., & 
8S. After other specific bequests the will went 
on. ‘‘ Whereas I am possessed of grounds in the 
county of Carlow called Seskin Ryan,” of & the 
ground rent of houses in Sackville Street,” & he 
directed that the rents, etc., of Seskin Ryan should 
be paid to his wife for her life ‘‘ & after her death 
I give the said lands of Seskin Ryan to my eldest 
son L., his heirs & assigns,’’ & the ground rents 
“to J. &S., their heirs & assigns’’; & he directed 
that ‘‘ all said bequests shall stand & hold good to 
L., J., & 8. only on condition of well & truly 
paying the several legacies herein directed, & 
discharging with fidelity the different trusts of 
this will committed to them.’ Testator died in 
1824. The business fell off, the payment of the 
annuity was not kept up, but considerable arrears 
accrued ; the last payment of any sort was made 
in 1862. The widow died in 1865, & by her will 
bequeathed all her property, including the arrears 
of the annuity, to her youngest daughter, who 
died in Oct. 1873, without having received any 
portion of the arrears. L., who, on his mother’s 
death, had entered into possession of Seskin Ryan, 
died in Jan. 1873, & the administrators of the 
youngest daughter filed their bill in July, 1875, 
against his representatives to recover the arrears 
of the annuity out of the lands of Seskin Ryan, 
which they insisted were held subject to a trust for 
satisfaction of the annuity :—Held: the words 
of the will did not create a trust with regard to 
the lands of Seskin Ryan, for the payment of the 
annuity, & the claim to the arrears was therefore 
barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), 8. 42. 

The land must be vested in a trustee upon an 
express trust, & then the right of the cestui que 
trust to bring an action is saved by sect. 25. 

There must be an express trust which arises 
upon the construction of the written instrument 
ra upon any ee of law (LoRD CAIRNS),— 

UNNINGHAM v. Foot (1878), 3 App. Cas. 974: 
38 -L. 'T. 880; 26 W. R858, Lee 


~:-- Price v. Phillips (1894), 11 T. L. BR. 


Apid. Ke Lacy, Royal Gene Theatrical Fund 
Acsocn. v, K dd, Tes ar ee fi 
Toates, (1926) 2 KB 149. Refd. Toates 
1825. — «J-~ BANNER v. BERRIDC 
1650, post. ] DGE, No. 








Jee devised a house & 
sta; exors. u trusts 

the declaration of trust being as to the Rouse only. 
He died seised of two other houses, & his exars. 
took possession of them, & received the rents for 
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more than twelve years from the death of testator. 
His heir-at-law afterwards brought an action 
against the exors., alleging that the two houses 
vested in them in trust for him, & claimed execu- 
tion of the trust :—Held: there was on the face 
of the will an express trust for the heir-at-law 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 25, & his right was not barred.—PATRICK v. 
SIMPSON (1889), 24 Q. B. D. 128; 59 L. J. Q. B. 
7; 61 L. T. 686; 6T. L. R. 28, D.C. 


Annotdtions :—Distd. Re Lacy, Royal General Theatrical 
Fund Assocn. v. Kydd, ee) 2 Ch. 149. Refd. Re 
Gompertz, Parken v. Gompertz (1911), 105 L. T. 664. 


1827. .]—Soark v. ASHWELL, No. 1677, 
ost, 

. 1328, ——- ——.]—Where a statement of claim 
alleges that A., as trustee & guardian of B., took 
possession of lands, this constitutes at most a 
constructive trust & not an express trust, & such 
possession having been taken in 1771, the state- 
ment of claim was on motion ordered to be struck 
out as disclosing no reasonable cause of action. 

It cannot be said that this is a case where 
the requisites of the cxpress trust could be 
found upon the construction of the instrument 
(CHITTY, J.).—PRICE wv. PHILLIPS (1894), 11 
T. L. R. 86; 39 Sol. Jo. 97; 18 R. 191. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Page, Hill v. Fladgate, [1910] 1 


Ch. 489. 
——.]—(1) Prior to 1878 pltf., a 








1829. 
married woman, was owner of certain estates in 
Ceylon, subject to a considerable mtge. In 1873 
the mtgees. sold & conveyed the estates to deft., 
who, without the privity of pltf. raised large sums 
by mtge. of them, & afterwards became bkpt. in 
1879, & obtained his discharge in 1880. The 
estates were afterwards sold by the mtgees. 
Pitf.’s case was that deft. had purchased the 
estates as trustce for her subject to a lien for his 
advances. In 1880 deft.’s trustee in bkpcy. 
repudiated pltf.’s title. Deft. never expressly 
did so, & pltf. never gave either of them to under- 
stand that she had given up her claim; but she 
took no active steps to assert it till 1894, when she 
commenced an action against deft., asking for a 
declaration that deft., purchased as a trustee for 
her, & for an account of his dealings with the 
property & payment of what should be found due 
from him. eft. pleaded (a) that the estates were 
conveyed to him as beneficial owner; (b) that 
the trust alleged by pltf. was not evidenced by 
any writing signed by deft., & that the Statute of 
Frauds was a defence; (c) that pltf.’s claim, if 
proved, was barred by deft.’s bankruptcy, by the 
Statutes of Limitations; by laches & delay :— 
Held: even if the letters signed by deft. did not 
contain enough to satisfy Stat. Frauds, s. 7, parol 
evidence was admissible; & as the whole of the 
evidence taken together established that deft. 
had purchased as a trustee pltf. was entitled to a 
decree. 

(2) A trust thus established is an express trust 
within the definition given in Soar v. Ashwell, 
No. 1677, post, & the Statute of Limitations there- 
fore is in no defence to the claim. 

The trust which pltf. has established is clearly 
an express trust. ... This case is not one in 
which an equitable obligation arises although 
there may have been no intention to create a 
trust. The intention to create a trust existed 
from the first. Deft. is not able in this case to 
claim the benefit of Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 
s. 8, & the statute which is applicable is Jud. Act, 
1873 (c. 66), 8. 25 (2). The Statutes of Limitation 
therefore afford no defence (LINDLEY, M.R.).— 
ROCHEFOUCAULD v. BovusTEap, [1897] 1 Ch 
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196; 66 L. J. Ch. 74; 75 L, T. 502; 45 W. R. 
272; 18 T. L. R. 118, ©. A. 
Annotations :—Aa to (2 ‘ O. ° -C, 
636. generally, Montane Geilacd Pare Galland | soy 
9 Q. B. 8; isaacs v. Evans (1980), 16 T. L. R. 113 
Brooks v. Muckleston, [1909] 2 Ch. 519. 
1830. Constructive trusts.|—The rule that 
trusts are not within the Statute of Limitations 
applies only as between trustee & cestui que trust 
& will not hold where a claim is made after a great 
length of time against a trustee by implication of 
law, more especially where such implication is 
to be raised upon a doubtful equity.—TowNsEND 
v. TOWNSEND (1783), 1 Cox, Eq. Cas. 28; 1 Bro. 
©. C. 550; 29 H. R. 1047. 
Annotations :—Consd. Beckford v. Wade 17 Ves. 


1805), 
87; Soar v. Ashwell, [1893] 2 Q. B. 390. Went . Wedder- 
burn vw. Wedderburn (1838), 4 My. & Cr. 41. 


1331. .]|—By a will, dated in 1761, a 
trust was created in favour of a certain class of 
testator’s relations, nearly all of whom were paid 
their proportions. The surviving exor. & trustee 
of testator had the remainder of the funds stand- 
ing in his name at his death, & by his will he 
recognised the existence of the trust & directed 
that it should devolve upon his nephew. Adminis- 
tration de bonis non was granted in 1822 to the 
surviving exor.’s estate, & subsequently to another 
person in 1826, when the remaining trust fund 
was mixed up with such administrator’s personal 
estate, & applied in the purchase of real estate. 
A. bill was filed by a person claiming part of the 
legacy under the original testator’s will, charging 
a breach of trust by the surviving exor., & that his 
real & personal estate were liable to make good 
the amount :—Held: the real estate could not be 
charged with the legacy; there was an implied 
trust created by the will, but the right of claimants 
having accrued more than twenty years since, 
their claim was barred by the Statute of Limita- 
tions.— HENDERSON v. ATKINS (1859), 28 L. J. 
Ch. 913; 33 L. T. O. S. 159; 7 W. R. 387. 




















1832. -} — DAWKINS v. PENRHYN 
(LorpD), No. 1463, post. 

a —— |—Soark v. ASHWELL, No. 1677, 
post. 

13834, ——- ——.]—-Re Lacy, RoyvaL GENERAL 


as a FunpD ASssocn. v. Kypp, No. 834, 
ante. 

18385. Direct trusts.]|--DRUMMOND v. SANT, 
No. 1193, ante. 

1836. Wrongful or mistaken payments by trustees 
—~Payment to some beneficiaries only.]|—KNIGHT 
v. Bowyer, No. 1319, ante. 

1387. To persons not entitled.)—LIstTER v. 
PICKFORD, No. 1315, ante. 

Actions against trustees.|—-See Part VI., post. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—ANNUITY CHARGED ON REALTY. 


See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8.25; Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57). 

1338. Annuity charged on land secured by trust— 
Limitation not applicable.|—-Testator who died in 
1795 devised his real estates to trustees to sell, 
& out of the interest of the proceeds, & out of the 
rents of the estates until they should be sold, to 
pay certain annuities. No payment has been 
made in respect of any of the annuities for more 
than twenty years before the bill was filed; but 
the trustees entered into possession of the estates 
on testator’s death, & the surviving trustee con- 
tinued in possession until about eleven years prior 
to the filing of the bill :—Held: pltf.’s right to 
the annuities was not barred by the Statute of 


ard, [1897] 
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Limitations.—Warp v. ARcH (1842), 12 Sim. 

yh ee aaa Ge h v. Bult (1848), 16 Sim. 323 

Anno &o— . Gou v. » m,. ‘ 
Reld. Petre on Patte (1853), 1 Drew. 371; Knight v. 
Bowyer (1858), 2 De G. & J. 421; Re Turner, Klaften- 
berger v. Groombridge, [1917] 1 Ch. 422; Re Jordison, 
Raine v. Jordison, [1922] 1 Ch. 440. 








1339. .|—CUNNINGHAM v. Foot, No. 
1324, ante. 
1840. —— Amount of arrears recoverable.] 





—If real estate is conveyed to trustees to secure 
the payment of an annuity, it is within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 25, which 
excepts the charge from the operation of the 
statute, & in a suit instituted by a third party for 
redemption of the estates, the annuitant was 
declared entitled to all the arrears which had been 
accumulating from the year 1839, though the 
trustees, on the reversion falling in, had omitted 
to take possession of the estates——LEWIS v. 
DUNCOMBE (1861), 29 Beav. 175; 30 L. J. Ch. 
732; 3L.T. 867; 7 Jur.N.S. 695; 9 W.R. 446; 
54 B. R. 594. 

Annotations :—Apld. Round v. Bell (1861), 30 Peay atel: 


Distd. Mason v. Broadbent (1863), 33 Beav. 296. d 


Thompson v. Bowyer (1863), 9 L. T. 12; Re Jordison, 


Raine v. Jordison, {1922) 1 Ch. 440. 








1341. ——.]—Hvuauss v. Coss, No. 
971, ante. 
1342. Delay in enforcing payment.|— 








The Statute of Limitations does not apply to an 
express trust for a legacy, yet where the bene- 
ficlary or his representative has allowed a very long 
time to elapse without attempting to enforce the 
trust, equity will, when enforcing it, apply, as 
to interest on the legacy, the principal of the 
statute. A will, in 1807, began thus: ‘‘ I hereby 
appoint my afternamed exor., Charles E., my 
youngest brother, to be trustee for the following 
legacies.”’ Several were then named, & the will 
went on, ‘‘ Considering that money will be more 
essential to my dear brother Samuel E. than a 
distant anpeiier oe of land, I bequeath to Samuel E., 
during his natural life, the interest of £3,000, & 
after his death to his eldest son James E., by his 
last wife, Margaret J., or M., or E. till he attains 
twenty-one, & then to obtain the principal. I 
order that my youngest brother Charles E. shall 
be liable to all my lawful debts of every descrip- 
tion, & pay them as soon as he can, & also pay my 
legatees when regularly due, & all expenses, etc., 
& to enable him to do all this, I bequeath, un- 
conditionally, to him all my estates & landed 
property, with all emoluments belonging to them, 
in the county of Armagh. I also bequeath to 
him, the said Charles, all my estates, etc., with 
all their emoluments, in the county of Louth, or 
elsewhere,”’ etc.:—Held: the will constituted 
an express trust, so as to prevent the Statute of 
Limitations applying to it. 

It appears to me that your lordships would act 
upon an intelligible & wholesome principle in this 
case if you limited the amount of interest upon 
this legacy to that period of six years, which is 
the ordinary period of limitation laid down by 
the statute, not doing so by way of submitting 
to a bar created by the statute but in the dis- 
cretion of the ct. itself as the length of time over 
which the claim of pltf. should be allowed to range, 
& preventing that claim going back so far as would 
create actual injustice towards those against whom 
it would be enforced (LoRD CAIRNS, O.).—THOM- 
SON v. Eastwoop (1877), 2 App. Cas. 215, H. L. 
Annotationa :—Distd. The Kong Magnus, OL ee 223, 

Refd. Cunningham v. Foot (1878), 3 App. Cas. 974; 

Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lioyd, [1903] 1 Ch. 385; Lewis e. 

McKay, Algate v. Vugiler, Clark v. Potter (1924), 93 

L. 3. a B. 840. Mentd. Dougan v. Macpherson, [1902] 
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Sect. 10.—Truats affecting real property: Sub-sects. 
2,3,4& 6. pti 11 @12: Sub-secd. 1, A. (a).] 
1343. Devise subject to annuity—Devisee not 
trustee for annuitant—Amount of arrears recover- 
able.|— FRANCIS v. GROVER, No. 965, ante. 

1344. Limitation applicable.]—Testator 
devised frecholds & copyholds to his son for life & 
after his decease to his first & other sons pa 
£10 a year to M. for life:—Held: the wo 
‘‘naying ” created a charge & not a trust. 

The word ‘‘ paying ’’ creates, not a trust, but 
a charge or eanaition : & therefore pltf.’s claim 
is barred by the statute [Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27)] (SHADWELL, V.-C.).—-HODGE v. 
CHURCHWARD (1847), 16 Sim. 71; 60 E. R. 799. 


ane oe :—Refd. Cunningham v. Foot (1878), 3 App. 
‘as. . 











SUB-SECT. 3.—CHARITIES. 
‘See CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 358-355, Nos. 
1498-1519. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—PURCHASERS FROM TRUSTEES. 

See Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 25. 

1345. Purchaser with notice—-Whether limita- 
tion applicable.|A renewable leasehold for lives 
was vested in A., in trust for B., for life, with re- 
mainders in the events that happened to C. & his 
heirs. Afterwards, on the marriage of B., a settle- 
ment was made, on the construction of which it 
was doubtful whether the leasehold passed, on 
B. for life, remainder to the sons of that marriage 
in tail: under which D. would be entitled. The 
lease being still subsisting in A., B. took a renewal 
in his own name without noticing the trust; & 
after the death of B., D. entered & took a renewal 
in his own name, & the property continued to be 
enjoyed by him & those claiming under him, for 
a time much beyond the period of limitation, & 
more than twenty years before the commence- 
ment of a suit by those claiming under C. D. on 
his marriage, assigned the leasehold to the trustees 
of his marriage settlement & they were enjoyed 
accordingly until the filing of the bill. The trans- 
actions relating to the deed, on the construction 
of which the doubts arose took place sixty-two 
years before the filing of the bill, which was not 
filed till after all the persons who could have 
explained those transactions were dead; there 
was much ground for believing that the parties 
had intended the deed to include the leassholds': 
Held: (1) assuming the possession of D., & 
those claiming under him, to have been originally 
wrongful, he & they were not express trustees 


within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27),° 


s. 25, & might set up the statute asa bar; (2) even 
if there had been an express trust, those claiming 
under the settlement by D. could, as purchasers, 
set up the statute.—PErre v. Prrrn (1853), 1 
oe : ce nk de sy E. R. hee 
nno 1.8 t-—-AB P . B d 1881 
18 Ch. 1D. 254, Reta. Sands to Thompson Gada SY 
.D. 614; Price v. Phillips (1894), 13 R. 191. 
efd. Vane v. Vane (1873), 8 Ch. - 888: Lawrance v. 
Norreys (1888), 39 Ch. D. 213° e. Howe, [1893] 2 
Ob. 645; Thorne v. Heard, (804) 1 Oh. 699; Re Aatle 
& Tyldetley Coal & Balt Co. & Tyldesley Coal Go. (1899), 


J. Q. B. 252; Re M ; 
(1901) 1 Ch. 143. oOallum, McCallum %. McCallum, 


Generally, 


LiwitaTION OF ACTIONS. 


1846. -}—When an exor. has com- 
mitted a breach of trust, by selling some of the 
trust property to a purchaser with notice at an 
undervalue, & bill against the exor. & purchaser 
for administration of the trust & restoration of 
the property sold is not multifarious. In such a 
case, however, the purchaser is not an express 
trustee within R Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 25, & the suit must therefore be 








instituted against him within the time fixed by 
that Act.— AH v. Woopcock (1871), 24 L. T. 
407; 19 W. R. 468. 

1847. ———- ——— Purchaser of infant’s share.|— 


Real estate was held in undivided shares by 
several persons as tenants in common in fee, 
all of such tenants in common, except the holders 
of one share, were sui juris, & owners of the legal 
& equitable estates & interests in their respective 
shares in their own right. The remaining share 
was vested in trustees upon trusts to apply the 
income or such part thereof as they should think 
expedient for the benefit of two infants during 
minority, & for them absolutely upon their attain- 
ing twenty-one. In 1868 the property was by a 
deed, to which all the owners who were swt juris 
were parties, as were also nominally the infants, 
conveyed to a purchaser for value, with notice 
of the infants’ interest; & the deed contained a 
declaration that N., who was a party thereto for 
that purpose, should stand possessed of a sum 
representing the infants’ share of the purchase- 
money upon trusts for their benefit during their 
infancy, & if within one month after coming of 
age they should execute the deed, or otherwise 
convey their interest to the purchaser, then in. 
trust for them absolutely, but if not, then in trust 
for the purchaser absolutely. The infants came of 
age in 1884 & 1885 respectively but did not exe- 
cute the deed or otherwise convey their interest 
as aforesaid. The purchaser & his assigns having 
been in possession since the date of the deed, an 
action was brought in 1889 by a person claiming 
under one of the infants to recover her share from 
assigns of the purchaser. Defts. contended that, 
at the time of the conveyance of 1868, the infants 
had no estate, the share in dispute being vested in 
trustees, with discretionary powers for their 
benefit merely ; but those trustees were barred by 
lapse of time under the Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (ec. 57), & consequently the infants & 
those claiming under them were also barred, & 
could not recover the share :—Held: (1) the pur- 
chaser under the deed of 1868 having entered into 
possession, with full notice & knowledge of the 
infants’ rights, the claim was not barred by the 
statute; (2) Semble: he would also be treated 
as not being in adverse possession at all, but merely 
in right of the infants, & not, therefore, as in a 
position to set up the statute against them or their 
assigns.— YOUNG v. HARRIS (1891), 65 L. T. 45. 
1548. Time runs from execution of conveyance.| 
—A. being a lessee of lands under a charity, & 
being also the owner of an adjoining public-house 
premises, was, in 1794, appointed a trustee of 
the charity, & jointly with the other trustees, 
took a conveyance of the charity estates. A., 
in 1817, after the expiration of his lease, took 
another lease for twenty-one years of lands of the 
charity, which were described as part of a room in 
the public-house, but were not otherwise defined. 
A. subsequently sold the public-house to defts. 
B. & C., & died; & B. & C. in July, 1823, took a 
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Time runs from execution of conveyance.}—THOMPAON tv. SIMPAON (1841), 1 Dr. & War. 469.— IR. 


Part V.—LAND OR RENT. 


conveyance & assignment of the freehold premises 

the lease from the exors. of A. In 1882 B. 
became a trustee & executed the deed of trust, in 
which the whole of the room in the public-house, & 
other parts of the premises, were described as the 
property of the charity. In May, 1843, the infor- 
mation was filed, at the suit of the trustees other 
than B. claiming rent in respect of the whole of 
the room in the public-house, & other parts of 
the premises, as being the property of the charity 
in the occupation of defts.; & praying that defts. 
might be decreed to convey the lands in question 
to the trustees of the charity :—Held: so far as 
the case was one of trust, it was one of express 
trust, within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), 8. 25, & therefore, the information having 
been filed within twenty years after the convey- 
ance was executed to defts. B. & C., the statute 
was not a bar to the suit.—A.-G. v. FLint (1844), 
4 Hare, 147; 67 E.R. 597 ; subsequent proceedings 
(1845), 9 J. P. 836. 

1349, ——.]—Sr. Mary MAGDALEN COLLEGE, 
oe (PRESIDENT, ETC.) v. A.-G., No. 1051, 
ante. 


SuB-sEcT. 5.—MORTGAGEES AS TRUSTEES. 
See Part V., Sect. 12, sub-sect. 3, post. 


SrcT. 11.—FRAUD. 
Fraud.|—See Part VIII., Sect. 3, post. 


SEct. 12.—MORTGAGOR AND MORTGAGEE. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—RIGHT OF MORTGAGEE TO RECOVER 
MORTGAGED LAND. 
A. When Mortgagor is in Possession, 


(a) In General. 

1350. How mortgagee’s title extinguished.]— 
(1) When the money due upon a mtge. has been. 
paid to the mtgee., but no reconveyance has been 
executed, the mtgor. becomes from the date of 
such payment a tenant at will to the mtgee., & 
the legal estate of the mtgee. is extinguished by 
thirteen years’ adverse possession of the mtgor. 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1883 (c. 27), 8. 25, 
relates to express trusts only, & does not apply 
to the relation between a mtgee. whose mtge. 
has been satisfied & the mtgor. 

It appears to me equally, that the mtgee. was 
not a trustee, & the mtgor. was not a cestui que 
trust (Fry, J.). 

(2) A mtge. had been paid off more than thirteen 
years, but no reconveyance executed :—Held: 
a purchaser could not require, the concurrence of 
the mtgee., on the ground that the mtgor. had 
become tenant at will to the mtgee., & time 
began to run one~ year thereafter—SANDS TO 
THOMPSON (1883), 22 Ch. D. 614; 52 L. J. Ch. 
406; 48 L. T. 210; 31 W. R. 397. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Warren v. Murray, [1894] 2 


Q. B. 648. Generally, Mentd. Charles v. Jones (1887), 
35 Ch. D. 544. 
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o (Bpe 


1850 {. How mortgagee's title extin- 
guished. |~—Ross v. POMEROY (1881), 28 
Qr, 485.—CAN., 


are mo 
heir rem 


emma 


1350 il. --~STEVENS Uv. JEFFERS 


t. Possession of 
of whole.|—-Where several lots of land 
ed, & the mtgor. & his 

possession of one of them 
for more than twent: 
bar the mtgee.’s title :—Held: 
mtgor.’s title by possession is not, like 
that of a mere trespasser, confined to 
the land which he actually occupies, 


HAZELDINE’S TRUSTS, No. 
1468, pe 


1852. ——-.J—(1) In 1897 freehold property 
was mortgaged in fee simple to secure ce 
moneys payable on demand, but there was no 
covenant by the mtgor. for payment. At the date 
of the mtge. the property was subject to a lease 
for twenty-one years from July 29, 1896. The 
yearly rent of £50 had been paid in advance for 
seventeen & a half years upon the execution of 
the lease, & no quarter’s rent became due until 
Jan. 29,1914. After July, 1903, no payment was 
made or acknowledgment given in respect of the 
mtge. On Jan. 15, 1916, the mtgees. commenced 
foreclosure proceedings :—Held : the estate claimed 
by the mtgees. was not ‘‘ an estate or interest in 
reversion or remainder, or other future estate or 
interest,’’ within the meaning of those terms as 
used in Real Property Limitations Act, 1833 
(c. 27), s. 3, but was a present estate in fee simple, 
& none the less an estate in possession because it 
was subject to an occupation lease; the mtgees.’ 
right to bring an action first accrued immediately 
upon the execution of the mtge.; & as more 
than twelve years had elapsed since the last 
acknowledgment their right of action was barred. 

(2) Inasmuch as the object of a foreclosure 
action is not to obtain the payment of rent but to 
deprive the mtgor. of his right to redeem the fact 
that the mtgee. will not by bringing his action 
derive any immediate pecuniary benefit from the 
rents & profits, & because, for instance, the rent 
is a peppercorn or has been paid in advance, will 
not prevent time from running under the statute. 
—WAKEFIELD & BARNSLEY UNION BANK, LTD. 
v. YATES, [1916] 1 Ch, 452; 85 L. J. Ch. 360; 114 
L. T. 914; 60 Sol. Jo. 352, C. A. 

1353. ———- Existence of prior mortgage—Acquisi- 
tion of priority by second mortgagee.| — Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 34, which 
provides that at the determination of the statutory 
period of limitation for bringing an action ‘‘ the 
right & title ’’ to the land shall be extinguished, 
applies as between a mtgee. & a mtgor. in posses- 
sion, & in favour of the latter, although a prior 
mtge. has been in existence during the earlier 
pay of such statutory period. The effect of 

arring the mtgee.’s title is to vest the legal estate 
in the mtgor., & therefore, if he afterwards grants 

a mtge. to another person, & the subsequent 

mtgee. brings an action, against the mtgor. & the 

mtgee. against whom the statute has run, to enforce 
his security, pltf. may rely on such extinguish- 
ment of title in support of his own claim as first 
mtgee., although the mtgor. does not rely on the 
statute & has, after the expiration of the statutory 
period ; given his co-deft. a written acknowledg- 
ment.—KIBBLE v. FAIRTHORNE, [1895] 1 Ch. 

219; 64 L. J. Ch. 184; 71 L. T. 755; 43 W. R. 

327; 13 R. 75. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Hazeldine’s Trusts (1907), 
L. T. 818. N.F. Johnson v. Brock, [1907] 2 Ch. 533. 
1354. What rights extinguished.]|—DEARMAN v. 

WyYcHE, No. 849, ante. 

1355. Acknowledgment of right.]—No interest 
had been paid for more than twenty years, but a 
further charge had been indorsed upon the mtge. : 

-Held: a sufficient acknowledgment to maintain 
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but covers the whole land included in 
the mtge., as well the lot upon which 
the mtgor. lives as the other eager rhe 
lots.— Dor d. DUNLOP v. MONAB (1848), 
5 U. C. R. 289.—CAN. 


a. Exercise of power of sale—Time 
continues to run.}—The exercise of the 
power of sale by the mtgee. has not the 


part — Possession 


years, 80 as to 
/ the 
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Sect. 12.—Mortgagor and mortgagee: Sud-sect. 1, A. 
(a) de (b) 4. & ut.) 

the right of action under Real Property Limita- 

tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 14.—DoE d. ABBOT v. 

ENGLAND (1843), 1 L. T. O. 8. 77. 

1856. Possession of prior mortgagee—Effect of.| 
—(1) When the right of action of a mtgee. to re- 
cover land has accrued, the possession of the land 
by a prior mtgee. does not suspend the running 
of the period of limitation against the subsequent 
mtgee. 

@) The right of action is to be deemed to have 
accrued when J. became entitled to possession or 
receipt of the rents & profits; & that, as has been 
decided in many cases, is when his estate became 
absolute at law, namely, at the time fixed for pay- 
ment of the mtge. money, after which the mtgor. 
has only an equity of redemption (PARKER, J.). 
—JOHNSON (SAMUEL) & Sons, Lrp. v. BROcK, 
{[1907] 2 Ch. 688; 76 L. J. Ch. 602; 97 L. T. 
294, 


Annatation :—As to (2) Refd. Wakefield & Barnsicy Union 
Bank v. Yates, [1916] 1 Ch. 452. 


(6) When Time Begins to Run. 
i. In General. 

1357. Mortgage by tenant for life—Whether 
during life—Tenant by curtesy.|—Baron & feme 
seised in fee in right of the feme, mortgaged by 
fine & afterwards conveyed the equity of re- 
demption by lease & release to the mtgee.; the 
mtgee. remained in possession as complete owner 
for more than twenty years during the life of the 
husband tenant by the curtesy from whom he had 
his conveyance; the heir of the wife was held 
not barred of his equity of redemption by lapse 
of time.—CoORBETT v. BARKER (1796), 1 Bli. 136, n. ; 
3 Anst. 755; 145 BH. R. 1029. 

Annotations :—Consd. Raffety v. King (1836), 


601. Refd. Ravald v. Russell (1830), You. 9; As 


1 oe 
n 
v. Milne (1833), 6 Sim. 369; Bandon v. Becher (1835), 9 


Bi. N. S. 532, Mentd. Jackson v. Innes (1819), 1 BU. 
1358. is also 








ee a mtgee. 

tenant for life of the mtged. estate, Statute of 
Limitations does not begin to run against the 
mtge. title until his death, & the same rule applies 
where the mtgee. is a tenant in common, with 
others, of the mtged. estate-—WyYNNE v. STYAN 
(1847), 2 Ph. 303; 41 E. R. 959, L. C. 

1359. ——.|— Re Hawes, Re BURCHELL, 
BURCHELL v. HAWES, No. 931, ante. 

1360. Proviso for quiet possession till default— 
Operation of mortgage as redemise for such term— 
Time runs from day named.]— Plitf. mortgaged 
land in fee, with a proviso for redemption on pay- 
ment of principal in June, 1833; but it was agreed 
that the mtgee. should not call in the principal 
till 1840, if interest were regularly paid in the 
meantime; & that the mtgor. should hold the 
premises & take the rents, issues, & profits for his 
own use, till default should be made in the pay- 
ment of principal & interest as aforesaid :—H ld : 
this operated as a redemise to the mtgor. till 
1840.—WILKINSON v. HALL (1837), 3 Bing. N. C. 
508; 3 Hodg. 56; 4 Scott, 301; 6 L. J. C. P. 
82; 132 BH. R. 506. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Lyster v. Goldwin (1841), 2 


- B. 1433. Doe d. Roylance v. Lightfoot (1841), 8 M. 
¥, 553. Mentd. Alderman ». Neate (1839), 8 t’ J. ie 





or ACTIONS. 


Beecham 2). 3 ber & Dav. 71; 


ery Doo d. Parsley »v. 
Day (1842), 2 B. 147; Manders v. Williams (1849) 4 
Exch. 839; Duxbury »v. Sandiford (1898), 80 L. 'T. 552. 
13861. Time runs from execution of deed.]— 
Lands were mortgaged by lease & release in 
Sept. 1819, subject to a proviso that if mtgor. 
should well & truly pay, etc., on Mar. 25 then next 
the mtgees., etc., would reassure. Covenant that 
mtgee. might if default, etc., peaceably re-enter, 
etc.; also covenant for further assurance in case 
of such default :—Held: mtgee. had right of 
etapa fo not merely from Mar. 25, but from 
ime of execution of deed & therefore ejectment 
by heir at law of mtgee. brought within twenty 
years of the former, but not of the later date, was 
too late.—Dor d. ROYLANCE v. LiGHTFOOT (1841), 
het ae ; 11L. J. Ex. 151; 5 Jur. 966; 1651 


Annotations :—Refd. Hemming v. Blanton (1873), 42 L. J. 
C. P. 158. Mentd. Doe d. Parsley v. Day (1842), 2 Q. B. 
147; Gale v. Burnell (1845), 7 Q. B. 850; v. 


, ogers 
Grazebrook (1846), 8 Q. B. 895; Knight v. Ropinso 
(1856), 2 K. & J. 503; R. v. Champneys (1871), L. R. 
C. P. 384; Re Bellis’s Trusts (1877), 5 Ch. D. 504. 
1862. Mortgage by demise—With right of entry- 
Time runs from execution.|—In trespass quere 
clausum fregit, pltf, made title under a mtge. deed 
of Mar. 6, 1840, by which the mtgor., H., demised 
premises to pltf. from thenceforth for a certain 
term, subject to a proviso that the demise should 
cease & be void if H. paid principal & interest by 
Mar. 6, 1841, & interest at stated periods in the 
meantime; & to another proviso, empowering 
pitf. to sell, after, three months’ notice, if default 
should be made in payment of principal & interest 
at the times named. Then followed covenants, 
among others, by H. to pltf., for payment of 
principal & interest at the days appointed, & that, 
at any time after default made in such payment, 
it should be lawful for pltf. eget & quietly 
to enter upon the premises, from thenceforth, 
for the residue of the term, to hold the same & 
take the rents & profits without lawful interruption 
from H. or any other person, etc. On pleadings 
in trespass, setting forth the deed, & showing that 
pltf. had entered upon the mtged. premises after 
the execution of the deed but before Mar. 6, 1841, 
& before default in payment, & raising the question 
whether or not he had a right so to enter :—Held: 
the deed gave power to the mtgee. to enter before 
default, & before the day named for any payment. 
—ROGERS v. GRAZEBROOK (1846), 8 O. B. 895; 
7L. T. 0.8. 109; 115 H.R. 1111. 
aneceation :—Mentd. Manders v. Williams (1849), 4 Exch. 


1868. Where right of entry exists—Time runs 
from last payment of interest.|—-In ejectment b 
mtgee., the mtge. being above twenty years old, 
& the interest upon it having been paid by the 
mtgor., pltf. was allowed to recover upon proof 
of an agreement between them, & deft. showing 
that he had held under them on terms which 
gave them aright of re-entry. The mtge. being 
more than twenty years old, & the payments of 
interest not having been kept by deft., pitf.’s right 
to recover must depend on the proviso in Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8s. 7 
(MARTIN, B.).—POoOLE v. Davis (1858), 1 FB. & F. 
284, N. P. 

1864. Time runs against second mortgagee— 


n 
6 





89; Gibson v. Kirk (1841), 1 Q. 850; Chapman v. From time first mortgagee paid off.) —Z. being 
effect of stop the running of the 481.—CAN. KHILATOHANDRA GHOSE (1871), 8 
Sean of Pitaitation:—W steon v. B. L. R. 1043; 14 Moo. Ind. pees Yeas 
a ater alae 27 Gr. 253; 6 A. R. PART V. SECT, 12, SUB-SECT. 1. 16 W. BR. P, C. 33.—IND, 

. . A. (b) i. d— ——.]—MOoDUN MoHUN 
oe so fehl yr BP ately of c. Where right of entry exists— OHOWDHRY v. ASHAD ALLY BEPAREE 
re ue dS OE : Dime runs from date of right of entry.}— 1883), I. L. R. 10 Cale. 68; 

EN v. LASKEY (1883), 23 N. B. R. BRAasJANATH KUNDU OWDHRY vt. . L. R. 51.—IND. 


Part V.—LAND or Rent. 


indebted to A., executed in his favour a written 
of certain lands, in which it was agreed that, 

h e debt was not repaid within a fixed time, A. 

Should be pat into possession of the lands. Sub- 
ety - executed in favour of P., to whom 
é 80 he owed money, a second mtge. of the same 
and subject to the same condition. P. not re- 
ephea payment within the stipulated time, sued 
4 on the mtge., & obtained a decree for posses- 

Sion of the lands, under which he was put into 
Ossession in the year 1846. After P. had obtained 

decree, A., whose debt had likewise remained 

Pe uald, brought a suit as first mtgee. against Z. & 

- for the possession of the lands, &, obtaining a 
peda recovered possession in the year 1847, 
7 stati P. In the year 1870, the heirs of 

- Having paid off the debt due to A., resumed 

Ossession, whereupon the heirs of P. applied to 

e restored to possession in execution of the decree 
obtained by P. in 1846. This application having 
been rejected on the ground that that decree had 
been fully executed when P. obtained possession 
under it, the heirs of P. instituted a suit against 
the heirs of Z. to recover possession & for interest 
during the time they were dispossessed :—Held : 
the heirs of P. were entitled to possession on A.’s 
mtge. being paid off, & their cause of action accrued 
& limitation ran against them from the time when 
the heirs of Z. resumed possession.—NARAIN 
SINGH v. SHIMBHOO SINGHI (1876), L. R. 4 Ind. 
App. 15, P. C. 

1365. Mortgage of reversionary interest—Time 
runs from falling into aap ae begins to 
run for the purpose of barring a foreclosure action 
on an equitable charge on a contingent reversionary 
interest in land only from the time the interest 
falls into possession——HUGILL 1. WILKINSON 
(1888), 838 Ch. D. 480; 57 L. J. Ch. 1019; 58 


Ih. T. 880 ; 36 W. R. 633. 
Annotations :—Expld. Re Owen, [1894] 3 Ch. 220. Distd. 
Chadburn v. Winfield, (1922] 2 Ch. 413. 


Re Witham, 
Refd. Kibble v. Fairthorne (1894), 13 R. 75: Powell v. 


Brodhurst, £1901) 2 Ch. 160; Re Jauncey, Bird v. Arnold, 


{1926) Ch. 

1366. -|—In 1870 A., B. & C. mort- 
gaged certain reversionary shares in a fund in 
ct. to which B. & C. were entitled under a will to 
secure the repayment by’ A. of a sum of £70. The 
mtge. contained a joint & several covenant by A. 

C. for repayment of principal & interest. In 
1873 the mtgee. recovered judgment against C. 
on her covenant. In 1889 the reversionary 
interests fell into possession. No interest had ever 
been paid on the mtge. or judgment, nor had any 
acknowledgment been given: —Held: although 
the personal remedy against C. was barred by 
Statute of Limitations, the assignment of the pro- 














ad comprised in the mtge. was nevertheless 
good.— Re LAKE’s Trusts (1890), 63 L. T. 416. 
1867. Real Property Limitation Act, 


1874 (c. 57).]—Testator gave the whole of his 
residuary estate in trust for his wife for life, with 


1369 i. Where remedy is foreclosure— 
Lime runs from date for payment.}— 
pia He WILSON (1884), 9 8S. C. R. 
1369 i. ——-—.}_Wrrxony. Vizn {0m running. t— 
(1842), 3 Dr. & War. 104.—IR. 

e. Mortgage as collateral security to 
abide event—-Time runs from cieuution 
Gy marreade=- Not from breach of condi- 

m.}--Dor d. Faris v. JONES (1862), 
5 All. 252.—CAN. 

f. Acknowledgment after title ezx- 
tinguished— popes: —BEAMISH ¥ 
Wariney, [1909] 1 — 77° : 

. Proviso for incipal not to be 
called in (or bain, Gericd Tine runs 
from termination of period. }—HAMILL ¥. 
MarTuEws (1909), 441. L. T. 25.—IR. 





1370 ii. 
the mtgor. is 
persons claim 


13 O. W. N. 20 
h 
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18701. Generalrule—Statute 


DOE 
Fis (1849), 5 U. C. R. 


-J—The payment of 
interest by one of those claiming under 
& sufficient payment to 
keep the mtge. alive as against all 
under him.—MoKay 
v. HUTCHINGS (1918),41 0. L. R. 





; When time runs 
against remainderman.}—If interest. is 
not paid on a mo 
exceeding the sta 


regege 
tu asf 
person who is tenant for life of the 
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remainder to his children in equal shares, & he 
died in 1894, leaving a widow & seven children. 
In 1903 one of testator’s sons mortgaged his one- 
seventh share in his father’s estate, which at that 
date consisted of personalty & realty. Testator’s 
widow died in 1918, & after her death most of the 
realty was realised. No interest was ever paid, 
& no acknowledgment of the mtge. debt was given 
since 1903 :—Held: the mtge. debt, as against 
the proceeds of sale of the real estate, was barred 
by above Act, sect. 8.— Re WITHAM, CHADBURN Uv. 
WINFIELD, [1922] 2 Ch. 413; 92 L. J. Ch. 22; 


128 L. T. 272; 66 Sol. Jo. 557. 
Brnccation :—Consd. Re Jauncey, Bird v. Arnold, [1926] Ch. 


1868. ——— What constitutes—-Mortgage of pro- 
perty where rent paid up in advance.|] —- WAKE- 
FIELD & BARNSLEY UNION BANK, LTD. v. YATES, 
No. 1352, ante. 

1369. Where remedy is foreclosure—Time runs 
from date for payment.]—JoHNSON (SAMUEL) & 
Sons, Lrp. v. Brock, No. 1356, ante. 


ii. Payment of Principal or Interest. 

See Real Property Limitation Acts, 1837 (c. 28), 
1874 (c. 57), 8. 1. 

1370. General rule—Statute prevented from 
running.|——Paying interest upon a mtge. will pre- 
vent Statute of Limitations from attaching in 
favour of the party paying it.—__HATCHER v. FINEAUX 
(1701), 1 Ld. Raym. 740; 91 E. R. 139, N. P. 

1371. What amounts to—Payment amounting to 
acknowledgment of Hability by person paying— 
Payment of rent-—-By tenant of mortgaged pro- 
perty.]|—-HaARLOcK v. ASHBERRY, No. 1379, post. 

1372. Payment after right extinguished.|— 
HEMMING v. BLANTON, No. 1393, post. 

1373. By whom payment must be made—Person 
liable to pay as mortgagor—Or agent.|—-NEw- 
BOULD v. SMITH, No. 923, ante. 

















1874, Surety.] CANN v. TAYLOR 
(1859), 1 F. & F. 651, N. P. 
1875. Tenant for life—As against re- 


mainderman.]—-GREGSON v. HINDLEY, No. 936, ante. 








- 1376. Widow entitled to dower.|— 
AMES v. MANNERING, No. 916, ante. 

1377, ——— ——.]—Barc.uay v. OWEN, No. 1384, 
post. 

1378. Stranger.] — CHINNERY t. 








Evans, No. 912, ante. 

. -]— (1) A payment, to 
come within Real Property Limitation Act, 1837 
(c. 28), must be a payment of principal or interest 
by the mtgor., or some person bound or entitled 
to pay principal or interest on his behalf. The 
word ‘‘ paid’’ in Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 40, involves as a necessary implica- 
tion the addition of ‘‘ by the person liable to pay.”’ 
A payment to the mtgee. of rent by a tenant of 
the mtged. premises is not such a payment. Pay- 
ment of rent of part of a property in mtge. does 











mtgee.’s estate, this will not bar the 
remainderman. But the re der- 
man is barred by non-payment of 


evented interest for twelve years, if the mtgee.’s 
Shh Gan v- estate is vested in trustees, with full 


powers of converting & realising the 
mtge. debt.—BARCROFT v. MURPHY, 
{1896} 1 I. R. 590.—IR. 


k. What amounts to— Payment 

pinguniing to Re nO gman er af 

erson ying —Laymen 

46; o i inleral pe. }— 

* ARMERS’ LoAN & 8. Co. v. SPROTT, 
20 C. L. TT. 165.—OCAN. 


13873 i. By whom payment must be 
made—Person liable to pay as oF 
—Or agent.}—Re MUAKERRY & N: 
NERY (1858). 9g I. Ch. R. 94.— IR. 


for a period 
period ‘to & 
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Sect. 12.—Mortgagor and mortgagee: Sub-sect. 1, A. 
(b) ti., & (c), B. & C.J 
not keep alive the right of the mtgee. as to other 
parts of the mtged. Perper y: in respect of which 
no rent has been paid. 
(2) A payment sufficient to prevent the opera- 
tion of Statute of Limitations must be such a 
ayment as to amount to an acknowledgment of 
ability to pay on the part of the payor, & to an 
admission of the right of the payee.—HARLOCK v. 
ASHBERRY (1882), 19 Ch. D. 589; 51 L. J. Ch. 
304; 46 L. T. 856; 80 W. R. 827, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Lewin v. Wilson (1886), 11 
App. Cas. 639; Re Clifden, gris ot Agar-Ellis, (1900) 1 
Ch. 774. Expld. Bradshaw v. Widdrington, [1902] 2 
Ch. 430. Refd. Topham v. Booth Na 56 Il. J. Ch. 
812; Newbould v. Smith (1888), 29 Ch. D. 882; Re 

Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, [1907] 1 Ch. 330. As to 

(2) Refd. Re Cross, Harcton v. Tenison (1882), 20 Ch. D. 

109; Lewin v., Wilson (1886 , 11 App. Cas. 639; Taylor 

v. Hollard, (1902] 1 K. B. 676. Generally, Mentd. 

Radeley v. Consolidated Bank (1888), 57 L. J. Ch. 468; 

Hugill v. Wilkinson (1888), 88 Ch. D. 480; Re Owen, 

{1894} 3 Ch. 220; bbie v. Fairthorne, [1895] 1 Ch. 

219; London & Midland Bank v. Mitchell, [1899] 2 Ch. 

oe Fe Witham, Chadburn v. Winfield, [1922] 2 Ch. 


1380. -——— As between himself & mort- 
gagor.} BRADSHAW v. WIDDRINGTON, No. 926, 
ante. 

1381. ——- ——— Wrongful administrator.] 
A mtgor., who had deposited the lease of a house 
to secure his mtge. debt, died, leaving a will by 
which he appointed an exor. The mtgor.’s son 
paid off the debt with money which he borrowed 
for the purpose, deposited the lease with the 
lender of the money as security for the loan & 
obtained letters of administration to his father’s 
estate. The will was subsequently proved, & the 
letters of administration were revoked. The 
house having many years afterwards been sold by 
the sole beneficiary under the will, the Jender’s 
representatives brought an action against the 
purchaser for foreclosure :—Held: the letters of 
administration being wholly void, the son had no 
power to create a valid mtge. to the lender, &, in 
the circumstances of the case, any claim was barred 
by Statute of Limitations & by the fact that the 
son was debtor to the father’s estate.—ELuis v. 
Eis, [1905] 1 Ch. 613; 74 L. J. Ch. 296; 92 


L. T. 727; 53 W. R. 617. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Craster v. Thomas, [1909] 2 Ch. 
348 ; Hewson v. Shelley, [1914] 2 Ch. 13. 


1382. Trustee of settlement.|— ALSTON 
v. MINEARD (1906), 51 Sol. Jo. 132. 

1383. —— Devisee of mortgaged property— 
Mortgagee having no right of administration of 
whole estate.) Re Lacky, Howarp v. LIGHTFOOT, 
No. 919, ante. 

13884. To whom payment must be made—Person 
entitled to receive it as mortgagee.|—In 1836, 
shortly affer a mtge. of certain freeholds had been 
executed, the mtgee. died intestate, leaving four 
next of kin, viz., his brothers R. & C., another 
brother, & a lunatic sister. R. was the heir-at- 
law of intestate. C. took out letters of adminis- 
tration to intestate’s estate & paid his lunatic 
sister’s share into ct. ; paid to his two brothers their 
shares & took receipts, & retained a fourth of the 
estate, including the mtge., for himself. Interest 

















1384 1. To whom payment must be 
wuongdbes nce v Bisco is , | ne 
2 Dow. 268.—IR. ee 

l. From date of last yment, 
MANITOBA MORTGAGE & inv. Coe 
pate (1895), 10 Man. L. R. 425.— 


np. 
R. 316.-—IR 


BRITISH CANADIAN 


LOAN & AGRNOY Co. v, FARMER (1904), Sern 


™. 


o. From date of default.) -—— Where 
there is an acceleration clause in a 
mtge. & default is made in the payment 
of interest, stetnte of Limitation 
SmITH (1913), 24 0. W. 


or ACTIONS. 


on the mtge. was paid by the tenant for life of the 

ret Na of redemption to C., the administrator, 

till death in 1868; then to his widow, extrix. 

& residuary legatee under his will, till 1883, when 

she died intestate; & then to her administrator & 

sole next of kin till 1886. In an action by the 
last-named person for foreclosure of the mtge., all 
defts. admitted the payment of interest, but two 
of them set up the defence of Statute of Limita- 
tions, & argued that an administrator had no power 
to appropriate a chose in action, that the mtge. 

was, therefore, not properly appropriated by C. 

& did not pass under his will, that after his death 

there was no legal personal representative of the 

mtgee., & consequently that the subsequent 
payments of interest were not made to persons 

entitled to receive them :—Held: Statute of Limi- 

tations did not appl ; an administrator had power 

to appropriate a ebt in this way; the right of an 
administrator, who was also one of the next of kin, 
to appropriate part of the estate to his own share 
was & pian entirely independent of the agreement 
of the next of kin, & this right was not confined to 
chattels; & the payments of interest were made 

to the right persons.— BARCLAY v. OWEN (1889), 

60 L. T. 220. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Re England, Steward v. England 
(1895), 73 L. T. 237; Re Brooks, Coles v. Davis (1897), 
76 L. T. 771; Re Beverly, Watson v. Watson, [1901] 1 

on SF} : Re Bythway, Gough v. Dames (1911), 80 L. J. 


(c) Effect of Foreclosure Order. 


See, generally, MORTGAGE. 

1385. General rule—Accrual of fresh right of 
recovery.|—A legal mtge. of freehold land in 1856; 
no possession by the mtgee., & no payment of 
principal or interest to him, nor any acknowledg- 
ment of his title. In 1870 a bill by the mtgee. for 
redemption or foreclosure; in 1874 a decree nisi 
for redemption or foreclosure ; & in 1877 an order 
absolute for foreclosure. In 1878 an action by 
the mtgee. to recover possession of the land :— 
Held: although brought more than twenty years 
after the date of the mtge. deed the action was not 
barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), & Real Property Limitation Act, 1837 
(c. 28). Semble: the action being brought by 
one who had become absolute owner of the land 
under the foreclosure decree was an action as to 
which the right to bring it must be taken to have 
accrued within Real Property Limitation Act, 
1838 (c. 27), s. 2, at the date of that decree; & 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 2, 
in defining when the right shall be deemed to have 
accrued is not necessarily exhaustive or otherwise 
inconsistent with this view.—PUGH v. HEATH 
(1882), 7 App. Cas. 235; 51 L. J. Q. B. 867; 46 
L. T. 321 ;30 W. R. 553, H. L..; affg. S.C. sub nom. 
HEATH v. PuGH (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 345, CO. A. 
Annotations :—Expld. Thornton v. France, [1897] 2 Q. B. 

143. Refd. Harlock v. Ashberry (1882), 19 Ch. D. 539; 

Badeley v. Consolidated Bank iar 57 L. J. Ch. 468 ; 

Re Lake’s Trusts (1890), 63 L. T. 416; Williams v, 

Thomas (1909), 100 L. T. 630 ;_ Re Witham, Chadburn v. 
Winfield, [1923] 2 Ch. 413. ‘Mentd. Wood v. Wheater 
8 Ch. D. 281; Fowke v. Draycott (1885), 29 
. D. 996; Re Owen, [1894] 3 Ch. 220; Hun nv. 
I. R. Comrs., [1896] 1 Q. B. 422; London & dland 
Bank v. Mitchell, [1899] 2 Ch. 161; Matthews v. Usher 


15 men L. R. 593; 24 C. L. T. 273. ; O. W.N. 1459; 12 D. L. R. 64.—CAN. 
-+—-Re Soot (1858), 8 I. Ch. 


PART V. SECT. 12, SUB-SECT. 1.— 
A. (0). 


; ed i. General pus sale fresh 
right of recovery. e AM 
gins BERS (1897), 11 idan. L. R. 550.—OAN. 


—— ———,]— 


. .]— ARCHIBALD ¥. 
R. 767; 4 Wawtor (1902), 35 N.S. RR. 48.—OAN,. 


Parr V.—LAND OR RENT. 
1 would pass, under Real Property Limitation Act, 


93 B. 988; United Realisation Co. v. 
x ' tis 99] 1 Q. B. 361; Re Lloyd, Lloyd 
_ Tho 4 (1908), L Oh. 485; Re Lovell & Collard’s Contract, 
{1907] 1 Ch. Copestake v. Ae {1908] 2 Ch. 10; 
Turner v. Mata’ 1190 2K. B. 


1386. Assignment of mietaes after foreclosure 
—Without benefit of foreclosure—New right of 
redemption tn later mortgagees.|—After a decree 
to foreclose the mtgor. & some creditors whose 
debts were charged on the estate, one of the 
creditors, pays off the mtge., & agrees with the 
rest that they should redeem him at a further 
day, otherwise he should hold the lands absolutely. 
The mtgee. assigned to the creditor his mtge. only, 
& not the benefit of the decree of foreclosure. 
This gives the other creditors a new redemption ; 
& accordingly a redemption decreed, though after 
twenty y ye ars’ possession & great im rovements 
made. XTON v. GREAVES (1682), 1 Vern. 138; 


1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 317 ; 28 H. R. 371. 
AUREEN :—Expld. Whiting v. White (1792), 2 Cox, Eq. 
‘as 


B. When Mortgagee has Beneficial Interest. 
1387. When time begins to run.]|—WYNNE v. 
Sayan, No. 1858, ante. 


C. Where Third Party is in Possession. 


When time begins to run.|—See Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 3. 

1888. Effect of payment of interest—-As 
against mortgagor & persons claiming under mort- 
gage—Possession not adverse.]—-Lessor of pltf. 
was the assignee of a mtge., made more than twenty 
years before ejectment brought; but the mtgor. 
had, within twenty years, paid interest on the 
mtge. Deft. had been let into possession more 
than a year before the mtge., by the mtgor., & 
suffered by him, as a favour, to occupy the premises 
without payment of rent, & without any written 
acknowledgment. The mtgor.’ s right of entry as 
against deft. accrued, under Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27 ), less than twenty years 
before the mtge., but more than twenty years 
before ejectment brought :—Held: Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1837 (c. 28), preserved to the 
lessor of plit., being a mtgee., the same right of 
entry as if Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), had not passed ; & deft.’s possession never 
having been such as, before Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833 (c. 27), would have been adverse to 
the lessor of pltf., he was entitled to recover; 
though the mtgor.’s right of entry within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), had accrued 
before the mtge., & was barred under that statute 
by lapse of time before commencement of the 
action. 

(2) It was argued before us that the owner of 
an estate, who is himself barred by a tenant 
having occupied twenty years without payment of 
rent or acknowledgment, might, by executing a 
mtge., & payment of interest to a mtgee., vest in 
the latter a right of entry which he could not 
exercise himself; but by such a mtge. nothing 
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1887 1. When time begins to run.}— 
CaRBERY oRD) %. PRESTON (1850), 
13 1. Kq. 455.—IR. 


tr. B.’Co omrs 











stranger w 


Se ematemmemanel 


Pal pao ’s Es- 


1887 .}—Re 
TATE, [1906] 1 I. R. 370.—I the 
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1388 1. When time begins to run— 
Effect of payne of interest—As8 against 
mortgago Cs Te plying Rierigsgttd seh 
imorteaie = easton dverse 
EYRE v. Wasa (1860), 1 10 L. Cc. L 
346.—IR, 


— 


under him.—BucK 


p. Possession adverse Yr. 
prior to mortgage. |—The possession of a 
ch has not ripened into a 
title as against the owner of land, will 
not enure to the benefit of him so in t. 
ossession as against the m 
ong as his anton is regularly paid 


by owner.-——CH 
CLARK (1881), 38 Gr. 454.—CAN, 
q: Wild ears Real Pro- nD: 
perty Limitation ae oes 
t a mtgee. of 
state of nature until actual hae pare 
is taken by some person not claiming 


(1897), 11 Man, L. R, 625.— CAN. 
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1833 (c. 27), s. 34, the ri oht of Pike owner being 
extinguished at the end of ihe period of limitation 
(LorD CAMPBELL, C.J.)—DoE d. PALMER v. 
Eyre (1851), 17 Q. B. 866; 20 L. J. Q. B. 431; 
17 L. T. O. S. 221; 15 Jur. 1031; 117 EB. R. 1320. 


Annotations :-—Folld. Ford +. Ager (1863), 2 New Rep. 
368. Refd. Doe d. Baddeley v. Massey 1851), 1 me 9. 
373; Hemming v. Blanton giieta) 4 42 L. 158; 
Thornton v. France, [1897] 2 Q, B. 143. 
J -() ) A 


taking in land adjacent to his own, by encroach- 
ment, must, as between himself & the landlord, 
be deemed, ‘prima facie, to take it as part of the 
demised land; but that presumption will not 
prevail for the landlord’s benefit against third 
persons. The landlord of A. & B., adjacent 
closes, mortgaged them, & afterwards demised A. 
The tenant of A. built upon B. without leave of 
the landlord, who, on permission being asked, 
refused it, saying he had granted rights over B. 
to occupier of other adjoining lands. The tenant 
held both A. & B. for twenty years, paying rent 
to the landlord under the demise of A., but not 
expressly in respect of B.:—Held: on "this evi- 
dence, hé might insist, as against the landlord, on 
a twenty years’ occupation of B. within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), as. 2, 3. 

(2) On a purchase of lands which were under 
mtge., the purchaser paid the principal & interest 
due on the mtge., & took a conveyance in which 
mtgor. & mtgee. joined, of the premises, & of the 
mtgor.’s equity of redemption & all the residue 
of his interest :—Held: the purchaser was a 
person ‘‘claiming under’’ a mtge., within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1837 (c. 28); & the 
twenty years’ limitation under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 2, ran from the 
paying off of the mtge. & interest.—DoE d. Bab- 
DELEY v. Massey (1851), 17 Q. B. 3733; 20 L. J. 
Q. B. 484; 17 L. T. O. S. 221; 15 Jur. 1031; 
117 E. R. 1322. 


A -—As to @ Distd. Thornton v. France, [1897] 
a4 tS 143. Refd. Hemming v. Blanton (1873), 42 L. J. 


1390, - — —— — ——.]—A., being owner 
in fee of a house & land, let B. into possession, by 
favour, in 1837, & subsequently, in the same 
year, mortgaged. the premises by demise for one 
thousand years to C., & paid interest on the mtge. 
up to 1848, wheu he sold & conveyed the equity 
of redemption to D. 3B. continued in possession 
& occupation of the premises, without any written 
acknowledgment, & without payment of rent 
to A. or any one from 1837 to 1862, when, A. having 
died in the meantime, B. sold & conveyed the 
property in fee to pltf., but continued in the 
Saute poten of it, as tenant to pitf. at a certain fixed 
rent, under an agreement in writing between 
them. Subsequently to this C., the mtgee., & D. 
the owner of the equity of redemption, having 
brought ejectment against B., paid him £5 to give 
up possession to them, which he did, & O. & D. 
then joined in conveying the premises in fee to 





Possession subsequent to 
mortgage — Effect of foreclosure.) — 
ARCHIBALD v. LAWLOR (1902), 35 N. 8. 


R. 48.—CAN., 


From date of 
scesion.) —- SRIMATI ANAND YI 
Dast v. DHARANDRA CHANDRA Moo 
KERJEE (1871), 8 B. L.R.122; Tae Moo. 
Ind. App. 101; 16 W. R. P. Co. 19.— 
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NAM 0. STEWART b. Constructive 
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Sect. 12.—Mortgagor and mortgagee : Sub-sect. 1, C.; 
sub-sect, 2, A. (a).] 

defts., the mtge. being then paid off. On eject- 
ment by pltf. to recover possession from defts. :— 
Held: (1) defts., as claiming title under the mtge., 
were not estopped, by having obtained possession 
from B., pltf.’s tenant, in the manner above 
mentioned, from setting up their title under the 
mtge. in answer to pltf.’s action; & they were 
not bound to have given up the possession so 
obtained by them, before setting up such title in 
answer to the action; (2) defts., being persons 
claiming under a mtge., on which interest had been 
paid within en oat before ejectment brought, 
came within Re roperty Limitation Act, 1837 
(c. 28), & consequently was not barred by Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 2.— 
Forp v. AGER (1868), 2 H. & C. 279; 2 New Rep. 
366; 32 L. J. Ex. 269; 8 L. T. 546; 9 Jur. N.S. 
804; 11 W. R. 1073; 159 E. R. 117. 

Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Homming v. Blanton (1873), 

421. 5.C, P. 158. 

13891. ——_- ——- -—-—— —-—-.]— Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1887 (c. 28), which provides that 
a@ person entitled to or claiming under a'mtge. of 
land may make an entry or bring an action at law 
or suit in equity to recover such land at any time 
within twenty, now twelve, years next after the 
last payment of any part of the principal or 
interest secured by such mtge. applies not only as 
against the mtgor. & persons claiming under him, 
but also as against a person who has acquired a 
good title by virtue of Statute of Limitations as 
against the mtgor. & those claiming under him.— 
LUDBROOK v. LUDBROOK, [1901] 2 K. B. 96; 70 
L. J. K. B. 552; 84 L. T. 485; 49 W. R. 465; 
17 T. L. R. 397 ; 45 Sol. Jo. 393, C. A. 

1892, ——_—_—__ Person in possession having 
no title as against mortgagor.]|—DoE d. PALMER v. 
EYRE, No. 1388, ante. 

1398. ——_- ——__ ——- ———_.]—Where a demise 
for a term of one thousand years by way of mtge. 
is created in land, & no payment of principal or 
interest or acknowledgment is made for more than 
twenty, years, & the mtgor. & those claiming 
under him remain in possession of the premises 
without interruption, the title of the mtgee. under 
the mtge. is thenceforth barred, therefore a pay- 
ment of arrears of interest & the principal to the 
mbtgee. under a decree in a foreclosure suit, after 
that time has elapsed, does not revive the title in 
the mtgee., & an ejectment does not then lie to 
recover the possession.—HEMMING v. BLANTON 
(1873), 42 L. J.C. P. 158; 21 W. R. 636. 

1394. ——- Against subsequent mortgagee— 
Prior mortgagee in possession. ]—-J OANSON (SAMUEL) 
& Sons, Lrp. v. BRock, No. 1356, ante. 

1395. Who are persons claiming under mortgage 
—Person paying off mortgage debt—Taking con- 
veyance of legal estate—& equity of redemption.]— 
DOE d. BADDELEY v. MASSEY, No. 1389, ante. 


LIMITATION 














hig _—_-—— -|—FOorRpD v. AGER, No. 1390, 
ante, 
1897. —— Mortgagor.}—In 1886 the 


owner of one undivided moiety of premises, which 
had been during the previous eleven years in the 
of entry has accrued to a mtgee. 


without actual entry by him, & the 
mortgaged lands are subsequently 
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Paciric Ry. Co. (1891), 21 


or ACTIONS. 


sole possession of the owners of the other moiety, 
mortgaged his moiety; & in 1890, the premises 
having in the meantime continued & still con- 
tinuing to be in the sole possession of the owners 
of the other moiety, he executed a conveyance of 
his moiety, subject to the mtge., to pltf., who 
subsequently paid off the mtge. In an action for 
partition of the property :—Held: (1) pltf. did 
not, on paying off the mtge., become a ‘‘ person 
claiming under a mtge.’”’ within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1837 (c. 28), which, as modified 
by the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
s. 9, give such a person a period of twelve years 
from the last payment of any part of the principal 
money or interest secured by the mtge. for bringing 
an action to recover the land; (2) the Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1837 (c. 28), did not confer 
a new right of entry on the mtgee. where at the 
date of the mtge. a person is in possession adversely 
to the mtgor. & the Statute of Limitations had 
already begun to run in his favour against the 
mtgor.—THORNTON v. FRANCE, [1897] 2 Q. B. 
ae ie Q. B. 705; 77 L. T. 38; 46 W. R. 
56, C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. Ludbrook v. Ludbrook, [1901] 2K. B. 96. 


SUB-SECT. 2.--REDEMPTION ACTIONS. 
A. When Morigagor is Barred. 
(a) In General. 

nee Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
8. 7. 

1398. Entry by mortgagee.]|—If the mtgee. 
enters into possession in his character of mtgee., 
or by virtue of his mtge. title alone, he is for the 
period of twenty years liable to account, &, if 
payment be tendered to him, liable to become 
trustee for the mtgor; but, if the mtgor. permits 
the mtgee. to hold for twenty years without 
accounting, or admitting his mtge. title, the mtgor. 
loses his right of redemption, & the title of the 
mtgee. becomes as absolute in equity as it was 
phaser atlaw; &, in such a case, the time runs 
against the mtgor. from the moment the mtgee. 
takes possession, & continues to run against all 
those claiming under the mtgor., whatever may be 
the disabilities to which they may be subjected. 

But if the mtgee. enters, not in his character of 
mtgee. only, but as purchaser of the equity of 
redemption, he must look to the title of his vendor, 
& the validity of the conveyance he takes, & if 
the conveyance be such as gives him only the 
estate of a tenant for life, he is bound, having 
united in himself the characters of mtgor. & 
mtgee., to keep down the interest of the mtge. 
for the benefit of the person or persons entitled 
in remainder, & time will not run against the 
remaindermen during the continuance of the 
estate for life-—RAaFFETY v. KiNG (1836), 1 Keen, 
601; 6L. J. Ch. 87; 48 E. R. 439. 


Annotations :—Moentd. Davis v. Quarterman (1840), 4 Y 
C. Ex. 257; Wicks v. Scrivens (1860), 1 John. & H. 21 


1899. Whether remainderman barred.|— 
If a mtgee. enters in the lifetime. of the tenant 
for life of the mtged. estate, the remainderman will 
be barred of his right to redeem after twenty years 


- & 
5 
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left vacant before a title by possession be J CREAMER  ¥- 9. Entry by mortgagee— Effect o 
has been acquired, by any one, the eae (1914), rl haf a - sae Pa Peraiprd g administration order. }— 
constructive possession thereof {s in 7 Sask. L. BR. 173°—C AN. » mtgee. having obtained possession by 
a 6 mtgee., & the Statute of Limitation Osan cae . . ejectment has a good title after twenty 
oF not run against him go as to —_— .})— Peacocke & ears, notwithstanding that during 
extinguish his title to the lands: the PmEACOCKE v. AUCKLAND DISTRICT hese years an order for the administra- 
alae. being in default &no presumption LAND REGISTRAR (1901), 20 N. Z, tion of the estate of the person, not 
of payment arising.—DELANEY vv. L. R. 81.—N.Z. being the mtgor., entitied to the equity 


Part V.—LAND OR RENT. 


from such entry.—-HARRISON v. HoLzuins (1812), 

1 Sim. & St. 471 ; 57 BE. R. 187. 

Arnorations :—Re rae Bennett v. y, Colley, ( (1832), 5 Sim, 181; 
Raffety v. King 


Ashton 
(1836), ison, 6 i 33h eatd Bandon v. Becker (1835), 


1400. ——— Mortgage containing power of sale 
with trust of surplus for mortgagor—Extinguish- 
ment of trust.|—Where wey ears have elapsed 
from entry by a mtgee., ere has been no 
subsequen Wa enteys eeatrd the mtgor.’s right 
of redemption becomes extinct, under Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 ({c. 27 ), 88. 28, 34; 
& if in such a case the mtge. deed contained a 
power of sale with a trust of surplus proceeds for 
the mtgor. & his representatives, & that power of 
sale has not been exercised within the twenty 
years from entry by the mtgee., the trust of 
surplus proceeds becomes equally extinct, & cannot 
be enforced with respect to surplus proceeds 
resulting from a subsequent sale.—CHAPMAN vw. 
CorRPE (1879), 41 L. T. 22; 27 W. R. 781. 

1401. Extent to which mortgagor barred— 
Entire subject matter of deed—-Policy of insurance.| 
—Where real property & a policy of insurance 
have been included in one mtge. deed, to secure 
one indivisible amount, & all subject to one & the 
same proviso for redemption, & the mtgee. has 
been in possession of the property for more than 
twelve years without giving any acknowledgment 
ot the title of the mtgor., so that the right of the 
mtgor. to redeem the land has become barred by 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), the 
right to redeem the policy will also be barred.— 
CHARTER v. WATSON, eee 1 Ch. 175; 68 L. J. 
Ch.1; 79L.T. 440; 47 W. R. 250 ; 43 Sol. Jo. 12. 
Annotation :—Consd. Re Jauncey, Bird v. ‘Arnold, (1926] Ch. 


1402. Descent of property—Death of mort- 
gagee before mortgagor barred.|—-Where a person 
dies entitled to a mtge. interest, that is personal 
estate at that time; & though afterwards the 
mtgor. may be barred, that would not convert the 
property as between the representatives at the 
time of his death from personal to real (LORD 
ILDEN, C.).—A.-G. Vv. V1GOR (1803), 8 Ver. 256 ; 
32 E.R. 352, L. C. 

Annotations -—Ap Id. Re Loveridge, Drayton v. Loveridge, 
{1902] 2 Ch. 8o9. Mentd. Goodright v. or or (180 ’), 
8 East, 552; Simpson v. Walker (1831), 

d. Meyrick v. Rays Rees rick Saale 2 Tyre 178; Joneses. bkinnor 

ieee 5 L. Culley v. Doe d. "Taylerson OF a. 

Per. & Dav. 539 ; ana rew v. Andrew (1855), 3 Sm. & G 
130% Quested ». Michell (1855), 1 Jur. N. 8. 488; Brook: 
man » Smith (1871), L. R. 6 Exch. 291. f 

oO 


4038. ——- ——_- jj Where a mtgee. 
freeholds enters into possession of the mtged. 
land, & dies leaving all his property to his widow 
for life but otherwise intestate, & the possession is 
continued by the widow, who is not solely entitled 
to the mtge. debt, until the equity of redemption 
is barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), the mtged. land passes as personalty to 
his next of kin.—Re LOVERIDGE, DRAYTON v. 
LOVERIDGE, [1902] 2 Ch. 859; 71 L. J. Ch. 865; 
87 L. T. 204; 51 W. R. 232 ; 46 Sol. Jo. 701. 

1404. .J—(1) L. was the mtgee. 
in fee of land of which he took possession in 1861. 

















of redemption, has been obtained.— 
CROOKS v. WATKINS (1860), 8 Gr. 340. 


mtgee., for over twenty years before 
the mtgor.’ 8 suit for redemption, per: 
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He remained in possession till his death in 1864. 
By his will he made his widow extrix. & tenant 
for life, & subject thereto died intestate, leaving 
I. his heir. The widow & I. were entitled to L.’s 
personalty. On L.’s death his widow took pos- 
session, which she retained until her death in 1900 : 

-Held: although the land descended to I. as 
heir, he held it as trustee for the widow who was 
entitled to the mtge. debt as extrix.; I. was not 
discharged from the trusteeship when the mtgor. 
was statute barred; & the land devolved on the 
extrix. of L. ag personalty. 

(2) I. died in 1880, having been of uous 
mind ever since death of L. He died intestate, & 

P. was his administrator & A. & X. were his co- 
heiresses :—Held: the mtgor. was statute barred 
on Jan. 1, 1879, when Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874 (c. 57 )s s. 7, came into force; the one- 
half share of the land in which I. was beneficially 
interested vested in him as realty & descended on 
his death to his co-heiresses.—Re LOVERIDGE, 
PEARCE v. MARSH, [1904] 1 Ch. 518; 73 L. J. Ch. 
15; 89 L. T. 503; 52 W. R. 138; 48 Sol. Jo. 33. 

1405. Extension of time for redemption—Mort- 
gage providing for redemption at any time.|— 
A. conveyed a life estate to B. in consideration of 
£4,739. By a deed of even date B. contracted that 
it A. should at any time desire to repurchase the 
life-estate for £4,739, B. would reconvey it to him 
for that sum. All the expenses of this trans- 
action were paid by A. B. took possession, 
insured A.’s life for 24, 739, & after payment of 
premiums, the surplus rent was between £6 & 
£6 10s. pe cent. on the purchase-money. B. left 
a will, by which he spoke of the life estate as 
redeemable on payment of £4,739 & interest, & 
spoke of his interest as a security. A. after a lapse 
of nearly thirty years, & many years after the 
death of the solr. who conducted the transaction, 
filed a bill to redeem, & failed in proving by direct 
evidence that the parties intended a mtge. :— 
Held: the transaction was to be treated as a 
conditional sale, & not as a mtge., & A. had no 
right to an account of rents & profits. Semble: 
his right to repurchase on the payment of the full 
sum of £4,739 was not barred by Statute of Limita- 
tions. Qu.: whether Statute of Limitations was 
not an answer to the claim to redeem on the 
footing of the transaction being a mtge. 

I am disposed to think that the statute cannot 
apply so as to make the mere possession by the 
mtgee. for twenty years without acknowledgment 
a bar to redemption where the original contract 
is in terms that the mtgor. may redeem at any 
time during a period extending Besa beara the twenty 

years (LORD ORANWORTH, C.).—ALDERSON v. 


Waite (1858), 2 De G. & J. a 30 L. T. O. S. 
207; 4 Jur. N.S. 125; 6 W. R. 242; 44 EB. R. 
924, L. C. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Ss. & L. Ry. v. North Central 
Wagon Co. (1888), 13 “App. Cas. 554; Beckett vr. Tower 
Assets Co., [1891] 1 Q. B 
1406. Receipt of ‘ents ‘from tenant in possession 

—By mortgagee—Or agent—Who may be con- 

sidered agent.|—WaAkRD v. CARTTAR, No. 1109, ante. 


‘= } acant lands. ] . 


—CAN. sore Pe only ack res possession, O 
f. —— Possession enures to grantees.) Wile appeare e, LS = = FR 
me URR ‘ -R. namely, he paid, with the mtgor.’s UTHERFORD 
ina AN. PO MU BRST ean acquiescence, all the taxation upon it oie (1904), 15 Man. L. R. 
Co ctive entry — Wild ae her br mtgor. nace ae peymee t of 
1a, Pa ng aby 2.  MODON either Hea ‘7 or frig mo— —— —_, 


repudia 


~-& A. 393.— property a 


ymen 
m Micporten (1864), 2 


Under 
a deed of conveyance of wild land the 


ee eA eam = eens 


he ais by R.8. B. ©., 1897 (c. 
0.—KIRBY ». CowDEROY, 


IMPERIAL LOAN Co. (1908), "4 if Me 
UR 144 144; 8W.LR ). 18, Man. 


123 
123), n. —— Under court— 
Time runs from entry.}—1 ANDU Jv, 
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Sect. 12.—Mortgagor and mortgagee: Sub-sect. 2, A. 
(a), (0) & (0), & B. (a) & (0).) 

1407, —— ——- ——_ ——.]—(1) In 1828 pltf. 

mortgaged freehold property to b., & in 1382, 
being about to reside abroad, he gave a full power 
of attorney to deft., who was a solr., to receive the 
rents & profits of all his property, & to apply them 
in payment of the incumbrances. In 1841 pltf. 
settled accounts with deft., showing a large balance 
due to deft., which pltf. agreed to secure by a 
mtge. of his real estates when required. In 1845 
pitt. became bkpt., but his assignee did not 
interfere with the mtged. property, & deft. con- 
tinued to receive the rents & profits. In 1849 
deft. took a transfer himself of B.’s mtge. to which 
plitf. was not a party. In 1863 deft. wrote a letter 
to pltf. expressing his readiness to settle all 
accounts. In 1877, plitf..s bkpcy. was annulled, 
& pitf. brought an action against deft. claiming 
to redeem the mtge., & claimi an account 
against him as mtgee. in possession, &, by amend- 
ment, as agent & trustee for him. Deft. pleaded 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27) :— 
Held: on piltf.’s bkpcy. deft. ceased to be the 
agent & attorney of pltf., & did not become the 
agent of the assignee ; & even if the assignee would 
have been entitled to call upon deft. to account, 
pitf. did not, on the annulment of the bkpcy., 
succeed to the assignee’s right; pltf.’s estate as 
mtgor. having ceased on the bkpcy., the letter 
written to him in 1865 could not operate as an 
acknowledgment, either of his title or that of the 
assignee, to the equity of redemption, so as to take 
the case out of Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27); as the assignee was barred by the 
statute pltf. was also barred, notwithstanding the 
annulment of the bkpcy. 

(2) Qu.: whether an acknowledgment of the 
title of a mtgor. is effectual to take the case out of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), if it 
is not made till after the time limited by the statute 
has expired.—MARKWICK v. HARDINGHAM (1880), 
16 Ch. D. 339; 43 L. T. 647; 29 W. R. 361, C. A. 
Aen :—Refd. Sanders v. Sanders (1881), 19 Ch. D. 


1408. Mortgagee in possession of part of land for 
statutory time—Mortgagor’s right barred as to that 
part.|—KINsSMAN v. Rovussz, No. 1271, ante. 

Disabilities.]— See Sect. 7, sub-sect. 1, ante. 


(6) Mortgages by Tenant for Life. 

1408. Mortgagee purchasing equity of redemption 
—Whether remainderman barred.|—Rarrety v. 
KING, No. 1898, ante. 

1410. -]—A mtgee. in possession for 
six years, without making any acknowledgment of 
the mtgor.’s title, then purchased the interest of 
the tenant for life of the equity of redemption, & 
continued in possession for twenty years longer :— 
Held: such possession was not adverse during 
the existence of the life estate so purchased, & 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 28, 
was not therefore a bar to any suit for redemption 
by the remainderman or reversioner.—HyDE v. 
DALLAWAY (1843), 2 Hare, 528; 67 E. R. 218. 
Annotation :-—Mentd. Prout v. Cock, [1896] 2 Ch. 808. 


1411. Mortgage by married woman for term— 
Husband executor of mortgagee—Merger.] — A., 








—Where 
obtain 


Tarenl af wld 


ae (1895), I. L. R. 19 Bom, 140.— actual 


nder settlement of tty 

of redemption.}—-BROWNE o. Cone 

(BP.) (1839), 1 Dr. & Wal. 700.—IR, 
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wt en 





0. 


possession is 
ed by a mtgee. in assertion of his 
t not be 


continuous! twent 
v. WiEBON (1877), 2 AYR 


Limrration oF Actions. 


a married woman, being tenant for life of lands 
allotted & exchanged under an Inclosure Act, in 
1810 mortgaged them for one thousand years to 
B. to secure £105 advanced by him to pay her 
share of the expenses of the inclosure. B. died in 
1812, & the husband of A. was his exor. & one of 
his residuary legatees. The term passed to A.’s 
husband as exor., & he died in 1824. After the 
death of B. no interest was paid, & upon the death 
of A. the remainderman took possession. A.’s 
husband bequeathed all his pre erty to A. & made 
her one of his exors., but she did not eal In 
ejectment upon demises by the exor. of A. & also 
by the exors. of A.’s husband :—Held: the term 
of one thousand years had not merged in A.’s 
estate for life, & Statute of Limitations did not 
apply.—Dok d. Francis v. Harn (1850), 15 L. T. 
O. 8. 2038. 

1412. Mortgage under wer-—Excess interest 
charged on corpus— tation of account.|— 
A tenant for life had power to charge the estate 
with £20,000, & interest for his own benefit, & 
to limit a term upon trust to raise it by mtge. He 
exercised the power to charge, & limited a term 
to a trustee upon trust, to raise the Beier aa money 
by mtge. He afterwards by deeds, in which the 
trustee concurred, mortgaged the £20,000 & interest, 
along with other property, for securing a further 
sum. The rents of the property were insufficient, 
after payment of the interest on certain prior 
charges, to pay the interest on the £20,000. The 
tenant for life, however, paid the interest to the 
mtgees. in full during his life :—Held: Statute of 
Limitations did not apply, so as to restrict the 
account to the period of six years before the death 
of the tenant for life.—KENSINGTON (LORD) v. 
BovuvVERIE (1855), 7 De G. M. & G. 134; 3 Kq. Rep. 
165; 24 L. J. Ch. 442; 25 L. T. O. 8. 169; 1 
Jur. N. 8.577; 3W.R. 469; 44 E. R. 53, L. JJ. ; 
on appeal (1859), 7 H. Li. Cas. 557, H. L. 
Annotations :—Retfd. Howlin v. Sheppard oie 19 W. R. 

253. Mentd. Mayer v. Murray (1878), 8 Ch. D. 424; 

Noyes v. Pollock (1886), 32 Ch. D. 53. 

1418. Estate charged with debts—Entry by mort- 
gagee—Whether creditors barred.]|—Testator, who 
died in 1884, by his will devised his real & personal 
estate to trustees upon trust for A. for life with 
remainders over, & charged the property he owned 
in the county of Y. with the es he ia of his debts 
so far as his personal estate should be insufficient. 
Testator’s estate consisted of property in the 
counties of Y. & N. The property in the county 
of Y. had been mortgaged by testator, & the 
interest was kept down & paid out of the Y. 
property for more than twelve years after the 
death of testator. In 1885 the tenant for life 
mortgaged the N. property. The personal estate 
was insufficient to pay the debts & mtges. of 
testator, & in the year 1902 the creditors obtained 
an order for the administration of the estate. In 
1893 the mtgee. of the life estate in the N. pro- 
perty entered into possession, having obtained an 
order for foreclosure absolute. The creditors now 
sought to sell the N. property, & claimed to be 
paid out of the proceeds of such sale. The mtgees. 
in possession of the N. property took out a sum- 
mons for a declaration that the creditors were not 
entitled to enforce their claims against the N. 
property or the proceeds of sale thereof so as to 
affect the life estate therein :—Held: the claim 
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of the creditors was not barred by Statutes of 
tations.— Re ATKINSON, HARTLEY v. ATKIN- 
son (1907), 98 L. T. 369; on appeal, sub nom. 
Re ATKINSON, Proctor v. ATKINSON, [1908] 
2 Ch. 807, 0. A. 
1414. What interest recoverable.|—Re TURNER, 
TURNER v. SPENCER, No. 1002, ante. 


(c) Conveyance in Form of Trust for Sale. 


1415. Whether a mortgage.]—A security in the 
form of a trust for sale is a mtge. within above sect. 

Before 1829 L. had demised two estates to P. 
for long terms of years by way of mtge. On 
Feb. 11, 1829, P. made to L. a further advance, & 
L., by a deed to which P. was a party, but not a 
conveying party, conveyed the fee in those estates 
& another estate to C. upon trust for P., his heirs, 
exors., administrators, & assigns, nevertheless 
upon the further trusts hereinafter declared ; 
which were, to permit L. to continue in possession 
& receipt of rents till Aug. 11, & if L. should then 
repay the further advance with interest, & the 
other mtges. charged on the property & therein- 
after specified, to reconvey to L., his heirs or 
assigns; but, in default of pment, then that 
C., his heirs or assigns, should immediately, or at 
their or his discretion, enter into possession, & 
sell the estates, & stand possessed of the proceeds 
in trust, in the first place, to pay costs, then the 
sums due to P. with interest, & a sum due on mtge. 
to another person with interest, & to pay the sur- 
plus to L., his exors., administrators, or assigns. 
L. at the same time attorned tenant to P. Default 
having been made in payment, P. entered into 
possession in 1832, & thenceforth received the 
rents & let the property. Sales were subse- 
quently made of parts of the property, the last 
being in 1848, & C. conveyed to the purchasers, 

P. being a party, & it was agreed that all terms 

should be assigned in trust to attend. In 1871 

L.’s heir-at-law filed a bill to have the trusts of the 

deed of 1829 carried into execution :—Held: 

the deed of 1829 did not create a trust of the 
estate for the benefit of the mtgor. which he could 
enforce, so as to bring the case within above Act, 

sect. 25, but was a mtge. within above Act, sect. 28. 

—LOCKING v. PARKER (1872), 8 Ch. App. 30; 42 

L. Z Ch. 257; 27 L. T. 6385; 21 W. R. 118, 

L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Alison, Johnson v. Mounsey (1879), 
11 Ch. D. 284. Consd. Chapman v. Corpe (1879), 41 
L. T. 22; Banner v. Berridge (1881), 18 Ch. D. 254. 

Id. Rochefoucauld v. Boustead, {1897] 1 Ch. 196. 
Reid. Sanders v. Sanders (1881), 30 W. R. 280. Mentd. 
Warner v. Jacob (1882), 20 Ch. D. 220; Liquidation 
Estates Purchase Co. v. Willoughby, [1898] A. C. 321. 
1416. -]—In 1827 S. conveyed certain 

premises to A. by way of security for £3,000 

& interest, in trust to sell, & out of the purchase- 

moneys to pay costs, principal, interest, & pay the 

surplus to S. In 1833 S. conveyed the same here- 
ditaments to M., & assigned to her the surplus 

purchase-moneys arising from any sale by A. i 

way of mtge. to secure £300 & interest. A. too 
ossession in 1849, & held it till he died in 1874. 
n 1876 the trustees of his will sold under the trusts 

of the mtge. deed. The purchase-money being 
more than sufficient to pay A.’s principal, interest, 

& costs, the representatives of M. claimed to have 

their debt paid out of the surplus:—Held: the 

equity of redemption had been barred by the lapse 
of time, & A. the first mtgee., had become abso- 
lute owner; no dealings by his devisees or exors. 
could alter the character of that estate, & the 
representatives of M.,the second mtgee., were not 
entitled to the surplus.—Re ALISON, JOHNSON v. 
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Mounsgy (1870), 11 Ch. D. 284; 40 L. T, 234; 
27 W. R. 537, C. A. sistent 
A tations ;—. a Cha man . Co € 1879), . Ns 
23. Consd. Apia. ooapme As Doutaa, {1897] 1 Ch. 
196. Apid. Re Metropalis & Counties Permanent Invest- 
mont Bldg. Soc., Gatfield’s Care, {et 1 Ch, 698. 
Banner v. Berridge (1881), 29 W. R. 844; Sanders v. 
Sanders (1881), 19 Ch. D. 373; Re Loveridge, Drayton v. 
Loveridge, (1902] 2 Ch. 859; Nicholson v. England, (1926) 
2K.B.93. Mentd. Warner v. Jacob (1882), 20 Ch. D. 220. 
1417. Trust for payment of surplus to mortgagor 
—Extinguished along with right of redemption.|— 
CHAPMAN v. CorPE, No. 1400, ante. 


~ 


B. Acknowledgments. 
(a) In General. 


Effect of acknowledgment.]—Sce Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 7. 


(6) By Whom Made. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 


1418. Mortgagee—One or more of several mort- 
gagees.|—An acknowledgment of the title of a 
mtgor. given by one only of two joint mtgees., 
who, on the face of the mtge. deed, were shown 
to advance the money on a joint account as trus- 
tees, did not keep alive the right of redemption 
either as against the whole property or against a 
moiety of it, but was wholly inoperative.— 
RICHARDSON v. YOUNGE (1871), 6 Ch. App. 478 3 
- J. Ch. 338; 25 L. T. 230; 19 W. R. 612, 

1419. Person claiming under mortgagee.| —A 
letter from a party, representing himself as 
deriving title under the mtgee., admitting the 
tight of the mtgor., or his representative, to 
redeem a mtge., & written within the twenty 
years :—/Teld: an acknowledgment in writing 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27). 
—UTTERMARE v. STEVENS (1851), 17 L. T. O. S. 
115. 

1420. Assignee of equity of redemption—Pay- 
ment of interest.|ForsytTH v. BRISTOWE, No. 
789, ante. 

1421. Tenant in tail under devise from mort- 
gagee.|—A mtgee. in fee, who had been in posses- 
sion for more than twenty years, died in 1805, 
leaving a will, by which he devised the property 
to S., his eldest son in tail, with divers remainders 
over, & appointed him his exor. & residuary 
legatee. In 1812, the persons claiming under 
the will of the mtgor. filed a bill against 8S. to 
redeem, & the suit was compromised in 1814 
on the terms of S. paying a sum for the equity of 
redemption, which was accordingly conveyed to 
him. He afterwards died without issue, & with- 
out having done any act to bar the entail created 
by his father’s will :—Held: his heir-at-law was 
entitled to the equitable fee, & the remaindermen 
under his father’s will had no title in equity. 

S. was heir-at-law of the mtgee., & was exor. 
& residuary legatee of the mtgee., & it was admitted 
that from the time of his father’s death he had 
never acted as tenant in tail or done anything 
inconsistent with the supposition that he sti 
held under the mtge. I think, therefore, that the 
same effect is to be given to his acknowledgment 
as if he had held only under the mtge. & his 
father’s will had not contained the limitations b 
which an estate tail was given to him wit 
remainders over (LORD CAMPBELL, C.).—PENDLE- 
TON v. RootH (1859), 1 De G. F. & J. 81; 29 
L. J. Oh. 265; 1 L. T. 284; 6 Jur. N. 8. 182; 
8W.R. 101; 45 E.R. 289,L.C. & L. JJ. 
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Sect. 12.—Mortgagor and mortgagee: Sub-sect. 2, B. 
(c), (d), (e) & (f); sub-sect. 3.] 


(ce) To Whom Made. 
1422. Mortgagor—After bankruptcy of mort- 
gagor.|—MARKWICK v. HARDINGHAM, No. 1407, 


ante. 

¢ 1423. Agent of mortgagor—Who may he con- 
sidered agent.]—-Then it was objected that, as the 
letter was not written either to the grand-daughter 
or to a person authorised to act as her agent, it 
was not such a written acknowledgment as the 
statute requires. The question, however, is 
whether the party who wrote the letter, did not 
treat the party to whom it was written as the agent 
of the child. She was at that time an infant; & 
the writer made the statements, in his letter, in 
answer to the grandfather’s letter upon the 
infant’s business; &, when he said: ‘‘ I am very 
willing to settle if your grand-daughter is of age,”’ 
can it be supposed that that was not meant to 
be a statement of which the grand-daughter might 
avail herself, when she came of age? It would be 
a forced construction to say that this was not an 
acknowledgment within the statute,‘ or that it 
was not given to the agent of the person claiming 
the estate of the mtgor. It is not necessary to 
make a person an agent, that he should have an 
actual authority to act. It is quite sufficient that 
the grandfather acted as the agent of his grand- 
child ; & that she, when she came of age, adopted 
what he had done on her behalf (SHADWELL, V.&.). 
—TRULOCK v. ROBEY (1841), 12 Sim. 402; 5 
Jur. 1101; 59 E. R. 1186; subsequent proceedings 
(1846), 15 Sim. 265; (1847), 2 Ph. 395, L, C. 


Annotations :—Apld. Stansfield v. Hobson (1852), 16 Beav. 
236. Refd. Richardson v. Younge (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 


275. 

ai ——.]—-ForRsyTH v. BRiIstow#, No. 789, 
ante. 

1425. Stranger.|—Redemption decreed against 
the heir of mtgee. & a purchaser with notice upon 
acknowledgment of the mtge. within twenty years 
before the bill in transactions with other persons, 
not with the heirs of the mtgor.—HANSARD v. 
Harpy (1812), 18 Ves. 455; 34 BH. R. 389. 

1426. ——— Deed of assignment reciting mort- 
gage.])—A. mortgaged an estate to B. for a 
thousand years. B. died, having bequeathed the 
mtge. to his widow. She also died; &, in 1822, 
her personal representatives entered into & 
continued in possession of the estate until 1838, 
when they sold & assigned the mtge. to C., who 
entered & continued in possession until 1848, when 
A.’s heir filed a bill to redeem, on the ground that 
the deed of assignment recited the mtge. & con- 
veyed the term to C., subject, expressly, to the 
equity of redemption of A. or his legal repre- 
sentatives :—Held: the deed was not such an 

acknowledgment of the mtgor.’s title as to make the 
estate redeemable.—Lucas v. DENNISON (1843), 
4 a 2L. T. O. 8S. 186; 7 Jur. 1122; 60 
4 


1427. ———.]—The recital of a mtgor.’s 
title to redeem in a transfer by a mtgee. in pos- 
session is not sufficient to prevent Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), being a bar to the 
right of the mtgor. to redeem.—BATCHELOR v. 
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MippLeron (1848), 6 Hare, 75; 8 L. T. 0. 8. 5133 
67 E. R. 1088. 


(d) Time for Making. 
1428. Before expiration of statutory period.}— 
Acknowledgment of mtge. title wit. twenty 
ears of bill filed maintains the equity of ar 
ion.—HOopDLE v. Heatey (1819), 6 Madd. 181; 
56 B. R. 1061. 


Annotations :—Apld. Rayner v. Oastler (1822), 6 Madd. 
te Consd. Richardson v. Younge (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 


1429. J—A mtgor. will be entitled to 
redemption against a mtgee., who, after more than 
twenty years’ possession, makes admissions, which 
prove, that he has all along considered himself 
only as mtgee.—OUTLER v. CREMER (1823), 1 
L. J. O. S. Ch. 108. 

1430. ——.]—After a mtgee. had been more than 
twenty years in possession of property mtged., 
the mtgor.’s solr. wrote a letter asking when the 
mtgee. would see him on the mtgor.’s claims. 
The mtgee. wrote back to the solr., ‘‘ I do not see 
the use of a meeting unless some party is ready to 
pay me off.” The mtgor. filed a bill to redeem : 
—Held: this was a sufficient acknowledgment in 
writing of the title of the mtgor. to his solr. acting 
as his agent, to bring the case within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 28.—STANSFIELD v. 
HoBson (1853), 3 De G. M. & G. 620; 22 L. J. Ch. 
657; 20 L. T. O. S. 301; 1W. R. 216; 43 E.R. 
244, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Distd. Thompson v. Bowyer 





1863), 2 New 








Rep. 504. Consd. Richardson v. Young (1870), 18 W. R 

800. Distd. Sanders v. Sanders (1881), 19 Ch. D. 373. 

1431. .|—MaRkKWICK v. HARDINGHAM, No. 
1407, ante. 

1432. .|—SANDERS v. SANDERS, No. 1250, 


- 


ante. 
1438, ——.]—KiIBBLE v. FAIRTHORNE, No. 1353, 
1484. ———.] NICHOLSON v. ENGLAND, No. 1472, 
post. ; 
(e) Sufficiency. 


1435. Payment of interest.|}—GRUBB v. WOOD- 
HOUSE (1692), Freem. Ch. 187; 22 E.R. 1151. | 

1436. J—Mtge., though never so old, is 
redeemable, if interest has been paid.—FLOYER 
v. LAVINGTON (1714), 1 P. Wms. 268; 2 Atk. 
496,n.; 24 H. R. 384. 

Annotations :—Retd. Whiting v. White (1792), 2 Cox, Ea. 
Cas, 290. Mentd. Mellor v. Tees (1742), 2 Atk. 404; 
Woodhouse v, Shepley (1742), 2 Atk. 535. 

1437. Settlement of account.|—Length of time 
pleaded in bar to a redemption of a mtge., being 
made in 1713, the mtgor.’s solr. appearing to have 
settled an account in 1730, in order to pay off the 
mtge.:—Held: that would save the right of 
redemption.—ANON. (1742), 2 Atk. 333; 26 H. R. 
603. 

Annotation :—Refd. Whiting v. White (1792), 2 Cox, Eq. 
Cas. 290. 





1488. Delivery of account—By agent of mort- 
a hae iee pea 1 ion ed of redemption barred 

y possession for twenty years ; ess circum- 
stances are proved by the mtgor., showing an 
acknowledgment of his title by the mtgee. within 
that period ; as accounts delivered by the mtgee. ; 
if by parol evidence, it must be clear & unequivocal. 
Accounts, kept by the mtgee.’s receiver, in a 
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distinct book, & delivered to the mtgor., but 
without authority, will not have that effect.— 
BARRON v. MARTIN (1815), Coop, G. 189; 19 Ves. 
327; 85 H.R. 526, 


1489. Account kept by mortgagee.) —Qu.: 
whether, since Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), 8. 28, the bar created by twenty years’ 
poe by a mtgee. is defeated by his having 

ept accounts of the rents received by him.— 
BAKER v. WETTON (1845), 14 Sim. 426; 4 L. T. 
O.S. 451; 9 Jur. 98; 60 H. R. 423. 

1440. .]}—A member of a building society 
mortgaged leaseholds to the society to secure an 
advance of £400 on her shares repayable with 
interest by monthly instalments extending over 
ten years. The rules of the society provided that 
when. the claims of the society upon any mtged. 
DrOD Ey had been satisfied the statutory receipt 
should be indorsed upon the mtge. at the expense 
of the mtgor. The deed conveyed the property 
to the society upon trust to permit the mtgor. to 
receive the rents until default in payment of any 
instalment &, upon default, to enter into posses- 
sion of the rents & to apply the same in payment 
of all sums due from the mtgor. & to pay the 
balance, if any, to the mtgor.; the deed also 
contained a trust for sale. In 1887 the mtgor. 
made default & the society went into possession 
& managed the property, treating it in their books 
as a mtge. transaction, & by 1902 all sums payable 
under the deed were satisfied. After 1902 the 
society entered the rents to a ‘‘ suspense account ” 
in their ledger until 1910, when the society was 
ordered to be wound up; the same year the lease 
of the property expired. In the winding up the 
mtgor. claimed the surplus rents standing to the 
credit of the suspense account on the ground that 
the society were trustees thereof for her & that 
Statute of Limitations did not apply :—Held: 
(1) the deed though in form of trust was in sub- 
stance a mtge., Statute of Limitations com- 
menced to run when the society took possession in 
1887, & therefore the claim of the mtgor. was 
barred ; (2) the annual statutory accounts which 
the society published pursuant to Building Societies 
Act, 1874 (c. 42), 8. 40, & in which the leaseholds 
were included in -the properties of which the 
society were in possession as mtgees., were not 
acknowledgments of the mtgor.’s title within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 7, 80 as 
to preclude the operation of that sect.—Re 
METROPOLIS & COUNTIES PERMANENT INVEST- 
MENT BUILDING SOCIETY, GATFIELD’S CASE, [1911] 
1 Ch. 698; 80 L. J. Ch. 387; 104 L. T. 382. 

1441. ——— Delivered to third person—Not 
authorised as agent to receive such account.|/— 
A mtge. by a member of a building society to the 
society provided that, if the mtgor. paid all the 
instalments according to the rules of the society, 
the society would “ at any time thereafter, upon 
the request of the mtgor.,’”’ endorse the mtge. 
deed with a receipt, & that it should thereupon be 
vacated. It also provided that, upon default in 
payment of any of the instalments, the balance of 
the advance unpaid should immediately become 
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possession. | The mtgor. being in default, the 

tae ewe we peasy Uh UO uwolve years. vw Itnin 
the period of twelve years before action brought, 
the mtge. & the amount outstanding had been 
included, under the heading of mtges., in balance 
sheets of the society signed by the auditors & 
delivered to the committee :—Held: (1) the title 
of the mtgor. was barred under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 7; & (2) the com- 
mittee were not the mtgor.’s agents to recelve 
acknowledgment of his title contained in the 
balance sheets. WILSON v. WALTON & KIRKDALE 
PERMANENT BUILDING Society (1903), 19 T. L. R. 
408. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Re Metropolis & Counties 
Permanent Investment Bldg. Soc., Gatfleld’s Caso, [1911) 
1 Ch. 698. 48 to (2) Folld. He Metropolis & Counties 
eee Investment Bldg. Soc., Gatfield’s Case, [1911] 
1 e e 


1442. Recital in conveyance of equity of re- 
demption.]—Where the purchaser of an equity of 
redemption had the legal estate conveyed to him 
by a deed, dated Aug. 24, 1796, in which it was 
recited that the purchaser had some time since 
paid to the mtgee. the money due on his mtge., 
& a bill to rede2m was filed on Jan. 29, 1816 :— 
Held: the recital was an acknowledgment of the 
mtge. title, within twenty years from the filing of 
the bill.—Pricr v. CopNnER (1823),1 Sim. & St. 
347; 1L. J. 0.9. Ch. 178; 57 B. R. 139. 


Annotations :—Refd. Bennett v. Colley (1832), 5 Sim. 181; 
Ashton v, Milne (1833), 6 Sim. 369; Bandon v. Becher 
ee) 9 Bli. N. S. 532; MRaffety v. King (1836), 1 Keen, 

1. 


1443, -——.]—ForsytTu v. BRIsTOWE, No. 789, 
ante. 

1444. Expression inferring admission of right 
to redeem. |—-STANSFIELD v. HOBSON, No. 1430, ante. 

1445. Denial of right.]|—-B. having been in pos- 
session of an estate as first mtgee. for upwards of 
twenty years, on being applied to for an account 
of the rents & profits on behalf of a person who had 
a subsequent charge upon the property, replied 
as follows: ‘‘ In answer to your lettcr I beg to 
say that I deny the claim of your client. If ho 
were entitled to the account, it would be of no 
use, as the rents & profits of the estate have never 
been sufficient to pay the interest of the first 
charge’? :—Held: not to be an acknowledgment 
of pltf.’s title to redeem within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 28.—THOMPSON v. 
BowYERr (1863), 2 New Rep. 504; 9L. T.125 27 
J. P. 682; 9 Jur. N. S. 863; 11 W. R. 975; 
previous proceedings (1859), 32 L. T. O. S. 204. 


(f) Evidence. 

1446, Admissibility—Parol evidence.|—-REEKS v. 
PosTLETHWAITE (1815), Coop. G. 161; 35 H. R. 515. 
Annotation :—Roetd. Barron v. Martin (1815), Coop. G. 189. 

1447. .|—RAYNER v. OASTLER (1822), 
6 Madd. 274; 56 E. R. 1095. 








SuB-SECT. 3.—MORTGAGEES AS TRUSTEES. 
1448. Mortgage with power of sale—Improper 


due, & the society might thereupon enter into | exercise of power—Mortgagee purchasing mort- 
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14441. Hepression inferring admission 
of right to redeem.}—MALLOCH vt. 
INHEY (1862), 9 Gr. 550.—CAN. 


1444 ii. ——.]—MILLER v, BROWN | interest by morigagor.}-HENDERSON v. 
1882), 8 O. R. 210,-—CAN. | interest by morigagor.}—-HE 


1444 li, —-—.}—An acknowledgment 
must be an acknowl ent of a 
resent existing title in the mtgor.— 
RAM Das v. BIRJNUNDUN Das (alias 


J.—VOL. XXXII. 


of sale by the mtgee. on the mtgor. 

does not ve the mtgor. & ht 

to redeem, the mtgee.’s statutory title 

being in no way affected thereby.— 

SHaw wv. COULTER (1905), 11 O. L. R. 
| 630; 6 0. W. R. 55.—CAN, 
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Sect. 12.—Mortyagor and mortgagee: Subd-sect. 3. 
Sects. 18, 14 os 16: Sub-sect. 1.] 


aged property./—Deft. acquired the right under 
which ie ee Vaime as purchaser from his own 
vendee in 1847. That is not a length of time 
which can be considered of any importance in the 
case ; but if the time were infinitely longer, if the 
time were twenty or thirty years, I have yet to 
learn that where the question is a mtgor.’s right to 
redeem, it can be said, that if that right of redemp- 
tion is arrested upon the ground of what this ct. 
will consider a fraudulent & improper exercise of a 
power of sale, bare length of time will be enough 
to sanction a title acquired by means such as are 
disclosed in this case (STUART, V.-C.).—ROBERT- 
SON v. Norris (1857), 1 Giff. 421; 30 L. T. O. S. 
253; 4 Jur. N. S. 155; 65 E. R. 983; affd. 
(1858), 4 Jur. N.S. 448, L. C. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Thurlow uv. Mackeson (1868), 9 B. & 
8.975; Martinson v. Clowes (1882), 21 Ch. D. 857 ; Warner 
» Jacob Ett 20 Ch. D. 220; rocker’ Trustee *. 
Whetham (1886), 33 Ch. D. 111; Farrar v. Farrars (1888), 
40 Ch. D. 395; Colson v. Willams (1889), 58 L. J. Ch. 
539; Belton v. Bass, Ratcliff & Gretton, [1022] 2 Ch. 447. 
1449. Trust for sale—& to pay surplus to mort- 
gagor—Whether trust for payment of arrears of 
interest on mortgage debt.]—A mtge., executed in 
1848, contained a power of sale of the mtged. 
property, followed by a declaration that the 
proceeds of the sale were to be i espe in payment 
of a prior mtge., & then ‘of the sum of £800, 
& interest thereon, or so much as should be then 
unpaid, & all accruing interest on the £800, at 
five per cent. per annum; & then in payment to 
other parties of a sum of £1,150 & all interest 
thereon from the day of the date thereof, at the 
rate of five per cent. per annum,” & the surplus 
proceeds of the sale were to be handed over to the 
mtgor. The mtged. property was sold in 1862. 
Upon the question, what arrears of unpaid interest 
were then payable under the deed :—Held; no 
trust was created for the payment of the interest 
on the mtge. debt, & therefore no more than 
BiX years’ arrears were payable.—MASON v. BROAD- 
BENT (1863), 33 Beav. 296; 3 New Rep. 101; 9 
a 565; 28 J. P.4; 12 W. R.118; 55 E.R. 
Annotations :-—N.F. Edmunds v. Waugh (1866), L. R. 1 Ka. 
418. Consd. Dingle v. Coppen, Coppen v. Dingle, [1899] 


1 Ch. 726. Refd. Re Marshfield, Marshfield v. Hutchings 
pa ie Ch. D. 721; He Lloyd, Lloyd v. Lioyd, (1903] 


1450. ——- ——- Retention of surplus—Whether 
Statute of Limitations eppes an 1868, upon the 
death of the mtgor., the mtged. property was 
sold by A., the mtgee., under the power of sale 
contained in the mtge. deed. The balance of the 
proceeds after payment of the mtge. debt was 
retained by B., who, in effecting the mtges., had 
acted as solr. for both parties, & conducted the 
sale on behalf of A. The power of sale in the mtge. 
deed contained the usual provision that the surplus 
proceeds should be paid to the mtgor., his heirs, or 
assigns. The mtgor. had died unmarried & 
intestate, & being illegitimate left no next of kin. 
Administration had not been taken out to him. 
A. died in 1877, having left all his property to his 
widow C., whom he appointed his extrix. C. died 
in 1878, having appointed B. & R. her exors. 
Upon the death of B. in 1881, R., as being through 
C. the legal personal representative of A., claimed 
as against B.'s estate the balance of the proceeds 
of the sale in 1868 of the mtged. property :—Held : 


SAVINGS Co, . BR, 4 a 
CAN. (1898), 26 A. R. 232 

6. & to pay surplus to 
second mortgagee-—Second mortg f 
right to account }-OCRAN AOUIDone be 





328.——IR. 


GUARANTEE CORPN., Ltp. & Hewitr 
v. COLLUM & ARCHDALL, [1918] 1 I. R. 


d. Mortgagee in possession — Oc 


LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


B., having received this balance in a fiduciary 
character as agent for A., & with full knowledge 
that A. was an express trustee of the balance for 
the mtgor., &, in the circumstances, liable to a 
claim by the Crown, & Statute of Limitations could 
not be set up as a bar to the claim.— Re BELL, 
LAKE v. BELL (1886), 34 Ch. D. 462; 56 L. J. Ch. 
807; 55 L. T. 757; 35 W. BR. 212. 

Annotation :—Refd. Soar v. Ashwell, [1893] 2 Q. B. 390. 
—— Redemption actions.]—See Nos. 1415- 
1417, ante. 

1451. —— & to pay surplus to second mort- 
gagee—Mortgagee’s innocent breach of trust— 
Date from which statute runs.|—THORNE v. HEARD, 
No. 1535, post. 

1452. Term created as trust for security—Effect 
as to recovery of interest.|-SHAw v. JOHNSON, No. 
996, ante. 

1453. Trustee of legal estate for mortgagor— 
Acquisition of possessory title by mortgagor.|-— 
Sanps to THompson, No. 1350, ante. 

1454. Statutory trust of surplus for second mort- 
gagee—Right of beneficiary to execution of trust. |— 
(1) A first mtgee. who has sold the mtged. property 
under his statutory power of sale is under a 
statutory obligation by virtue of Conveyancing 
& Law of Property Act, 1881 (c. 41), ss. 21 (3), 22, 
to hand the surplus proceeds remaining after his 
claim as first mtgee. has been satisfied to the 
second mtgee. or other the person entitled to the 
mtged. property & authorised to give a receipt for 
the proceeds of sale thereof. He is not entitled 
to retain the surplus proceeds & assert on behalf 
of a third mtgee. or the mtgor. a ight to be paid 
the whole surplus after payment the sezond 
mtgee. of the principal moneys owing on the 
second mtge. & six years’ arrears of interest only. 

(2) A summons by a second mtgee. against the 
first mtgee. & other persons interested in the 
surplus  aeaiee of sale to have it determined 
whether he is entitled to repayment of the principal 
moneys owing on the second mtge. & all arrears of 
interest & costs, & to obtain payment accordingly, 
is in substance an action by a beneficiary for 
execution of the trusts of the surplus proceeds & 
is not an ‘action or suit’’ for the recovery of 
“interest in respect of . . . money charged upon 
or payable out of ... land’’ within Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 42.—RHe 
THOMSON’S MORTGAGE ‘TRUSTS, THOMSON v. 
Bruty, [1920] 1 Ch. 508; 89 L. J. Ch. 2183 128 
L. T. 188; 64 Sol. Jo. 375. 





SEcrT. 13.—PROPERTY OF SPIRITUAL AND 
ELEEMOSYNARY CORPORATIONS. 

hd Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 29. 

Period of limitatlon—Recovery of tithes & tithe 
rentcharges.|—See ECCLESIASTICAL Law, Vol. 
XIX., pp. 409, 482 et seg., Nos. 2436, 3412 et seq. 

1455. ——— Recovery of land.|—a ». SUNDER 
LAND FREEMEN & STALLINGERS, Ea p. DURHAM 
(Bp.) (1852), 1 Drew. 184; 18 L. T. O. S. 829; 
61 BH. R. 422; sub nom. SUNDERLAND FREEMEN & 
STALLINGERS v. DURHAM (Bp.), 22 L. J. Ch. 145; 
16 Jur. 370. 

1456, .]|—By an inclosure award made 
in 1866 a piece of land was allotted to the rector. 


cupation rent,}—Statute of Limita~ 
tions forms no bar to a claim against. 
a mtgee. in possession for pocupeEen 
qo ee v. HALL (18 % 








ay 
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of the parish in compensation for rights of turbary 
possesses by him as such rector, & the land was 
hen in the occupation of a person who had 
encroached upon it some years before :—Held: 
in an action brought in 1913 by the rector of the 
parish to recover possession of the land from the 
successor of the person who had originally 
encroached upon it, deft. could not set up the 
defence that the encroachment in question was an 
“‘ ancient inclosure’’ at the date of the award ; 
pitf. had made out a good primé facie title by 
production of the award of 1866; &, as pltf. was 
an ecclesiastical corpn. sole & as deft. & his prede- 
cessor had not been in possession for sixty years 
since the award, pltf.’s right to recover possession 
was not barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 20.—BLACKETT v. Ripout, [1915] 
re eae 415; 84L. J. K. B. 1535; 113 L. T. 267, 
Annotation :—Refd. Collis ». Amphlett, [1918] 1 Ch. 232. 

1457. By Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
as transferees.|—An allotment under an Inclosure 
Act, described as 1387 A, was made in respect of 
premises held by a person under lease from a dean, 
the property leased being that of the dean in right 
of his deanery. By Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 29, a dean could recover pos- 
session of such land within the term of sixty years 
from the time when the right of action first 
accrued. By KHcclesiastical Commissioners Act, 
1840 (c. 113), deanery lands, after the death of any 
dean then in possession, passed to the Ecclesiastical 
Comrs.; & Ecclesiastical Commissioners Act, 
1840 (c. 113), s. 57, declared that ‘‘ the Ecclesias- 
tical Comrs. shall for the purpose of enforcing pay- 
ment of all profits & emoluments to be paid to 
them, & of obtaining possession of all lands, 
tithes, or other hereditaments vested in or accruing 
to them as aforesaid, & of recovering the rents & 
profits thereof, have & enjoy all rights, powers & 
remedies at law & in equity which belonged, or 
belong, or would belong, or have belonged to the 
holder of the deanery, etc., in respect of which such 
profits & emoluments, etc., respectively are, by or 
under the provisions of this Act, to be paid or 
accrue to & be vested in the said Comrs.”’ 
Renewals of the original leases had been made, 
but the allotment 137 A was never referred to in 
them. It had been in 1821 purchased from the 
representatives of the original allottee, the title 
of the dean to it had never been asserted, & it 
was, in that way, held adversely to him. The dean 
died in 1854, the Comrs. then came into pos- 
session, under the statute, of the property of the 
deanery. In 1877 the Comrs. brought an action 
to recover the allotment :—Held: under the words 
of Ecclesiastical Commissioners Act, 1840 (c. 113), 
s. 57, the Comrs. had the same time within which 
to enforce their claim to the property that the 
dean would have had under Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 18383 (c. 27), 5. 29. There was a legal 
continuity between the rights, powers & remedies 
of the dean, & those of the Comrs. His right of 
action was transferred to them by statute, & was 
not barred by the mere fact of the transfer. 

I am of opinion that a right of action did, 
before 1854, accrue to the dean, & that this right 
accrued not later than the earliest grant of a lease 
by way of renewal which was made by the dean 
after the commencement of the possession of S. 
... Her po commenced during the cur- 
rency of the lease granted by the dean to H... 
which lease continued to subsist until June 18, 
1828, when it was surrendered contemporaneously 
with & in consideration of the grant of the new 
lease of that date. On that surrender, a right of 
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action to recover the premises of which S. was then 
in possession accrued to the dean (LORD SHLBORNE 
C.).—ECCLESIASTICAL CoMRS. OF ENGLAND & 
WALES v. RowE (1880), 5 App. Cas. 736; 49 
L. J. Q. B. 771; 43 L. T. 358; 45 J. P. 363; 29 
W. R. 159, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Iriah Church Commission v. Gran 


t 
(1884), 10 App. Cas. 14; Kocl. Comrs. for England v. 
Erepiner it 3) 1 Ch. 

s vv, 


166. Refd. East Stonehouse 
illoughby, (1902) 2 K. B. 318. 


Sect. 14.—PRESENTATIONS AND ADVOWSONS. 

See, generally, ECCLESIASTICAL Law, Vol. XIX., 
pp. 370 et seg. 

Loss of right to presentation— Lapse.| — See 
EccLESIASTICAL Law, Vol. XIX., pp. 229, 230, 
Nos. 65-80, pp. 394, 395. 

1458. Usurpation of right by stranger—-Time 
within which action must be brought——Quare 
impedit.J—EVvERWIKE (ABBOT) v. DE LA ROCHE 
(1347), Y. B. 21 Edw. 8, fo. 55, pl. 8. 

Annotations :—-Mentd. Garnon’s Case (1598), 5 Co. Rep. 


88a; Foster’s Case (1614), 11 Co. Rep. 56 b; Thomas v. 
Sorrel (1673), 3 Keb. 233. 


1459. -|}— (1) That a quare 
impedit cannot be sued out after six months, where 
& parson has been presented to a living by one who 
has not a right, is a rule very proper to be adopted 
in equity, because it is the general one, that equity 
follows the law, be it originally a resolution of the 
common law, or introduced by statute. 

(2) A person who has taken a conveyance from 
a trustee cannot shelter himself under a plea of 
Statute of Limitations. 

(8) Statute of Westminster II was intended to 
secure the peace of the church, & being considered 
as a statute of limitation, is a bar of an equitable 
as well as a legal right, & therefore deft.’s plea 
of a plenarty of six months & upwards was 
allowed.—BoTELER v. ALLINGTON (1746), 3 Atk. 
453; 26 EK. R. 1061, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Generally, Refd. Mutter v. Chauvel E20), 














y Seer ates Mentd. Sloman v. Kelly (1840), 4 Y. 
xX. . 
1460. —— By mortgagor against mort- 


gagee presenting before foreclosure.] —- If an 
advowson only be mortgaged & becomes void, 
it seems in this case the mtgec. is to present, 
epoca if in the deed the agreement be that the 
mtgee. shall present. 

One mortgages a manor with an advowson 
appendant, & the church becomes void, mtgee., 
though in possession, shall not present to the 
church till the mtge. is foreclosed. 

Mtgee. of an advowson presents ; bill by mtgor. 
must be brought within six months, in the same 
manner as a quaere impedit.--GARDINER v. GRIF- 
FITH (1726), 2 P. Wms. 404; 24 EH. R. 787; sub 
nom. GARDINER v. CooK, Mos. 16, L. C.; affd. sub 
nom. GARDINER v. Cook (1729), Mos. 21, n., H. L. 


Annotations :—Consd. Boteler v. on (1746), 3 Atk. 
453. Refd. Mackenzie v. Robinson (1747), 3 Atk. 559; 
Mutter v. Chauvel (1816), 1 Mer. 475. 


Quare impedit generally, see ECCLESIASTICAL 
Law, Vol. XIX., pp. 388 ef seq. 


Sect. 15.—TITLE EXTINGUISHED BY 
DISPOSSESSION. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

1461. Effect of Real Property Limitation Act, 
1883 (c. 27)—General rule.|—Re Fox, Brooks x, 
Mareton, No. 1035, ante. 

1462. Copyhold—Right of re-admittance 
barred.|~—Where it is clear that by above Act, 


I12 
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Sect. 15.—Title extinguished by diaspossession: Sub- 
sects. 1 & 2, A.] 

a claimant’s title to a copyhold is barred by lapse 

of time, the ct. will not compel the lord by man- 

damus to admit him.—R. v. AGARSDLEY (1836), 

5 Dowl. 19. 

1463. Transfer of title to property.|—PItf. 
by his statement of claim alleged that J., who 
died in 1782, devised estates to R. & the heirs of 
his body, but upon special trust & confidence that 
in case R. should have no issue he would not do 
or suffer any act in law or otherwise to prevent 
certain subsequent devises taking effect; that 
R. entered & remained in possession till his death 
without issue in 1808; that G., who was entitled 
under the will of J. to an estate for life in remainder 
thereupon entered & remained in possession till 
his death in 1840; that H. thereupon became 
entitled to the estates as tenant for life; that H. 
died in 1852, whereupon pltf.’s father became 
entitled as tenant in tail in possession ; that deft. 
entered upon the death of G. & had ever since 
remained in possession of the estates, claiming 
to be entitled under the wills of R. & G. Pitf. 
further stated that deft. claimed that R. acquired 
the fee simple by virtue of a common recovery, 
alleged to have been suffered by him in the year 
1782. Deft. demurred on the ground that pltf.’s 
claim was barred by the recovery, & at the hearing 
of the demurrer relied also on the Statute of 
Limitations :—Held: (1) the defence of the Statute 
of Limitations is well raised by demurrer in cases 
which fall within the operation of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 34; since in such 
cases not merely the right to recover property by 
action is taken away, but the title to the property 
itself is transferred; (2) a party demurring may 
rely upon the statute, though not mentioned in 
the demurrer itself as a ground; (3) the words 
“upon special trust,’’ etc., were a mere invalid 
prohibition against barring an estate tail, & did 
not create an express trust, so as to take the case 
out of the Statute of Limitations—DaAWKINs v. 
PENRHYN (LORD) (1878), 4 App. Cas. 51; 48 
L. J. Ch. 304; 39 L. T. 583; 27 W. R. 173, H. L. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Reld. Tichborne v. Weir (1892), 





8 T. L. R. 713. 48 to (2) Consd. Noyes v. Crawley (1878), 
10 Ch. D. 31. Refd. Futcher v. Futcher (1881), 50 
L. J. Ch. 735; Odhams v. Brunning (1896), 74 L. T. 


370. Generally, Mentd. Cooper v. Macdonald (1879), 7 
Ch. D. 288. 


1464, Bar against remedy on personal 
covenant—& remedy against land.|—SutTron v. 
Sutton, No. 757, ante. 

1465, —— -—— -~——.]—-SHAaW v. CROMPTON, 


No. 758, ante. 

1466. Leasehold—Lessee’s title barred.]| 
WILLIAMS v. ALLEN (1889), 5 T. L. R. 200. 

1467. Extinguishment of right to unpaid 
rent—Notwithstanding hotchpot clause in will.|— 
Testatrix gave her property among her four 
children & directed that all moneys owing to her 
at her death by any child for rent or otherwise 
should be brought into hotchpot in ascertaining 
the share of such child. One son had, in the 
lifetime of testatrix, acquired an absolute title, 
under Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
8. 1, to a freehold farm which had been let to him 
by her, through non-payment of rent by him to 
her for more than twelve years. Uponthe qu- 














PART V. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 1. 

14631. Effect of Real Propert 
hi Act, 1833 rf yn 
oO propert cam yee . Wats 
CPt Re o54in. VATE 

©. Right to declaration of 


B. C. R. 135 


A person producing evidence of twenty 
years’ continuous & undisturbed posses- 
sion of lands is entitled to a declaration 
from the ct. that he is entitled thereto 
in fee.—Re sei to & ERB (1892), 2 


{. -——— Extinguishment of title of 


oF ACTIONS, 


tion whether the unpaid rent for the twelve years 

prior to the extinguishment of the estate of testa- 

trix in the farm ought to be deducted from the 
son’s share :—Held: under above Act & Real 

Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), all the rights 

of the reversioner in the farm had become extin- 

guished & therefore the unpaid rent was no 
longer owing to her estate, & should not be 
deducted from the son’s share——Re JOLLY, 

GATHERCOLE v. NORFOLK, [1900] 2 Ch. 616; 69 

L. J. Ch. 661; 83 L. T. 118; 48 W. BR. 657; 16 

T. L. R. 621; 44 Sol. Jo. 642, C, A. ° 
1468, ——— Bar as to claim to fund subsequently 

brought into court.|—-Testator, who died in 1878, 

by his will gave the residue of his real & personal 

estate to trustees upon trust to convert at their 
discretion, & to divide the proceeds among his 
four children in equal shares. Part of testator’s 
residuary real estate consisted of an estate pur 
autre vie in a freehold house, which the trustees, 
in the exercise of their discretion, retained. In 

1889 two of the children mortgaged their interests 

in this property & the proceeds thereof. More 

than twelve years later, namely, in 1905, the 

trustees paid into ct. under Trustee Act, 1893 

(c. 53), certain sums representing the shares of 

the mtgors. in the rents & profits of this pro- 

perty. Up to this time no steps had been taken 
to enforce the mtge., nor had any part of the 
principal or interest ever been paid, nor had any 
acknowledgment been given. Subsequently in 
1905 the mtgees. applied for payment out of the 
fund in ct. to them & other incumbrancers or the 
mtgors. in order of priority; but this summons 
was dismissed, & no appeal was brought from that 
dismissal. The mtgors. then applied for payment 
out of the fund to them :—Held: the mtgors. 
were entitled to have the fund paid out to them 
without satisfying the mtge. dcbt, inasmuch as 
the mtgees. were precluded by the dismissal of 
their summons from asserting any claim against 
the fund, & the effect of Real Property Limitation 

Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 34, was to extinguish their 

title to the mtge.—Re HAZELDINE’s TRUSTS, 

[1908] 1 Ch. 34; 77L. J. Ch. 97; 97 L. T. 818; 

52 Sol. Jo. 29, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Fox, Brooks v. Marston, [1913] 
rir 75; Re Witham, Chadburn v. Winfield, [1922] 2 Ch. 
1469. Whether title can revest—-By Apher Ae 

The effect of Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 

(c. 27), as. 2, 34, as to land, is that, after twenty 

years’ possession adverse to a title, it is extin- 

guished, so that it cannot be revived or revested by 

a re-entry after that period, upon the doctrine of 

remitter; because such an application of that 

doctrine requires that the former title should be 
in existence at the time of the re-entry; & the 
express provision in the statute that no person shall 
be deemed in possession of lands merely by reason 
of an entry thereon, applies to cases of such re- 
entry. BRASSINGTON v. LLEWELLYN (1858), 27 


L. J. Ex. 297. 
Se aah :-—Refd. Sanders v. Sanders (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
3 ° 


1470. ae One whose title to real 
estate is barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 
1883 (c. 27), if he subsequently made an entry, 
is not thereby remitted to his former title.— 
BRYAN v. COWDAL (1878), 21 W. R. 693. 


registered owner.}—Upon the title of 
the istered owner becoming extin- 

h by continuous possession for 
welve years under the statutory 
limitation, the occupant is entitled to 
ask the ct., in the exercise of its 
ordinary jurisdiction, to declare his 
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By subsequent acknowledgment.]— 
SANDERS v. SANDERS, No. 1250, ante. ol 

1472, ~——.]—(1) Where the title of a 
reversioner to land subject either to a tenancy 
at will within Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), 8. 7, or to a tenancy from year to 
year within sect. 8, has been extinguished by 
reason of his having received no acknowledgment 
thereof by payment of rent or otherwise during 
the statutory period from the expiration of a year 
after the commencement of the tenancy, that title 
cannot be revived by a subsequent payment in 
respect of rent. 

(2) Sembie: in Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 8, the words defining the second 
alternative time for the accrual of the rever- 
sioner’s right of action, namely, ‘‘ the last time 
when any rent payable in respect of such tenancy 
shall have been received,’ do not apply to a 
tenancy in respect of which, since the determina- 
tion of the first year thereof, the statutory period 
has expired without any acknowledgment of the 
reversioner’s title by payment of rent or otherwise. 
— NICHOLSON v. ENGLAND, [1926] 2 K. B. 93; 
95 L. J. K. B. 505; 184 L. T. 702, D.C. 

1473. Whose title may be extinguished—At- 
torned tenant of copyhold.]—-~ Where a tenant 
attorned in 1801, but the person then claiming 
title never entered into possession nor received 
rent; & the estate was, between 1801 & 1834, 
sold in several portions, & purchased by the 
tenant’s wife, who continued in possession till 
nearly 1834, when ejectment was brought against 
her :—Held: this possession was sufficiently 
adverse to justify the judge in nonsuiting plté. 
in that ejectment.—DorE d. LinsEY v. EDWARDS 
(1836), 5 Ad. & Bl. 95; 2 Har. & W. 139; 6 Nev. 
es K. B. 633; 5 L. J. K. B. 238; 111 E.R. 
Annotation :— : ‘ : . 

ewe on Doe d. Wright v. Smith (1838), 8 

1474, ——— Railway company—Superfluous land.] 
—NoORTON v. LONDON & NORTH WESTERN Ry. Co., 
No. 1075, ante. 


1475. Commissioners under inclosure 
scheme. |—Pltfs. brought an action for the recovery 
of certain land as representatives of a person to 
whom the land had been allotted in severalty by 
an award of partition made under the Inclosure 
Acts in 1880. Defts. were in possession of the 
land, & at the date of the award had acquired a 
good title thereto under the Statute of Limita- 
tions, having been in undisturbed possession since 
1851. The partition was not made under any 
inclosure scheme. None of the parties to the 
partition proceedings had any interest whatever 
in the land, & it was by mere mistake included 
in the schedule to their application & dealt with 
in the award :—Held: the effect of Inclosure 
Act, 1845 (c. 118), s. 165, was not to make the 
award conclusive as to the title of the allottee, & 
the award, not having been made on the applica- 
tion of persons interested in the land within 
Inclosure Act, 1848 (c. 99), s. 13, had been made 
without jurisdiction, & defts. were therefore 
entitled to judgment.—JACOMB v. TURNER, [1892] 
1Q.B.47; 8T.L. R. 21. 


Annotations :—Consd. Blackett v. Ridout 
415: Collis v. Amphlett, [1918] 1 Ch. 232. 








(1915] 2 K. B. 


title & upon a jicement to that effect, 
procure himself to be registered as the 
owner of the land.—BROGDEN -». 
BRoGDEN (Alta.), (1920) 32 W. W. R. 
igs ; 68D. L. R. 862; 15 Alta. L. R. 


e e 


possessed. 
C. P. 585.—CAN. 


PART V. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


g. No greater title 
}—-NOLAN v. Fox (1865), 


h, ———~.-—-ViTHOBA Bin CHABU v. 
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SuB-sEcT. 2.—NATURE OF TITLE ACQUIRED. 
A. In General. 


1476. Right fo demand convey ncee.] — ANON. 

(circa 1675), Freem. Ch. 313 ; 22 HK. R. 1234. 

1477. Right to eject trespasser.]—Pltf. proved 
twenty years’ possession. Deft. ten years fol- 
lowing the twenty :—Held: pltf. was entitled to 
recover.—DoE d. HARDING v. CooKE (1831), 7 
Bing. 346; 5 Moo. & P. 181; 9L. J. 0.8. C. P. 
118; 181 H.R. 134. 

Annotations :—Consd. Whale v. Hitchcock (1876), 34 L. T. 
136. Refd. Doe d. Carter v. Barnard ee 13 Q. B. 
945. Mentd. A.-G. v. Murdoch (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 86. 
1478. Whether person in possession has Parlia- 

mentary conveyance of land.j—Real Property 

Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8s. 8, applies to 

tenancies from year to year created before & 

existing at the passing of the Act. 

The effect of the Act is to make a Parliamentary 
conveyance of the land to the person in pos- 
session after that period of twenty years has 
elapsed (ParkE, B.).—Dor d. Jokes v. SUMNER 
(1845), 14 M. & W. 39; 14 L. J. Ex. 337; 9 Jur. 
413; 153 BH. R. 380. 

Annotations :—Consd. Tichborne v. Weir (1892), 67 L. T. 
735. Refd. Doe d. Angell v. Angoll (1846), 9 Q. B. 328; 
Doe d. Goody v. Carter (1847), 11 Jur. 285. 

1479. Property vested in person in possession. |— 
Sr. LEONARDS (LORD) v, ASHBURNER, No. 1014, 
ante. 

1480. ——— Whether includes right to way of 
necessity.|—The parties have admitted, though 
upon what facts or what view of the law we do 
not know, that deft. has acquired a title in fee 
simple in possession, under Statutes of Limita- 
tions, to the two plots of land. The one point 
argued before us has been whether, assuming the 
premises to have passed to deft. by virtue of 
Statute of Limitations, a right of way over this 
approach inevitably came into existence over 
pitf.’s remaining land as a way of necessity & as 
distinct from any other way. There is nothing 
in Statute of Limitations to create ways of neces- 
sity. The statute does not expressly convey any 
title to the possessor. Its provisions are negative 
only. We cannot import into such negative pro- 
visions doctrines of implication that would 
naturally arise where title is created either by 
express grant or by statutory enactment. The 
doctrine of a way of necessity is only applied 
to a title by grant, personal or Parliamentary. 
Upon the hypotheses we are obliged to assume the 
title to the right of way can only be maintained 
if the statute gives it, which statute, however, 
does not apply to a right of way. It is not con- 
tended that the statutory enactment as to ease- 
ments applies (ESHER, M.R.).—WILKES v. GREEN- 
way (1890), 6 T. L. R. 449, C. A. . 

1481. Subject to restrictive covenants.]— 
(1) A negative covenant validly created, entered 
into by an owner of land with an adjoining owner, 
such as a covenant restricting the user of the land, 
binds the land in equity, as being in the nature of 
a negative easement; & it can, therefore, be 
enforced against any subsequent owner of the land 
not being a bond fide purchaser for value of the 
legal estate without notice. Such a covenant is 
equally binding in equity upon land to which a 
squatter has subsequently acquired a statuto 
title by adverse possession against the owner 








GANGARAM BIN Brimamgsi (1875), 12 


Bom. 180.—IND. 


k. ht of action conferred.}—Title 
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person accatring it a right of action 


than person dis- 
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Sect. 15.—Title extinguished by dispossession : 
sect. 2, A. B., C., Duy H. & Pid 

covenantor for twelve years under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1883 (c. 27), s. 84, as amended by 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), ss. 1, 
9; for the statutory ‘ extinguishment’’ of the 
title of the dispossessed owner of the land has not 
the effect of destroying the covenant, the equitable 
right of the covenantee not being in any way 
affected by the statute, & consequently the 
covenantee can enforce the covenant against the 
squatter both before & after he has acquired his 
possessory title, & also against any subsequent 
owner of the land not being a bond fide purchaser 
for value without notice. 

(2) Neither a squatter who has acquired a good 
title by possession, nor a purchaser from him, is 
exempt from liability ee through his not 
insisting on & obtaining a forty years’ title. 
Therefore, if any purchaser under the squatter’s 
possessory title chooses to accept less than a forty 
years’ title, he is fixed with constructive notice of 
all such equities affecting the land as he would 
have discovered by reasonable inquiries under a 
title for the full period. 

On a purchase for value of freehold land, the 
purchaser agreed to accept a title commencing 
with a possessory or squatting title acquired 
within forty years prior to the purchase :—Held: 
he had constructive notice of restrictive covenants 
affecting the land entered into within the forty 
years by an owner before the squatter took pos- 
session.—fe NISBET & PoTTs’ CONTRACT, [1906] 
1 Ch. 386; 75 L. J. Ch. 238; 94 L. T. 297; 54 
W.R. 286; 22 T. L. R. 283; 50 Sol. Jo. 191, C. A. 
Annotations ulated Mentd. Abbey v. cults ( ALL) 


55 Sol. Jo. 364; Wilkes ». Spooner, [1911] 2 K, B. 4 
oe (1913), 68 Sol. Jo. 46; Allen, 


; LCC. v, 

642; Meyer v. Charters (1918), 34 T. L. R. 

1482. Right to surface & support—As against 
owner by compulsory purchase.|—-A stranger may 
by exclusive possession for the statutory period 
acquire a title to the surface of land situate 
vertically over a tunnel forming part of a railway 
co.’s undertaking, even although not superfluous 
land, together with so much of what is beneath 
the surface as is necessary to the enjoyment of 
such surface, subject to the right of the railway 
co. to the tunnel & to so much of the underlying 
& superincumbent strata as is necessary for its 
proper enjoyment as a railway tunnel. He may 
also acquire a title to the space above the surface 
by the exercise of rights of ownership in such 
space, such as leasing the right to the railway co. 
to carry their telegraph wires over the land, where 
‘it is not shown that the occupation of the surface 
is necessary, although it may be convenient for 
the purpose of c ing such wires.—MIDLAND Ry. 
Co. v. Wriaut, [1901] 1 Ch. 738 ; 70 L, J. Ch. 411 ; 


Long v. 
{1914} 3 
589. 


as well as a ground of defence.—JonEs 
v. CAPE Town TOWN COUNCIL (18986), 


13 8. C. 43.—S. AF. tenants :—Held : 





whether the farms were held by the 
two as tenants in common, or as joint 


® oO 
was held as to the 10 org shares of 


or ACTIONS. 


84 L. T. 225; 49 W. R. 474; 17 TL. R. 261; 45 
Sol. Jo. 811. 


B. Joint Possession. 

1488. Joint tenancy.|—Testator devised a copy- 
hold in 1796 to W. for life, with remainder to her 
children as tenants in common, without words of 
limitation. W., who had three children, let the 
property to her two sons, L. & B., & after the death 
of t. to his son R. & B., who occupied the estate 
together till the death of W. in 1841. On W.’s 
death the property, subject, as to one-third, to 
B.’s life estate, belonged in moieties to R. & X., 
as the co-heirs of testator. R. & B. continued to 
occupy the whole property as owners, & farmed it 
at their equal expense, till the death of B. in 1862, 
after which it was similarly farmed by B.’s son & 
R. till 1869, when B.’s son died. The devisee of 
B.’s son afterwards filed a bill for a partition :— 
Held: R. & B., as regarded that third share, of 
which their possession became wrongful on the 
death of W., must be considered as joint tenants ; 
& as B. had died first, his interest in the estate 
had determined, & pitf. had no title—-WARD v. 
WaRD (167), 6 Ch. App. 789, L. C. 

Annotation :—Apld. Bolling v. Hobday (1882), 31 W. R. 9. 

1484, ———.]—-BoLLING v. Hospay, No. 1196, 


ante, 
C. Leaseholds. 


1485. Whether liability incurred as to covenants 
—No liability incurred as to covenants.|—In 1802 
D., pltf.’s predecessor in title, granted a lease of a 
house to B. for eighty-nine years. In 1836 G. 
took possession of the house & remained in pos- 
session till 1876, paying to D. the rent agreed on 
in D.’s lease to B. In 1876 G. by deed assigned all 
his estate & interest in the lease to deft., who 
continued in possession, paying the same rent to 
D. & pitf, till 1891, when he delivered up possession 
to pltf. Pltf. sued deft. for a breach of a covenant 
to repair contained in the lease granted to B. :— 
Held: the right & title of B. was not transferred 
by Real Property Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), 
s. 34, to G., & therefore deft. was not liable on the 
covenants running with the land contained in the 
lease to B.—TICHBORNE v. WEIR (1892), 67 L. T. 
735; 8T.L.R. 7138; 4 RB. 26,0. A. 

Annotations — foie. oe Jolly, Gathercole v. Norfolk, (1900) 


1 Ch. 292. Nisbet & Potts’ Contract, (1905) 
ron ape: Refd. Re Atkinson & Horsell’s Contract, (1912) 


1486. Whether possession affected by surrender 
of lease—Lessor’s right of re-entry at end of term.| 
—WALTER v. YALDEN, No. 1140, ante. 


D. Copyholds. 

1487. Freehold interest acquired.|—In 1808 the 
lord of the manor of W. granted to M., the governor 
of a fort, a licence to inclose a piece of waste 
adjoining some copyholds of the manor, & to 
occupy for life if he remained governor. In 1809 


bound by the covenants in the lease, 
but merely to give him the right of 
farm possession during the remainder of the 

6886 inst the lessee or those claim- 


PART V. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 2.—-B. the two next-of-kin by pltf & deft. ing under him,—O’CONNOR v. FOLEY, 
re 1488 i. sa tenancy.}—Re BROWN, pee irre uae in common: 88 ae ee {1905} 1 I, R. 1.—IR,. 
/OYLE vw. M‘FADDEN, [1901] 1 I. R. uired shares by em as JO ; 
98.—IR. cae tenants.—Re CHRISTIE, CHRISTIE v. pa, hether pereon in ‘possceston ae 
1483 ii. ——.}—MARTEN®. Krannxy OfRteTiz, [1917] 11, R. 17.—IR. - MULOAIRE 0, LANE-JOYNT (1893), 
(1902), 36 I. L. fT. 117.—IR, 32 L. R. Ir. 683.—IR, 
tgs iii, ——.}—-Smutu v. Savage, PART V. SECT. 15, SUB-SEOCT. 2.—C. m. Right to be registered as owner.) 
; nad ae R. daar ee ee 1485 i. Whether dibility incurred as —-Where the Statute of Limitations 
. . -of- enants—No y incurred asto runs a middle-man, the occupy - 
kin of the yearly tenant of a farm, who  covenants.}—The effect of Statute of ing tonant, in whose favour the statute 


died intestate, acquired a title under 
Statute of Limitations to the shares of 
e other next-of-kin. A question 


arose the administration, viz., 


Limitations wpon the position of a 
person in possession of leaseholds, not 
ee, is not to transf 


has run, acquires the middle interest, 
& is entitled to be red as owner 


er to him thereof.—Re HaypEN, [1904] 1 I. RB, 


an assign: 
the interest of the lessee, & make him 1.—IR, 


Part V.—-LAND OR RENT. 


the said copyholds were surrendered to a trustee 
for the Crown for military purposes. In 1811 M. 
ceased to be governor, having made the piece of 
waste into close L. Afterwards there were 
repeated admittances of trustees for the Crown to 
the said copyholds, which were described by 
bounds not including close L. There was nothing 
further on the title except that in 1874 the Crown 
had been in possession of close L. & the copyholds 
for forty years. In 1874 the lord of the manor, 
without the consent of the Crown, granted a licence 
to get coprolites out of close L. at a royalty, & 
received £222. _ The Crown sued for an injunction 

damages against the lord of the manor :—Held : 
the Crown had acquired a freehold title to close L. 
under Statute of Limitations.—A.-G. v. TOMLINE 
(1880), 15 Ch. D. 150; 43 L. T. 486, C. A. 


Annotations :—Reid. Beighton v. Beighton (1895), 13 R. 
. fe i oe Ry penouse istrict L. ee Willoughby (1902), 


1488. Presumption of enfranchisement—What 
s evidence of enfranchisement.|—The enfranchise- 
ment of a copyhold may, upon proper evidence, be 
presumed, even against the Crown. 

A surrender had been made to churchwardens 
& their successors in 1636, without naming any 
rent, but in 1649 the Parliamentary survey charged 
the churchwardens with 6d. rent under the head of 
A freehold rents,’’ & there was no evidence of an 
different rent having been paid since that time, 
receipts had been given for it, as for a freehold 
rent, by the steward of the manor :—Held: this 
was evidence to be submitted to a jury, on which 
they might presume a grant of enfranchisement.— 
Rok d. JOHNSON v. IRELAND (1809), 11 East, 280; 
103 BE. R. 1011. 

Annotations :—Distd. Turner v. West Bromwich Union 
Grdns. (1860), 3 L. T. 662. Refd. Goodtitle v. Baldwin 
(1809), 11 Hast, 488. Mentd. Harrison v. Powell (1894), 
10T, L. R. 271; A.-G. v. Horner (No. 2), [1913] 2 Ch. 140. 
1489, —— Extinction of one service—Whether 

other services presumed extinguished.]—CuicHEs- 

TER (Harz) v. Hawn, No. 1042, ante. 

1490. Neglect to collect acknowledgment.) 
—In the absence of evidence adverse to the rights 
of the lord the ct. will not presume an enfranchise- 
ment of land shown to have been copyhold in 1717 
from mere negligence by the lords of the manor in 
exacting the small acknowledgments for which the 
fines, etc., were then commuted. 

That any enfranchisement of this property, 
which was clearly shown to have been copyhold 
in 1717, was to be presumed from the mere negli- 
gence of the lords of the manor in exacting the 
small acknowledgment, 10s. in every seven years, 
would be a point very doubtful in law. All that 
could be relied upon during all this period was 
that the lord of the manor had been excessively 
negligent in receiving the 10s. acknowledgment. 
The lord of the manor might consider, now that 
the property was parted with, that the time bad 
arrived for asserting his rights, as to which no 
adverse act had been made out, while it was not a 
case to which any Statute of Limitations applied 
(Woop, V.-C.).—TURNER v. WesT BROMWICH 
re GUARDIANS (1860), 3 L. T. 662; 9 W. R. 


1491. ——- Land treated as freehold.]|—Land 
anciently copyhold was for upwards of a hundred 
years treated as freehold without any claim being 
made on the part of the lord of the manor, & the 
only intimation that the land was copyhold was 
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1492 {. General rule.}~TUTHILL v. 
Rog@urs (1844), 1 Jo. & Lat. 36.—IR. 


1492 li, ——.] - 
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(1920) 1 L. R 159. 
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in recitals to that effect & a covenant to surrender 
contained in deeds of recent date to which the lord 
was neither party nor ae he A contract having 
been entered into for sale of the land as freehold :— 
Held: under the circumstances, an enfranchise- 
ment must be presumed, & the purchaser was 
therefore not entitled to require the vendors to 
obtain the enfranchisement of the land. Semble: 
the lord’s right of entry was barred by Statute of 
Limitations.—Re LipIARD & JACKSON’S & BROAD- 
LEY’S CONTRACT (1889), 42 Ch. D. 254; 58 L. J. 


Ch. 785; 61 L. T. 322; 37 W. R. 793. 

Annotations :—Consd. Ecol. Comrs. for Hngland v. Parr, 
[1894] 2 Q. B. 420. Distd. Beighton v. Beighton (1895), 
64 L. J. Ch. 796. 


E. Purchase-Money of Lands Compulsorily 
Purchased 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 (c. 18)-— 
Persons claiming under possessory title.] — Sce 
COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. XI., pp. 
242, 248, Nos. 1378-1384. 


F. Title May be Forced on Purchaser. 

1492. General rule.|—Sanbs to THompson, No. 
1350, ante. 

1493. .|—A twelve years’ possessory title 
can be forced on a purchaser though the vendor 
had no title at the date of the contract.—-Gamus 
oe (1884), 54 L. J. Ch. 517; 33 W. R. 
64, C. A. 

Annotations :—Expld, & Folld. Re Atkinson & Horsell’s 
Contract, [1912] 2 Ch. 1. Refd. Re Nisbet & Potts’ 
Contract, [1905] 1 Ch. 391. 

1494, ———.]—Where a vendor contracts to give 
a title commencing with a certain instrument, 
& it afterwards appears that he cannot give such 
a title, but can give a good possessory title from a 
later date the possessory title will be forced upon 
the purchaser. 

A contract for the sale of land in 1911 provided 
that the title should commence with a general 
devise contained in the will of testator who died 
in 1842 & whose seisin was to be assumed. The 
vendor in fact derived title from a disseisor who, 
in 1874, under a mutual mistake as to the effect 
of the will, was allowed by the true owner, who 
was under no disability, to take possession of the 
land & title deeds. The disseisor & those claiming 
under her down to the vendor remained in un- 
interrupted possession to the date of the contract. 
The mistake was not realised at the date of the 
contract, so the fact that the title was partly 
possessory was not mentioned therein. The pur- 
chaser took out a summons for a declaration that 
the vendor had not shown a good title in accordance 
with the contract. The vendor claimed to have 
shown a. good title aes 1874, & a good possessory 
title since that date:—Held: the vendor had 
shown a good title, & it could be forced on the 

urchaser.—He ATKINSON & HORSELL’S CONTRACT, 

[1912] 2 Ch. 1; 81 L. J. Ch. 588; 106 L. T. 548: 

56 Sol. Jo. 824, C. A. 

Annotation :—Retd. Re Hailes & Hutchinson’s Contract, 
[1920] 1 Ch. 238. 

1495. Necessity to show state of title at com- 
mencement of possession—Open contract for pur- 
chase.|—MovunttTon v. Epmonpbs (1859), 1 De G. 
BF. & J. 246; 29 L. J.Ch. 181; 11.7. 891; 6 
Jur. N. 8.305; 8 W. R. 153; 45 H.R. 352, LC. 


Annotations :-—Expld. Re Halifax Commercial Henking Co. 
& Wood (1898), 79 L. T. 536. Refd. Re Nisbet & Potts’ 
Contract, [1905] 1 Ch. 391. 


ears of vacant land taken under the 

ands for Public Purposes Acquisition 
Act were, in the absence of any claim 
owner, deem 
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Sect. 15.—Title extinguished by dispossession: Sub- 
sect. 2, F.; sub-sects. 3 & 4, A., B. & C.; sub- 
sect. 5. Sect. 16.] 


1496. -]—Defts. sold by auction to 
Itf. a freehold property described in the particu- 
lice of sale as containing 5 acres, 26 poles, & as 
bordering on a lake on S. Common, the sale being 
subject to conditions of sale, one of which was as 
follows: ‘* The property is believed & shall be 
taken to be correctly described in the particulars 
as to quantity & otherwise... & if any error, 
misstatement, or omission in the particulars be 
discovered, the same shall not annul the sale, nor 
shall any compensation be allowed by the vendors 
to the purchaser in respect thereof.’’ The only 
part of the property to which a good title was 
shown contained 4 acres, 3 roods. Another part 
of the property offered for sale bordered on the 
lake, & as to this the only title offered was what 
urported to be a title by possession for less than 
orty years. Pltf. claimed rescission of the con- 
tract & a return of the deposit paid by him, & defts. 
counterclaimed for specific performance :—Held: 
even if defts. had established a possessory title 
to the border land for twelve years, that would not 
have been sufficient, as the contract, so far as it 
related to that land, was an open one, in which 
case a forty years’ title by possession was required ; 
defts. were not entitled to specific performance in 
respect of the part of the property to which a good 
title had been shown; & pltf. was entitled to 
rescission of the contract & the return of his 
deposit.— JACOBS t. REVELL, [1900] 2 Ch. 858; 
69 L. J. Ch. 879; 83 L. T. 629; 49 W. R. 109. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Nisbet & Potts’ Contract, (1905) 
1 Ch. 391. Mentd. Lee v. Rayson, [1917] 1 Ch. 613. 
1497. Effect of not requiring forty years title— 
Constructive notice of equities—Restrictive cove- 
nants in nature of negative easements.] — Re 
NIsBET & Ports’ ConTRACT, No. 1481, ante. 








SuB-secT. 3.—TITLE ACQUIRED BY SUCCESSIVE 
TRESPASSERS. 

1498. Transmissibility of statutory title—By 
will.|—A person in possession of land without 
other title has a devisable interest ; & the heir of 
his devisee can maintain ejectment against a 
person who has entered upon the land, & cannot 
show title or possession in any one prior to testator. 

W. in 1842 inclosed some waste land; in 1850 
he inclosed more land adjoining, & built a cottage ; 
he occupied the whole till 1860, when he died, 
having devised it to his wife, so long as she 
remained unmarried, with remainder to his 
daughter in fee. On his death, the widow & 
daughter continued to reside on the property, & 
in 1861 deft. married the widow, & came is reside 
with them. Early in 1863 the daughter died, aged 
eighteen years, & the mother died soon after. 
Deft. continued to occupy the property, & in 
1865 the daughter’s heir-at-law brought eject- 
ment against him :—Held: pltf. was entitled to 
recover the whole property.— ASHER v. WHITLOCK 
(1865), L. R.1 Q. B.1; 35 L. J. Q. B. 17; 13 


to the purchase-money, although they 
were unable to estab that the title 
of the true owner was barred by such 
possession.—-Re CLIssoLD (1907), 7 
8S. R. N. S. W. 638.—AUS. 





title—. will 


1498 i. Transmissibilily of statutory 
~}—CLARKE v. 

(1868), ° R. 2 Cc. L. 395.—IR. 
p. What is eufficient continuance 


or ACTIONS. 


L. T. 254; 30 J. P. 6; 11 Jur. N. 8. 925; 14 

W. R. 28: 

Annotations :—Expld. Paine v. Jones (1874), L. R. 18 Faq. 
320. Consd. Mussammat Sundar v. Mussammat Parbati 
1889), 8 T. L. R. 683. Apld. Calder v. Alexander (1900), 
1% T. L. R. 294. Befd. Perry v. Clissold, [1907] A. C. 78. 
1499. ——- ——-.] — CALDBR v. ALEXANDER 

(1900), 16 T. L. R. 294. 

1500. To heir-at-law.]—ASHER ». WHIT- 
LOCK, No. 1498, ante. 

1501. Necessity for possession by same person— 
Or by persons claiming one from another.]—In 
ejectment it appeared that the lessor of pltf.’s 
husband had been in poses” as tenant at will 
for eighteen years, ending in 1834, when he died 
leaving a son, not a party to the action, & that 
she then became possessed & remained in pos- 
session for thirteen t hege :—Held: pltf. could not 
rely on the husband’s possession except as prima 
facie evidence of a seisin in fee on which supposition 
it was also evidence of title in his heir, which 
defeated the title of the lessor of pltf.; & she who 
could not insist on her own possession for thirteen 
years as it was not derived from the husband’s 
possession; although the possession by herself 
& her husband for more than twenty years con- 
secutively would have entitled her to a verdict if 
she had been deft. in an ejectment brought by the 
real owner. Semble: the effect of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), 8. 34, is to give title 
by possession for twenty years, but such twenty 
years’ possession must be either by the same 
persons or several persons claiming one from 
another.—DokE d. CARTER v. BARNARD (1849), 
13 Q. B. 945; 18 L. J. Q. B. 306; 14L. T. 0.8. 
83; 13 Jur. 915; 116 E. R. 1524. 

Annotations :—Expld. Humphrey v. Nowland (1862), 15 
Moo. P..C. OC. 343. Consd. Porry v. Clissold, [1907] A. C. 
73. Refd. Asher v. Whitlock (1865), L. R. 1 Q. B. 1; 
Solling v. Broughton, [1893] A. C. 556. 

1502. J—(1) Though by Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 34, the right 
is extinguished at the end of twenty years, still 
adverse possession by a succession of independent 
trespassers, for a period exceeding twenty years, 
confers no right on any one of them who has not 
himself had twenty years’ uninterrupted pos- 
session, except as furnishing a defence to a tres- 
passer in possession against an action by the 
rightful owner. 

After both the trustee & cestui que trust had been 
out of possession more than twenty years, an 
ejectment was brought by A., the heir of _the 
trespasser, in the name of the trustee, & he obtained 
judgment. The trustee, who, disclaiming all per- 
sonal interest, then instituted a suit, seeking to 
have the rights declared as between the rightful 
owner & the heir of the trespasser, & the ct., by 
its receiver, took possession. A. afterwards insti- 
tuted a suit agajnst the trustee & the rightful owner 
to recover the property :—Held: the ct. being in 
possession, Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), had conferred no right, & did not apply. 

(2) A. wrongfully entered & died intestate ; 
his widow entered :—Held: the possession of a 
widow was not a continuance of that of her 
husband, it not being shown that she was entitled 


(1839), 1 Dr. & Wal. alee 

r. Nature o ssession — Hquiva- 
lent of plesk fi tla person see 
to invoke the ald of the statute agains 
a claim in respect of lands must show 
that he, & those under whom he claims, 











CLARKE 


PART V. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 8. of possession—Possession by nephew of have been in possession of the land, or 
scasion ft rule.|— Continuous pos- ‘Besuguron (1891), 12. N. 8. WL. BR, Be BNE D. MOKENNA (1862), Oar. 
or twen ears, res- ‘ > we Vy. ti tt, -——-ARNER ¥. MOKENNA , ° 

asser & those deriving ‘onder him, 189; 10 N.8. W. W. N. 99.—AUs. 226.—CAN. 


ars the night of the true owner.— 
KEEFFE v. KIRBY (1857), 6 I. C. L. R. 


q. ~~—— Posseasion by daughters o 
trespasser.}—BROWNE o¢. 


t. —— Actual seasion.}—A per 


pos 
Cork (Br.) son claiming title by possession to 


Part V.—Lanp or Rent. 


to dower, & such a right not entitling her to 
enter into the whole estate. 

(3) A suit, dismissed as against the principal 
deft., & which, though pending as against the 
others, has yet been practically abandoned, does 
not prevent the operation of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27).—DIxon v. GAYFERE 
(No. 1), FLUKER v. GORDON (1853), 17 Beav. 
421; 23 L. J. Ch. 60; 22 L. T. O. S. 15; 51 
re ae! : ; 

nnotation :—. . : » 

Be tion ee (1) Consd. Asher v. Whitelock (1865) 

1508. What ts sufficient continuance of posses- 
slon—Possession by husband of trespasser.|—A., 
thirty years ago, died seised of a cottage, having 
a son B. & a daughter C. At his death C., his 
daughter, then unmarried, took possession of it, 
& afterwards married D., & after his death W. 
After her death, W. remained in possession 
sixteen years:—Held: the son of B. who was 
the heir of C., as well as being the heir of A. & B., 
might recover in ejectment, although W., including 
the term he had occupied the cottage with his 
wife, had had more than twenty years’ possession 
of it.—Dor d. TRANTER v. WING (1834), 6 C. & P. 
538, N. P, 

1504. —-— Possession by widow of trespasser. |— 
R. was let into possession of premises under a 
contract of purchase, not completed for several 
years. In Dec. 1824, tlie conveyance was exe- 
cuted ; but in the meantime BR. had let his son J. 
into possession of part, as tenant at will, without 
payment of rent. In Mar. 1829, R. mortgaged the 
whole for a term, vested in the lessor of pltf. 
J. continued in possession of the same part with- 
out payment of rent. On ejectment brought 
against J.’s wife, in Jan. 1845 :—Held: assuming 
J.’s tenancy at will to have been determined either 
by the execution of the conveyance in 1824 or the 
mtge. in 1829, still his possession for twenty 
years as tenant at sufferance after the determina- 
tion of the tenancy at will, there being no evidence 
of the creation of any new tenancy, was a com- 
plete bar to the action under Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8.7; but the execu- 
tion of the conveyance in 1824 did not determine 
the tenancy at will between the father & son.— 
DoE d. Goopy v. CARTER (1847), 9 Q. B. 863; 
18L.J.Q. B. 305; 8L. T. 0. S. 409; 11 Jur. 285 ; 
115 E. R. 1505. 

Annotations :—Refd. Doe d. Carter v. Barnard (1849), 18 

L. J. Q. B. 306; Doe d. Palmer v. Eyre (1851), 17 Q. B. 
366; Randall v. Stevens (1853), 2 E. & B. 641; Wimble- 


don & Putney Commons Conservators v. Nicol (1894), 10 
T. L. R. 247. 





1505. ———.]— DoE d. CARTER v. BARNARD, 
No. 1501, ante. 
1506. ——.]—DIXON v. GAYFERE (No. 1), 








FLUKER v. GORDON, No. 1502, ante. 
1507. Possession by mother of successive 
trespassers.|—WILLIS v. HOWE (EARL), No. 1828, 


post. 
1508. Effect of court taking possession——After 
series of trespassers—Where no title acquired. |— 





land derived through prior tres- 
passers, & by his own possession, can 
only acquire a title to the land of which 
there has been actual possession for the 
ret period.— BROOKE v. GIBSON 
PART V. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 4.—A. 

15101. Whether Pepa Laan acquired 


-}—Where the widow 
enters under the will to carry out its 
intentions she cannot rely upon Statute 
of Limitations.—MOoOLONY v. MOLONY, 
{1894] 2 I. R. 1.—IR. 


PART V. SECT. 15, SUB-SECT. 5. 
0. Whether lUmitation applies.] — 
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DIXON v. GAYFERE (No. 1), FLUKER v. GORDON, 
No. 1502, ante. 

1509. Effect of abandonment—Before title ac- 
quired.|—Trustees, Executors & AGENCY Co., 
LTD. v. SHortT, No. 1065, ante. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—PossESSION UNDER WILL, 
SETTLEMENT, OR LEASE. 
A, Will. 

1510. Whether statutory title acquired — By 
tenant for life.|—Semble: if a person to whom a 
particular estate is given by will for his life takes 
possession, & is allowed to keep as part of that 
estate something not strictly belonging to it, he 
cannot set up a title as gained by adverse pos- 
session against the remainderman.—ANSTEE Uv. 
NEtMs (1856), 1 H. & N. 225; 26 L. J. Ex. 5; 
27 L. T. O.S.190; 4 W. R. 612; 156 E. R. 1186. 


Annotations :—Apprvd. Board v. Board (1873), L. R. 9 Q. Be 
48; Dalton v. Fitzgerald, {1897] 2 Ch. 86. Refd. Paine 
v. Jones (1874), L. R. 18 Eq. 320. 


1511. ——— By executor entering.] — PELLY v. 
BASCOMBE, No. 1749, post. 
.|—See, also, ESTOPPEL, Vol. X XI., pp. 329- 
331, Nos. 1241-1246. 


B. Settlement. 

1512. Settlor without title—Tenant for life 
acquiring possessory title as against real owner— 
Estopped from denying validity of settlement as 
against remainderman.|—Where a grantor, who 
has no title, purports by deed to convey a piece of 
land to A. for life with remainders over & A. 
enters upon the land under the deed, & afterwards 
acquires a good title by possession against the true 
owner, A., & his privies are respectively estopped 
as against the remaindermen from disputing the 
validity of the deed.—DALTON v. FITZGERALD, 
[1897] 2 Ch. 86; 66 L. J. Ch. 604; 76 L. T. 700; 45 
W.R. 685; 13 T. L. R. 456; 41 Sol. Jo. 560, C. A. 





Annotations :—Refd. Re Coole, Coole v. Flight, {1920] 2 Ch- 


ae Mentd. Re Anderson, Pegler v. Gillatt, [1905] 2 Ch. 


C. Lease. 

Encroachment by tenant—On adjoining land— 
Waste.|—-See Commons, Vol. XI., pp. 55-57, Nos. 
836-853. 

—— On other land of landlord.|—See LAND- 
LORD & TENANT, Vol. XXXI., pp. 554, 555. 


SuB-sECT. 5.—REGISTERED LAND. 
See REAL PROPERTY. 


SEcT. 16.—RIGHTS OF THE CROWN. 


See Crown Suits Act, 1769 (c. 16); Duchy of 
Cornwall Act, 1844 (c. 105); Duchy of Cornwall 
Act, 1860 (c. 53); Crown Suits Act, 1861 (c. 62). 

15138. Period of limitation—To claim by Crown— 
Crown Suits Act, 1769 (c. 16).)—-A possession of 


tinguishes by force of sect. 5 of the 
former Act a title registered under the 
latter Act.—Bruizk Esrats & : 
DUCE Co., LTD. ¥. QUILTER, [1897] 
A. C. 367.—BRITISH HONDURAS. 

d. Unregistered conveyance — Un- 
registered owner in possession——Time 
runs from conveyance to subsequent 
registered purchaser.) — M'ViIry ov. 
ria (1907), 7 L. J. P. Cc. 37.— 


~—By tenant for life.|\—HAMILTON v. With regard to British Honduras Con- 
LIGHTBODY (1870), 21 C. P. 126.— golida Laws of 1887, Limitation 
OAN, Act {o. 19) applies to lands held under = anor 
. sam widow.)—- STEPHENS a title registered under Lands Titles ART V. SECT. 16. 
v. SIMPSON (1866), 12 Gr. 493; afd. Registry Act (c. 106); consequently 15131. Period of limitation—To claim 
(1869), 15 Gr. 594.—CAN. twenty yoars’ adverse possession cx- by Crown—Crown Suits Act, 1769 
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Sect. 16.—Rights of the Crown. Part VI, Sect. 1: 
Sub-sect. 1, A. (a).] 

Crown land commencing at least fifty-five years 
ago by encroachment on the Crown in the time of 
the lessor of pltf.’s father, maintained by the father 
till his death nineteen years ago, & afterwards 
continued for two years by his widow, when deft. 
obtained the possession, would be sufficient 
evidence for the jury to presume a grant from 
the Crown to the lessor’s father, if the Crown were 
capable of making such a grant, in order to support 
a demise in ejectment from the eldest son & heir 
of such possessor, against deft., who had no 
apparent title, & whose possession was not defended 
by the Crown, nor found to be by licence from it. 
But it appearing upon a second trial, that by 
19 & 20 Car. 2, c. 8, all future grants of land 
by the Crown in the Forest of Dean, within which 
the land in question lay, were avoided, & conse- 
quently no presumption could be made of a valid 
grant; the lessor of pltf., who can only recover 
in ejectment by the strength of his own title, was 
held not entitled to recover even against a stranger, 
whose possession, adverse to him, was not defended 
by the Crown; & this, notwithstanding a part of 
the premises was first held by the lessor’s father 
sixty years ago; & by above Act, the suit of the 
Crown is barred after a continuing adverse pos- 
session for sixty years under the criminal tres- 
passer ; for from the death of the father nineteen 
years ago the Poon was adverse to his heir, 
the lessor of pltf., or at least deft.’s possession, 
for the last seventeen years was adverse; & the 
above Act does not give a title to the first wrongful 
Series & those claiming under him, but only 

ars the remedy of the Crown against them after 
sixty years continuing adverse possession by 
them. As it does not repeal 19 & 20 Car. 2, c. 8, 
no presumption of a grant to legalise the pos- 
session Of the lessor’s father for the first forty-one 
years, on which alone the lessor’s claim could be 
founded, can be made against that statute; & 
the jury, it seems, may presume that the pos- 
session of the lessor’s father, for the first forty-one 
years, & that of deft., adverse to the heir, for the 
last seventeen years, were not legally holden by 
the licence of the Crown.—GooDTITLE d. PARKER 
v. BALDWIN (1809), 11 East, 488; 103 B. R. 1092. 


Annotations :—-Refd. Doe d. Devine v. Wilson (1855), 10 
Moo. P. C. ©. 502; Mill v. New Forest Comre. in Charge 
(1856), 2 Jur. N. S. 520. 


_ 1514, —— ——~ ——.]—In an information of 
intrusion relating to land in British Honduras :— 
Held: defts. having shown sixty years’ adverse 
possession there from before 1817, by themselves 





(c. 16).}—Re Rocers & BRouGHTON after any period of time. 
(TILLEY’S GRANT) (1888), 10 N. 8. W. 
ma 179,n.; 6N. 8.W.W.N.7. &, be vested 

1613 ii. Se ee -/-A.-G. FOR 


NEw SouTH Was v. Love, [1898] 541.—IR. 
A. CG. 679.—AUS. [ 
1513 iif. —— —_— 


-}—Scort v. 
EANDERSON (1843), 2 Thom. 115.— 














allow of a Le ie gre to discharge it f 


bound by Statute of Limitati 
HATTON v. WADDY (18387), 2 Jo. Ex. Ir. 


1518 fi. ——— ——..}— 


f£. Possession for less than statutory 
pertod — Subsequent grant by Crown.) k 


oF ACTIONS. 


& their predecessors in title, without disturbance 
or effectual claim by the Crown, such informa- 
tion must be dismissed.—A.-G. FoR BRITISH 
HONDURAS v. BRISTOWE (1880), 6 App. Cas. 148 ; 
50L. J. P.0.15; 441. T.1, P.O. 

1515. .J}—(1) Occupation against 
the Crown for any period less than the sixty years 
pions by above Act is of no avail against the 
title & legal possession of the Crown, & still less 
against its grantee in actual possession. 

In an action of ejectment it appeared that the 
land belonged to the Crown, & was in peaceable 
possession of its grantee, deft., but that pltf. & 
his predecessors in title had enjoyed uninterrupted 
occupation thereof for a period of fifty-six years 
down to a date about seven years prior to date of 
acuon :—Held : judgment was rightly entered for 

eft. 

(2) 21 Jac. 1, c. 14, only regulates procedure, 
& its effect is that if an information of intrusion 
is filed & the Crown has been out of possession for 
twenty years deft. is allowed to retain possession 
till the Crown has established its title. Where no 
information has been filed there is nothing to 
prevent the Crown or its grantee from making a 
peaceable entry & then holding possession by virtuc 
of title—Emmererson v. Mappison, [1906] A. C. 
569; 75 L. J. P.C.109; 95 L. T. 568; 22 T.L. RB. 
748, P. C. 

1516. Application to advowsons.] 
—Qu.: whether above Act applies to advowsons. 
—GIBSON v. CLARK (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 159; 37 


E. R. 336. 
Annclahos :—Mentd. A.-G. v. Murdoch (1852), 1 De G. M. 


1517. To claim by grantee of Crown.|]— 
EMMERSON v. Mappison, No. 1515, ante. 

1518. Putting rent in charge to the Crown— 
Effect of.|—If the auditors make due returns to 
the office of comrs. for auditing the public accounts 
of the rents & other profits of lands, etc., forming 
part of the Crown revenue, those returns constitute 
a putting in charge within Crown Suits Act, 1769 
(c. 16), so as to save the right of the Crown from 
the operation of that Act; although for more 
than sixty years the auditors have received nothing 
in respect of such revenue, & although the Crown 
within that time have not instituted any suit or 

roceeding to recover any part of it.—A.-G. v. 

AXWELL (1814), 8 Price, 77; 146 EB. R. 1136. 
Annotation :—Consd. A.-G. v. Eardley (1820), 8 Price, 39. 

1519. Displacement of Crown’s title.|— 
Where an entire manor or other district has been 
in charge to the Crown within sixty years, acts 
done in different parts of it by different persons, 


























has been out of possession of land for 
more than twenty years, & then makes 
@® grant of it, the statute 21 Jac. I., 
cap. 14, giv. the person in occupation 
a right to the possession un the 
Crown has obtained a jedement against 
him on an information of intrusion, 
ceases to re RET ee hak ie v. Davy 
eras 86), 4N.Z L. KR. O. A. 


It does not 


the Crown, is no 
tations.— 


Re MAXWELL’s 





Interruption of possession 


1513 iv. ——__ —__ —.} -R. », —JAMIESON v. HARKER (1859), 1 ; i ; 
McCorMICK , .C. 31 — —o writ of intrusion—Necessity of. 
aire ali fase eee we eee ae Crown granted which o cablest has Aen n navene 
NEWIOUNDIAND Oo Gon AGFOR to pltt. @ lot” ot land in the pos- possession for twenty years, without 
C.R 1A. CG. 88 CAN DILY (1836), gsossion of doft. & of which deft. & Brat re-investing itsel? with the posses- 

: . C. 86. . his predevesiors in title had been in sion by office found.—SMyra ». 
4 Hari: adam vw + BELDING continuous & undisturbed possession MCDONALD (1863), 5 N.S. R. (1 Old.) 
CAN LETT (1847), 3 Kerr, for a period little short of sixty years: 274.—OAN. 

‘ —Held: pltt. could not recover in lL —— a —.] A Judgment 
o715i8 1, Putting rent in charge to the ejectment against deft. in the absence for the Crown in an information of 
perpetual ares! oot'in ode SutaoMement of intruglon—WATeH 9, Intrusion’ must bo followed «Up by 

? pay 8 Urown ? . ° ° by 
out of an estate in fee. D. L. R. 648.—CAN pianpenion hati 8 sees raged 


annually 
It is a charge which may be enforced 


h. —— ——.}—Where the Crown 


adverse possession ca pay at the 
time, can be interrupted.—R. (A.-G. 


Part VI.—AOCTIONS AGAINST TRUSTEES. 


such as the erection & occupation of lime kilns 
for burning limestone found within the district, 
& of cottages for the purpose of such occupation, 
& the sale of the lime so produced do not amount 
to such an adverse possession as to displace the 
title of the Crown to the district, although they 
may have been continued for above sixty years.— 
Doz d. Wittram IV. v. Roperts (1844), 13 M. & 
W. 620; 14 L. J. Ex. 274; 4 L. T. 0. 8.174; 
153 BK. R. 217. 

1520. ——- What constitutes.J—A.-G. v. Max- 
WELL, No. 1618, ante. 

1 -|—A.-G. v. EARDLEY (LORD) 
(1820), Dan. 271; 8 Price, 39; 146 BE. R. 1124. 
Anderton :—Mentd. Chapman v, Gatcombo (1836), 2 Scott, 


ee 
e 








To what applicable—Rentcharges.] — See 
Crown Suits Act, 1861 (c. 62), 8. 1. 


Part Vi.—Actions 


SuctT. 1.--WHETHER TRUSTEES ENTITLED 
TO PLEAD STATUTE. 


SuB-sECT. 1.—UNDER TRUSTEE ACT, 1888. 


A, In What Circumstances. 
(a) In General. 

See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1). 

1526. Effect of sect. 8 (1).]|—The effect of above 
sect. is that except in the three following cases, 
fraud by the trustee, retention of trust property 
by him, or receipt by him & conversion of it i his 
own. use, a trustee who has committed a breach of 
trust is entitled to the protection of the several 
statutes of Limitation as if actions or proceedings 
for breaches of trust were enumerated in them. 

Under a will, pltf., on the expiration of a term 
of fourteen years from the death of testatrix, 
who died on May 20, 1875, became entitled to an 
annuity for her life. During the term it was the 
duty of deft., as trustee under the will, to receive 
the rents of certain devised estates, & after pay- 
ment of some immediate annuities, to accumulate 
the surplus rents & invest the accumulations in the 
purchase of lands. Pltf.’s annuity was charged 
upon the accumulations & the lands to be purchased 
therewith, as well as upon the devised estates. 
Without any fraudulent intent deft., instead of 
accumulating the surplus rents, applied them in 
keeping down interest on incumbrances & in 
necessary repairs. The term expired on May 20, 
1889, pltf.’s annuity fell into arrear in Nov. 1894, 


FOR CANADA) v. HAMILTON (Ont.) 
1915), 16 Exch. C. R. 67; 35 DLL. R. 
26 > revad. (1917), 54 s. Cc. R. 831.— 

CAN, t. 

m. —— ——.]-——JOHNS v. one adversely 

RIveRS (1873), 2 C. A. 344.—N.Z. 


n. —— Nature of poeeeenton) 
LOUISBURG LAND Co. v. TuTTyY (1882), 








Crown; & the 


eto 20 0. L. R. 437; 
38 ; 1 oO, Ww. N. 509.—CAN. 

-J—The period that 
holds Crown lands will 
not enure against the grantee of the 
OSBOBBO 
seeking to establish title by adverse 
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1522. Possession for less than statutory period— 
Rights acquired as against stranger.|—-GOODTITLE 
d. PARKER v. BALDWIN, No. 1513, ante. 

1528. ——.]—- EMMERSON v. MADDISON, 
No. 1515, ante. 

1524, Effect of entering on Crown lessee.]—Ii 
a stranger enters upon the King’s lessee, he gains 
a possession without taking the reversion from the 
Crown. But by Crown Suits Act, 1769 (c. 16), 
a possession of sixty years except to liberties & 
franchises will be a bar even to the King’s pre- 
rogative in this respect.—LEE v. NoRRIS (1594), 
Cro. Eliz. 331; 78 E. R. 381. 

1525. Prerogative as to Duchy of Cornwall.!— 
A.-G. v. PLyMouTH Corpn. (1754), Wight. 134; 

'145 E.R. 1202. 


Annotation :—Refd. A.-G. to Prince of Wales v. Crossman 
(1866), L. R. 1 Kxch. 381. 





against Trustees. 


& on Aug. 9, 1895, she brought this action for an 
account. Deft. had no trust moneys in his hands 
at the issue of the writ, & had never converted 
any trust moneys to his own use; & he 
relied on above sect., but admitted that within six 
years before the issue of the writ he had rents in 
his hands which he ought to have accumulated 
& invested :—Held: (1) plitf. was entitled to an 
account of the moneys in the hands of deft. six 
years before the issue of the writ & liable to the 
trust for accumulation, & also to an account of the 
rents which ought afterwards to have been 
accumulated, but not to an account from the 
death of testatrix ; (2) the case fell either within 
clause (a) or clause (b) of above sect., but 
(Riespy, L.J.) preferably within clause (a); & 
whichever clause was applicable, deft. was pro- 
tected from demands more than six years before 
the issue of the writ.— How v. WINTERTON (EARL), 
[1896] 2 Ch. 626; 65 L. J. Ch. 832; 75 L. T. 40; 
45 W. R. 103; 12 T. L. R. 541; 40 Sol. Jo. 684, 
C. A. 
} — : avies, Ellis v. Roberts, 
ee tas ae We mo) Consd. Re Blow, St. 
Bartholomew’s Hospital v. Cambden, [1914] 1 Ch. 233. 
Refd. Re Croyden, Hinoks v. Roberts (1911), 55 Sol. Jo. 
632: Re Allsop, Whittaker v. Bamford, [1914] 1 Ch. 1; 
Re Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, [1920] 1 Ch. 423, 


Generally, Mentd. How v. Winterton (No. 4) (1904), 91 
L. T. 763 : Jones v, Stott (1910), 102 L. T. 670. 


What actions within sect. 8—Where existing 
statute applicable.]|—-See Sub-sect. 1, C. (a), post. 
——— ‘* Actions for recovery of money or other 


of actual possession is the material 
thing, & this possession must be of a 
continuous character by successive 
occupants clai in some sufficient 
way under each other.—McGIBBON v. 
McGIBBON ge 12 E. L. R. 241; 9 
D. lL. R. 30 > 46 N. 8s. R. 552.—CAN. 


d. Crown as_ lessor — Possession 


Re Rayorort 
15 0. W. R. 


claim of one 


16 N. 8. R. (4 R. & G.) 401.—-C. N. 
0. Confiscation by Crown — Inter- 


ruption of ossession.] — Dow 4d. 
HOWARD v. MoDONNELL (1831), Dra. 
374.—CAN, 


p. Grantee of Crown— Time runs 
frat date of grant.)—The possession of 
and by a person deriving title from 
the Crown, which will enable the 
statute to run Ge tema , must be a 
possession after the patent has issued. 
—STEWART v. MURPHY (1858), 16 
U. oO. R. 2234.—CAN. 

q. —— —.J— DowsETT vw, Cox 
(1859), 18 U. C. R. 594.—CAN, 


possession will not begin to run until 
the date of the grant to the Crown’s 
grantee.—OUELLET v. JALBERT (1915), 
438 N. B. R. 5699.—CAN, 

a. The Crown as trustee—Whether 
time runs.}-Statute of Limitations 
does not run against the Crown, & it 
makes no difference that the land is 
vested in the Crown as trustee.—R. y. 
eno (1875), 39 U. OC. R. 397.— 


b. : -G. v. MIDLAND 
Ry. Co. (1883), 3 O. R. 511.—CAN. 

0. Nature of wpossession.}-—-To bar 
the Crown & give a possessory title 
undor Statute of Limitations the fact 


—— ——.J—A 


against tenunt—No right of action in the 
Crown. }—A.-G. FOR CANADA v. Gon- 


1D. L. R. 61; neeey:s 

; {192531 D.L. R. 
: WwW. W. R. 180; 34 
C. t. 360.—CAN. 


e. Inalienable lands.}—Such public 
domains as are inalienable cannot 
be aequired by prescription, but land 
which is capable of alienation although 
subject to the consent of a person or 
corpn. other than the owner, May be 
so acquired, provided only the adverse 
occupation has been peaceful, open, & 
ag of right.— JoNES v. CAPE TOWN TOWN 
CouNcIL (1895), 12 8. O, 19.—8. AF. 
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Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to plead statute: 
Sub-sect. 1, A. (a), (Bb), (c) & (a), & B. (a), (b) 
& (c) 4] 

property ’’—‘‘ No existing statute applicable.’’]— 

See Sub-sect. 1, C. (6), post. 

1527. Action for account before operation of Act 

Second beneficiary taking benefit of Judgment— 
After operation of Act.|—Re HARRISON, ALLEN v. 
CorT (1892), 37 Sol. Jo. 9. 

1528. Action against trustees protected by Act— 
Form of order.]|—Form of order for account by 
trustees entitled to the protection given by above 
Act, 8s. 8, against liability to render accounts 
extending beyond six years from the commence- 
ment of the action.—Re Davizs, ELLIS v. ROBERTS, 
[1898] 2 Ch. 142; 67 L. J. Ch. 507; 79 L. T. 344. 


Annotation :—Consd. Re Blow, St. Bartholomew’s Hospital 
v. Cambden (1913), 83 L. J. Ch. 185. 


1529. ——- Time for pleading statute.]}— Where 
an originating summons for accounts is issued 
against trustees or exors. entitled under above 
Act, s. 8, to limit their liability to six years before 
the date of the summons, the defence of the statute 
must be raised at the time the order to account 
is made, so that it may be qualified by a reference 
to the statute or the point may be reserved for 
the ct. on the further consideration. Otherwise 
it will be too late to set up the statute for the first 
time on the hearing on further consideration or 
even when the accounts are being vouched before 
the master.— Re WILLIAMS, JONES v. WILLIAMS, 
[1916] 2 Ch. 388; 85 L. J. Ch. 498; 114 L. T. 092; 
60 Sol. Jo. 495. 

Legacies subject to trust.|—See Part IV., Sect. 
1, sub-sect. 1, D. (a) ii. 

Express trusts affecting real property—Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1888 (c. 27), s. 25.)— 
See Part V., Sect. 10, ante. 


(6) Fraud by Trustee. 

See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 8. 8 (1). 

1530. Bar to relief.)—-Re Sate Horer & 
BOTANICAL GARDENS Co., Lrp., HESKETH’S CASE, 
No. 1552, post. 

1531. -|—NortTH AMERICAN LAND & TIMBER 
Co., Lrp. v. WATKINS, No. 1538, post. 

1532. What amounts to fraud—Misrepresenta- 
tion in directors’ report.]|—Representations in the 
directors’ report that bad & doubtful debts have 
been provided for constitute, if untrue, fraud so 
as to prevent the directors setting up the Statute 
of Limitations as applied by above Act, in answer to 
an action for payment of dividends out of capital. 

A letter by a director to shareholders referring 
to ‘‘ the continued attention of the directors to 
every detail of the working of the bank ” :—Held: 
to have the same effect.—Re NATIONAL BANK OF 
WALEs, Lrp., [1899] 2 Ch. 629: sub nom. Re 
NATIONAL BANK OF WALES, Lrp., Cory’s CASE, 
79 L. T. 667; 15 T. L. R. 88; 5 Mans. 8373; on 
appeal, [1899] 2 Ch. 651, C. A.; sub nom. Dovey 
v. Cory, [1901] A. C. 477, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Merchants’ Fire Office v. Armstrong 
(1901), 17. T. L. R. 709; Bond v. Barrow Hematite 
Steel Co., [1902] 1 Ch. 353; Re Crichton’s Oil Co., ape t 
Wore ee v. Fitzgerald (1903), 20 T. L. R. 16; Re 

yy Cisbach Incandescent Gas Light Co., [1904] 1 Ch. 87; 

Land & Minerals Co. v. Kolokmann (1905), 94 
: Prefontaine ev. Grenier, [1907] A. ©. 101; 
theron: on Deitien Tasulavod, i Heluby Cable (ass 
1B, 421; Re City Equitable Fire Insce., [1925] Ch. 


1588. ——— Misrepresentation by director—In 
letter to shareholder.|—Re NaTioNAL BANK OF 
WALEs, Lip., No. 1532, ante. - 

1534, Fraud by partner.|—The decision in 

~~ v. Bromley, No. 1790, post, is vested on 











oF ACTIONS. 


principles of the law of partnership, not on those 

re phe ra of trusts, & is not affected by above 

ct, 8. 8. 

Money of pltf. came into the hands of a firm of 
solrs. for investment, & was converted to the use 
of the firm. Owing to misrepresentations attri- 
butable to the firm pltf. was prevented from dis- 
covering the fraud until more than six years after 
the cause of action arose. In an action to recover 
the money, a partner, innocent of the fraud, 
claimed that under above Act, s. 8, he was entitled 
to the benefit of the Statute of Limitations :— 
Held: the principle of Blair v. Bromley applied, 
& he was deprived of the benefit of the statute by 
the misrepresentations, which bound him as a 
partner. Qu. : whether the case did not fall within 
the exception in above Act, s. 8 (1).—MOORE v. 
KNIGHT, [1891] 1 Ch. 547; 60 L. J. Ch. 271; 63 
L. T. 831; 89 W. R. 312. 

Annotations :—Oonsd. Thorne v. Heard, [1894] 1 Ch. 599. 
Refd. Mara v. Browne, [1895] 2 Ch. 69; hitwam v. 
Watkin (1898), 78 L. T. 188; Palmer wv. 8. (1905), 51 Sol. 
Jo. 653; Re Fountaine, Fountaine v. Amherst (1909), 
78 L. J. Ch. 648. 

1535. Fraud of mortgagee’s solicitor.]— 
In 1878 defts., the first mtgees. of property, sold 
under their power of sale, & employed S., a solr., 
to conduct the sale for them. S. received the sale 
moneys, &, after satisfying defts.’ mtge. debt, 
retained the surplus sale moneys, falsely repre- 
senting to defts. that he, S., had the authority of 
pltf., the second mtgee., to receive the same. S. 
applied the surplus to his own use, & until Mar. 
1891, concealed his fraud by continuing to pay 
pltf. interest on the second mtge. as though it were 
still existing. In Feb. 1892, S. became bkpt., 
when the true facts were discovered ; whereupon 
pltf. brought an action against defts. for an account 
of the sale moncys, & payment of what was due 
to him on his second mtge. :—Held: (1) pltf.’s 
claim was barred by Statute of Limitations & 
above Act, sect. 8, on the ground that his cause 
of action first accrued in 1878, when defts. com- 
mitted an innocent breach of trust in allowing S. 
to receive the surplus sale moneys instead of hand- 
ing them over to pltf., & not in 1892, when pltf. 
discovered S.’s fraud ; (2) & defts. were not liable 
under the exception in above Act, sect. 8, either 
as having been ‘‘ party or privy ’’ to the fraud of S., 
or as having “ still retained ’’’ the money sought 
to be recovered, the money not having been 
actually in their hands or under their control at 
the commencement of the action ; (3) the fraud of 
S. could not be regarded as the fraud of defts., 
that is, as a fraud committed by S. as agent for 
them or for their benefit, so as to render them 
responsible notwithstanding they were innocent 
of fraud ; (4) above Act has in no way altered the 
principles which determine the time at which a 
cause of action for breach of trust or concealed 
fraud accrues ; the exception in above Act, sect. 8, 
as to property ‘‘ still retained’ by the trustee, 
ae & is confined to cases in which at the date 
of the writ the trustee still retains, that is, has 
actually in his hands or under his control, the 
trust property, or the proceeds thereof, sought to 
be recovered.—THORNE v. H&ARD, [1804] 1 Ch. 
599; 68 L. J. Ch. 356; 70 L. T. 641; 42 W. R. 
274; 10 T. L. R. 216; 7 R. 100, 0. A.; affd., 
[1895] A. C. 495, H. L. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Whitwam v. Watkin (1898) 
78L.T.188; Re McCallum, McCallum v. McCallum 1901} 
1 Ch. 143. "de to (2) Refd. How v. Winterton, [i896] 
Ch. 626; Re Fountaine, Fountaine v. Amherst (1909 

78 L. J. Ch. 648 ; 


{£044} 1 


Op 1 Mara v. 

9. td. Hambro v. Burnand, (1908) 2 K. 
les ig Consolidated, [1904] 2 K. B. 
Smith (1912), 81 L. J. K. B. 1140. 





Lloyd Ve Grace, 


Part VI.—ActTIons 


(c) Retention of Property by Trustee. 
See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 8. 8 (1). 
1586. Bar to relief.|.—Soar v. ASHWELL, No. 
1677, post. 
15387. ——.]—WASSELL v. LEGGATT, No. 1554, 


post. 

1538. .|—The Statute of Limitations is no 
bar to an action by a principal against his agent 
in respect of moneys remitted to the agent for an 
express purpose & retained by him, where such 
agent is either in the position of an express trustee 
or guilty of fraudulent concealment in his accounts. 
—NoORTH AMERICAN LAND & TIMBER Co., LID. v. 
WATKINS, [1904] 2 Ch. 233; 73 L. J. Ch. 626; 91 
L. T. 425; 20 T. L. R. 642; 48 Sol. Jo. 640, C. A. 

1539. ———.]—S. by will gave his real & personal 
estate to trustees upon trust to convert & invest, 
to pay certain annuities out of the income, & 
accumulate the residue of the income until the 
capital became divisible, or for twenty-one years, 
& subject thereto to hold capital & income in 
trust for his grandchildren in equal shares. The 
trustees invested the funds in such a manner that 
the income tax was always deducted before the 
income was paid tothem. The successive trustees 
for over twenty years paid all the annuities in 
full without deducting income tax. Some of the 
trustees were also annuitants :—Held: above Act, 
sect. 8, applied, & the liability of the trustees was 
limited to payments made within six years, 
except in the case of sums retained for their own 
annuities.—Re SHARP, RICKETT v. RICKETT, [1906] 
1 Ch. 7938; 75 L. J. Ch. 458; 95 L. T. 5223; 22 
T. L. R. 368 ; 50 Sol. Jo. 390. 

1540. What amounts to retention—Funds must 
be in hands of trustee at date of writ.]|—-THORNE 
v. HEARD, No. 1535, ante. 














1541. ——.]— How v. WINTERTON (EARL), 
No. 1528, ante. 

1542. .]—e Timmis, NIXon v. SMITH, 
No. 1568, post. 








1543 


; .|—-Re TUFNELL, ByYNnaG@ v. TUF- 
NELL (1902), 18 T. 


L. R. 705. 


(d) Conversion of Property by Trustee. 

Bar to relief.|—-See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 
. 8 (1). 

i544: What amounts to conversion.| — The 
exception in Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1), 
which prevents a trustee relying on the Statute of 
Limitations as a defence to an action to recover 
the proceeds of trust property ‘‘ received by the 
trustee & converted to his use,’’ does not, in the 
absence of fraud, apply where trust funds advanced 
on mtge. are, with the concurrence of the mtgor., 
applied in payment of a debt previously charged 
on the mtged. property in favour of a bank in 
which the trustee is a partner.—Re GURNEY, 
Mason v. Mercer, [1893] 1 Ch. 590; 68 L. T. 289; 
41 W. R. 443; 3 R. 148. 


B. To Whom Plea Available. 
(a) In General. 
Express trustees.]|——See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 


8 


s. l. 

Constructive trustees.|—See Trustee Act, 1888 
(c. 59), 8. 1; Sub-sect. 1, B. (c) & (d), post ; Sub-sect. 
2, B. (a), post. 

Liability of trustee’s estate.|—See ExEcuTors, 
Vol. XXIV., p. 630, Nos. 6573, 6574. 

Morseagere as trustees.|—See Part V., Sect. 12, 
sub-sect. 3, ante. 

1545. Trustee under a lquidation.|—The pro- 
visions of above Act, s. 8, have no application to 
a trustee under a liquidation.— Re CoRNIsH, Hz p. 
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BoarD OF TRADE, [1896]1 Q. B. 99; 65L.J.Q.B. 
106; 78 L. T. 602; 44 W. R. 161; 12 T. L. BR. 
69; 40 Sol. Jo. 100; 3 Mans. 48, OC. A. 

1546. Limited company—Unclaimed dividends.] 

(1) Statute of Limitations commences to run in 
favour of a co. against its shareholders in respect 
of a dividend from the date fixed for payment. 

(2) A co. is not a trustee of a dividend for its 
shareholders.—Re SEVERN & WyYE & SEVERN 
BRIDGE Ry. Co., [1896] 1 Ch. 559; 65 L. J. Ch. 
400; 74 L. T. 219; 44 W. R. 347; 12 T. L. R. 
262; 40 Sol. Jo. 337; 3 Mans. 90. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Re Artisans’ Land & Mortgage 
Corpn., [1904] 1 Ch. 796. 


AGAINST TRUSTEES, 


(6) Eaecutors. 

See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 1. 

When plea available.|—See Exrcutors, Vol. 
XXIV., p. 671, Nos. 6983 et seq. 

Setting up own devastavit—In order to plead 
statute.|—-See ExecuTors, Vol. XXIV., p. 673, 
Nos. 6991-6995. 

Under Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27).| 
—See Part IV., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, D. (a) il., ante. 

See, also, Sub-sect. 2, B. (6), post. 


(c) Persons in Fiduciary Position. 
i. Officers of Companies. 

1547. Director—Misfeasance.|—SovEREIGN LIFE 
ASSURANCE Co. v. WILMOT (1893), 9 T. L. R. 525 ; 
37 Sol. Jo. 581. 
me ty haa :—Refd. Re Lands Allotment Co., [1894] 1 Ch. 


1548. .|—Directors of a co. are 
trustees as to moneys of the co. which have come 








; to their hands or are under their control within 


the meaning of the Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 
s. 1 (3), & therefore can, in the absence of fraud, 
take advantage of the Statute of Limitations in 
proceedings against them for misapplication of the 
funds of the co. 

The directors of the L. A. co., which had no 
power to invest its capital in the shares of other 
cos., in Mar. 1885, accepted fully paid-up shares 
in the B. S. co. to the amount of £35,000 in dis- 
charge of a debt. This was referred to in the 
balance-sheet of the L. A. co. as ‘‘ Assets. By 
B.S. co.,’’ & the entry was explained by the chair- 
man at the general meeting in Apr. 1885, to mean 
that it represented the amount due from the 
B.S. co. for an estate purchased from the L. A. co. 
The same item was repeated in successive balance- 
sheets till 1889. The investment was made without 
any fraudulent intent. The L. A. co. was wound 
up in 1893 :—Held: assuming that the directors 
had been guilty of a breach of trust in investing 
the money in shares of the B. S. co., they were 
protected by the Statute of Limitations; & there 
had been no such fraudulent concealment on their 
part, notwithstanding the false statement by the 
chairman at the meeting, to prevent time from 
running under the statute.-—Re LANDS ALLOTMENT 
Co., [1894] 1 Ch. 616; 63 L. J. Ch. 291; 70 L. T. 
286; 42 W. R. 404; 10 T. L. R. 234; 38 Sol. Jo. 
235; 1 Mans. 107; 7R.115,C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Whitwam v. Watkin (1898) 78 L. T. 
188. Refd. Mara v. Browne, [1895] 2 Ch. 69; Re Severn 
& Wye & Severn Bridge Ry., [1896] 1 Ch. 559; Rs 
National Bank of Wales, [1899] 2 Ch. 629; Percival v. 
oe Sel Ch. 421; Young v. Naval, Military & 
Civil Service Co-op. Soc. of South Africa, [1905] 1 K. B. 

687; Re Macfadyen, Kx yp. Vizianagaram Mining Co., 

{1908] 2 K. B. 817. Mentd. Lucas v. Fitzgerald (1903), 

20T. L. R. 16. 

1549. -}—In July, 1890, pltfs. con- 

tracted with the Railways & General Co., Ltd., 

for the sale of certain stock in the Wrexham, 

Mold, & Connah’s Quay Railway. The real 








Limtratton 


lead statute: 
(e), & C. (a) 
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Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to 
Sub-sect. 1, B. (c) 4. & %., (a) 
& (b).] 

purchaser, however, was the Manchester, Sheffield, 

& Lincoln Railway, & the money was (paid by that 

co. in two sums, the larger on Aug. 5, & the smaller 

on Oct. 10, 1890. These payments were then 
ultra vires. But by their Act of 1891 they were 
authorised to subscribe towards the undertaking 
of the Wrexham co., & to hold shares therein, & 
a resolution authorising the Manchester co. to 
subscribe was agreed to the day after the Act 
passed. ‘The books of the Manchester co. did not 
accurately represent the facts. The writ was 
issued on Aug. 6, 1896, claiming against three of 
the directors repayment to the co. of these sums :— 

Held: as to the larger sum, the writ not having 

been issued within six years & no fraud being 

alleged, the Statute of Limitations afforded a good 

defence.—-WHITWAM v. WATKIN (1898), 78 L. T. 

188; 14 T. L. R. 288. 
1550. |} — Re NATIONAL BANK OF 

WALES, LTpD., No. 1582, ante. 

-|—See CoMPANIES, Vol. IX., p. 515, Nos. 

3375-3383. 

1551. Retired director..—Re NATIONAL BANK 
OF WALEs, LTD., [1899] 2 Ch. 629; sub nom. Re 
NATIONAL BANK OF WALES, LTD., CoRy’s Cask, 68 
L. J. Ch. 684; 81 L. T. 368; 48 W. R. 99; 15 
T. L. R. 517, C. A. 3 on appeal, sub nom. DOVEY v. 
Cory, [1901] A. C. 477, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Merchants’ Fire Office v. Armstrong 
1901), 17 T. L. R. 709; Bond v. Barrow Hematite Stect 
0., {1902] 1 Ch. 353; Re Crichton’s Oil Co., [1902] 2 

Ch. 86; Lucas v. Fitzgerald (1903), 20 T. L. R. 16; Re 

Welsbach Incandescent Gas Light Co., [1904] 1 Ch. 87; 

Exploring Land & Minerals Co. v. Kolckmann (1905), 94 

IL. T. 234; Prefontaine v. Grenier, [1907) A. C. 101; 

Schulze v. Bensted piers) 7 Tax Cas. 30; Ammonia 

Soda Co. v. Chamberlain, (1918] 1 Ch. 266; Atherton v. 


British Insulated & Helsby Cables, [1925] 1 K. B. 421; 
Re City Hquitable Fire Insce., [1925] Ch. 407. 


1552. Promoter—Secret profit.}-—It is not a 
sufficient disclosure of an agreement which relate 
to the benefits to be given to the promoters of a 
co. to refer to it in the prospectus by a reference to 
the date & parties to it, & by stating where it may 
be inspected. Such benefits so insufficiently dis- 
closed are secret profits of the promoters so far as 
the shareholders of the co. are concerned, & there- 
fore the promoters receiving them are guilty of a 
misfeasance or breach of trust within Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890 (c. 63),8.59. A promoter, 
therefore, who has received such a secret profit 
cannot avail himself of the Statutes of Limitation 
under above Act, sect. 8, because receiving this 
secret profit is a ‘‘ fraud or fraudulent breach of 
trust’ within the exception of that sect.— 
Re SALE Hore. & BOTANICAL GARDENS Co., LTD., 
HESKETH’s Cask (1897), 77 L. T. 681; 46 W. R. 
314; revsd. on other grounds, sub nom. Re SALE 
HoTeL & BoranicaAL GaRDENSs, Lip., Ez p. 
HESKETH tal 78 L. T. 368, C. A. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Re Olympia (1898), 78 L. T. 159. 

See, also, Sub-sect. 3, B. (e) iv., post. 


li. Solicitors. 
1553. Fraud by partnership firm—Plea by inno- 
cent plying ong ae v. KNIGHT, No. 1534, ante. 
See, also, Sub-sect. 3, B. (e) iv., ante, & Sub-sect. 
38, B. ( f )iv., post. 


(d) Persons with Knowledge of Trust. 
1554. Husband of beneficlary—Wife forcibly de- 
prived of legacy for separate use.}—A woman who 











or ACTIONS. 


was married in 1854 received in 1876 a legacy of 
£300, given for her separate use, but was forcibly 
deprived of the money by her husband, who knew 
that it was a legacy. During the husband’s life- 
time the wife frequently asked him for the money ; 
but no proceedings to recover it were taken until 
after his death, which occurred in 1894 :—Held: 
the husband was affected with notice of the 
separate use, & was a trustee of the money for his 
wife, the Statute of Limitations was no defence to 
proceedings by her against his exors., & the wife 
was entitled to be paid the amount of the legacy, 
with interest at 4 per cent. from the date of her 
husband’s death.—WaASSELL v. LeaaeatT, [1896] 
1Ch. 554; 661. J. Ch. 240 ; sub nom. Re WASSELL, 
WASSELL v. LEGGATT, 74 L. T. 99; 44 W. R. 298 : 
12 T. L. R. 208; 40 Sol. Jo. 276. 
See, also, Sub-sect. 2, B. (f ), post. 


(e) Persons Claiming Through Trustee. 
See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1) (a). 


C. In What Actions. 
(a) Where Existing Statute Applicable. 


See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1) (a). 
1555. General rule.| — Testatrix, who died in 
1887, bequeathed her meaucets personal estate to 
trustees upon trust to pay the income in equal 
third parts to her two nephews & her niece during 
their respective lives & subject thereto to hold 
the capital & income of the whole in trust for the 
children of her said nephews & niece who might 
be living at the time of the failure of the trust 
thereinbefore contained. Upon the death in 
1896 of one of the nephews leaving a widow & 
children, the trustees acting upon the erroneous 
advice of their solr. as to the effect of the will, 
paid the income of the deceased nephew’s share 
to his widow for the maintenance of his children. 
In 1910 it was declared by the ct. that the period 
of distribution was at the death of the survivor 
of testatrix’s nephews & niece, that there was an 
implied trust for accumulation of the income 
until the period of distribution, but that under the 
Thellusson Act that trust came to an end in 1908, 
twenty-one years from the death of testatrix. 
In an action by the testatrix’s sole next of kin 
to recover from the trustees the income of the 
deceased nephew’s share as from 1908, & the 
interest arising from accumulations of income 
which ought to have been made between 1806 
& 1908, defts. pleaded the Statute of Limitations, 
relying upon above Act, s. 8, & also claimed 
relief under Judicial Trustees Act, 1896 (c. 85), 
s. 8:—Held: the case fell within above Act, 
s. 8 (1) (5), as being one where no existing statute 
of limitations applied, & by virtue of the proviso 
at the end of par. (b) time did not begin to run 
against pltf. until 1908 when her interest fell into 
possession, so that the statute was no bar to her 
claim. Semble: the proviso applied to par. (a) as 
well as to par. (b) of above Act, s. 8 (1). 
Clause (a) applies to cases where an existing 
statute of limitations would have applied if the 
trustee had not occupied that fiduciary position. 
It embraces cases where a remedy existed, & the 
Statute of Limitations could have been pleaded 
as a defence, but for the fiduciary position. .. . 
Contract & trust might co-exist & the trust 
prevent the plea of the statute. Olause (a) allows, 
in cases coming within it, the statute as a defence 


PART VI. SECT. 1, 8UB-SECT. 1.—B (e) 
{. Residuary legatee.}—Residuary legatees are not “ ke Moe a 8 
(co. 59), 8. 8. 1 i. R906. 82 claiming through a trustee” within Trustee Act, 188 


—LEAnY v. De MoLeyna, (1896) 


$.—I e : 


Part VI.—AcTIONS 


(SWINFEN Eapy, L.J.).—Re ALLSOP, WHITTAKER 
v. BAMFORD, [1914] 1 Ch. 1; 88 L. J. Ch. 42; 1098 
L. T. 641; 80T.L.R.18; 68 Sol. Jo. 9,C. A. 


Annotation :—Refd. Re Claridge’s Patont Asphalte Co., 
{18231) 1 Ch. 543. 


1556. ———.] — Re RiIcHARDSON, 
PATTENDEN, No. 1569, post. 

1557. Action against trustee—For breach of 
Sh ie BowDEN, ANDREW v. CooPER, No. 1563, 
post. 

1558. 
No. 1526, ante. 

155 For account.|—Under the will of 
testatrix an infant was entitled to the residue of 
her estate, which was to be held by the trustees of 
the will in trust for him, to be paid & transferred 
to him on his attaining twenty-one. Testatrix 
died in May, 1875. The infant attained twenty- 
one in Dec. 1880. In May, 1892, he took out a 
summons against the two trustees & exors. of the 
will, claiming an order for the administration of 
the estate of testatrix. One of defts. did not 
appear. Other deft., who had been the acting 
trustee & exor., deposed that he had expended the 
whole of the residue during pltf.’s minority in 
maintaining & educating him. He admitted that 
he had never rendered any account to pltf., but 
said that he had told him during his minority how 
the fund had been applied. Pitf. did not allege 
that deft. had been party or privy to any fraud or 
fraudulent breach of trust; & there was no evidence 
that deft. had converted any part of the trust fund 
to his own use, or that he retained any part of it :— 
Held: above Act, s. 8, applied, & the summons 
must be dismissed.—Re PaGE, JONES v. MORGAN, 
[1893] 1 Ch. 804; 62 L. J. Ch. 592; 41 W. R. 357 ; 
3.171. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Somerset, Somerset v. Poulett, 

{1894] 1 Oh. 234; Re Timmis, Nixon v. Smith, [1902] 

1 Ch. 176; Re Blow, St. Bartholomew’s Hospital v. 

Cambden, [1914] 1 Ch. 233; Ke Richardson, Pole v. 
Pattenden, [1919] 2 Ch. 50. 

1560. .]—How v. WINTERTON (HARL)» 
No. 1526, ante. 

1561. Action against executor—For legacy.|— 
Re RICHARDSON, POLE v. PATTENDEN, No. 1569, 
post. 


PoLB v. 








.|—How v. WINTERTON (EARL), 











(b) Actions for Recovery of Money or Other Property 
—No Existing Statute Applicable. 

See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1) (b). 

1562. General rule—Claim arising out of relation 
of trustee & cestui que trust.|—He RICHARDSON, 
POLE v. PATTENDEN, No. 1569, post. 

1563. Against trustee—For breach of trust.]/— 
A newly appointed trustee of a will brought an 
action against an old trustee & the representa- 
tives of two deceased trustees to compel them to 
make good losses arising from investments negli- 
gently made on insufficient security more than 
six years before the action. R., the exor. of D, 
one of deceased trustees, had after D.’s death 
issued the proper statutory advertisements & 
administered the estate, retaining in hand two 
legacies which had been bequeathed to him on 
trust. By leave of the ct. at the trial the state- 
ment of claim was amended to make it a claim 
against R. as trustee of the legacies & to follow 
the legacies into his hands, R. to be at liberty to 
claim the benefit of any statutes of limitation :— 
Held: above Act, s. 8 (1) (a), did not apply to 
the case, but that s. 8, sub-sect. 1 (0), did apply ; 
under it R. was entitled to plead the lapse of timed 


Annotat 
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as he might have done in an action of debt, & 

as the cause of action had accrued more than six 

years before the action, R. had a good defence.— 

Re BOWDEN, ANDREW v. CooPER (1890), 45 Ch. D. 

444; 59 L. J. Ch. 815; 39 W. R. 219. 

Annotations :—Consd. How v. Winterton, [1896] 2 Ch. 628. 
Refd. He Somerset, Somerset v. Poulett, [1894] 1 Ch. 231 ; 


Mara v. Browne, [1895] 2 Ch. 69; Re Allaop, Whittaker 
v, Bamford, [1914] 1 Ch. 1. 





1564. ——.]—Re SOMERSET, SOMERSET v. 
POULETT (EARL), No. 1571, post. 
565. ———_ ——-.]—-How v. WINTERTON (HARL), 


No. 1526, ante. 

1566. ——.]—Re ALLsop, WHITTAKER v, 
BAMFORD, No. 1555, ante. 

1567. Against executor—As trustee—For breach 
of trust.|—In an action by residuary legatees 
against an exor. & trustee for a legacy, in respect of 
which a breach of trust had been committed, deft. 
pleaded Statute of Limitations as more than six 
hale had elapsed since the action might have been 

rought :—Held: as the action was against a 
trustee for breach of trust, & was therefore one to 
which no existing Statute of Limitations applied 
within Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1) (6), the 
Statute of Limitations could now be pleaded & 
was a bar to the action.—Re Swain, SWAIN v. 
BRINGEMAN, [1891] 3 Ch. 233; 61 L. J. Oh. 20; 
65 L. T. 296. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Timmis, Nixon v. Smith, [1902] 

1 Ch. 176. Refd. Re Somersot, Somerset v. Paulett, 


11894] 1 Ch. 231; Thorne v. Heard, [1894] 1 Ch. 599; 
Re Blow, St. Bartholomew’s Hospital v. Cambden, [1914] 


1 Ch. 233. 
-|—Testator bequeathed 





1568. 
his personal estate to three trustees & exors. upon 
trust for conversion & investment to provide an 
annuity to be paid to his wife during her life, 
& to divide the residue, & also the annuity fund 
at his wife’s decease, into four shares, one of 
which was settled on a niece of testator for life 
with remainder to her children, & the other three 
were divisible between the three exors. equally. 
After the death of the widow exors. & trustees 
divided the fund set apart to answer the annuity, 
& instead of retaining the settled share, paid it 
away to the tenant for life. More than six years, 
& less than twelve years, after the death of the 
tenant for life, one of her children brought an action 
against the representatives of the three exors. & 
trustees for an account of the settled share, & 
payment of what should be found due to pltf. :— 
Held: (1) must be assumed that the exors. 
& trustees of the will acted duly in the administra 
tion of the estate, & became trustees of the fund 
upon the expressed trusts declared by the will, & 
the action was not an action for a legacy within 
the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 
but was brought against defts. in the character of 
trustees & not of exors. & was “ one to which no 
existing Statute of Limitations’’ applied within 
above Act, s. 8 (1) (0); (2) as each of the exors. 
& trustees received only the share which was 
payable to him by the terms of the will, it could 
not be held that a part of the settled share was 
received by him & ‘‘ converted to his use’ within 
the meaning of the exception contained in the 
earlier part of above Act, s. 8 (1), therefore the 
action was barred under above Act, s. 8, by the 
lapse of six years from the time when the right of 
action accrued.——He Trumis, Nixon v. SMITH, 
(1902] 1 Ch. 176; 71 L. J. Ch. 118; 85 L. T. 
672; 50 W. R. 164; 46 Sol. Jo. 122. 











ion :—As to (1) Consd. Re Richardson, Pole v. 
Pattenden, [1919] 2 Ch. 50. 
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. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to p statute : 
O° suiboect. 1, C. (0), De» E. & Fi sub-sect, 2] 

569. For legacy.J—(1) The real & per- 
ceva estate of a testator who died in 1909 was 
administered by his widow & deft. as exors. 
of his will, & their functions came to an end in 
1910. Under the will the widow was absolutely 
entitled to the whole of the residuary estate. No 
formal accounts were delivered to the widow uy 
deft., who was a solr., but he informed her of all 
that was done, & about the end of 1910 prepared 
& gave to her a book containing all the particulars 
of her property. She died in 1917, & in 1918 
beneficiaries under her will, of which deft. was also 
exor., brought an action against him for the 
administration of the original testator’s estate & 
for an account of his dealings therewith, but did 
not allege that any part of the estate had been 
misapplied. Deft. relied upon Trustee Act, 1888 
(c. 59), s. 8, as a defence to the action :—Held : 
the action was one to recover a legacy within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), 8. 8, & as 
there was thus an existing Statute of Limitation 
applicable, Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 8. 8 (1) (0), 
did not apply, & the period of twelve years 
limited by Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), not having expired when the action was 
brought that Act was no defence to the action. 

The second sub-sect. [Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 
s. 8 (1) (b)] deals with cases in which there is a 
claim against a trustee arising directly out of the 
relation of trustee & cestui que trust, & to which 
no existing Statute of Limitations applies & is 
applicable only to an action or other proceeding 
to recover money or other property (WARRINGTON, 
L.J.). 

(2) Peterson, J., had held that Trustee Act, 
1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1) (a), applied to an action 
against an exor. for an account, & that the claim 
was barred by the lapse of six years as to all items 
in the account not falling within any of the 
exceptions in Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1); 
but, nevertheless, he had directed the usual 
accounts against deft. as exor. in order to ascertain 
the facts:—Held: Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 
did not apply at all, & pltfs. were entitled to an 
account. 

Sub-sect. 1 (a) [of Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59)] I 
take to mean this: If a person has committed a 
breach of duty which, whether he were a trustee 
or not, would give rise to an action against him, 
& there is in existence a Statute which would be 
in those circumstances an answer to that action, 
then the person against whom the action is brought 
shall not be debarred from that defence because he 
is a trustee or exor., exor. being included in the 
word ‘‘ trustee,’’ but he shall be able, so to speak, 
to put off the character of trustee altogether & 
avail himself of the defence just as though he were 
not a trustee & were only an ordinary person who 
had committed that breach of duty (Lorp STERN- 
DALE, M.R.). 

(3) An action by a residuary legatee against an 
exor. for the administration of testator’s estate is 
none the less an action to recover a legacy within 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57), s. 8, 
by reason of there being no allegation by pltf. 
that deft. had, at the date of action brought, 
assets of testator in his hands.—Re RICHARDSON, 
POLE v. PATTENDEN, [1920] 1 Ch. 423; 89 L. J. Ch. 
258; 122 L. T. 714; 386 T. L. R. 205; 64 Sol. Jo. 
290, C. A. 

z ae of maak in Ba rh action.]} 
——See BXECUTION ol. “ps ; 
6994, 6995. gee ieee 
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1570. Against legal personal representative— 
Assets wrongly distributed.|—A legal personal 
representative ded over assets to the wrong 
person more than six years before the commence- 
ment of proceedings by the person entitled to 
recover the same :—Held : the claim was barred.— 
Re CROYDEN, HINCKS v. ROBERTS (1911), 55 Sol. 


Jo. 682. 

Annotations :—Consd. Re Blow, Bartholomew's Hospital v. 
Cambden, [1914] 1 Ch. 233. Dbtd. Re Richardson, Pole 
v. Pattenden, [1920] 1 Ch. 423, 


D. When Time Begins to Run. 


See Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8 (1) (0). 

1571. Interest in possession—-Date of breach of 
trust.|—The effect of above Act, s. 8, is that any 
action or proceeding to recover money or other 

roperty from trustees, being one to which no 
Btatute of Limitations existing at the passing of the 
Act applies, is to be brought within six years from 
the time when the right of recovery accrued. 

In Aug. 1878, the trustees of a settlement com- 
mitted an innocent breach of trust by investing 
trust money upon mtge. of property of insufficient 
value. The mtgor. paid the interest on the money 
advanced direct to the tenant for life until 1890. 

In 1892 the tenant for life & the infant remainder- 
men brought an action against the trustees to 
compel them to make good the amount of the 
investment. It was conceded that so far as the 
infant pltfs. were concerned the trustees were liable 
to make good the loss to the estate :—Held: 
the right of action by the tenant for life against the 
trustees was barred after six years from the time 
when the investment was made; & although the 
payment of interest by the mtgor. direct to the 
tenant for life amounted in law to a payment by 
him to the trustees, & by them to the tenant for 
life, it was not an admission or acknowledgment 
which would take the case out of the statute.— 
Re SOMERSET, SOMERSET v. POULETYT (EARL), 
[1894] 1 Ch. 231; 63 L. J. Ch. 41; 69 L. T. 744; 
42 W. R. 145; 10 T. L. R. 46; 38 Sol. Jo. 39; 7 
R. 34, C. A. 


Annotations :—Consd. Mara v. Browne, [1895] 2 Ch. 69. 
Refd. Re Dive, Dive v. Roebuck, [1909] 1 Ch. 328; Re 


Fountaine, Re Dowler, Fountaine v. Amherst, {1909] 
2 Ch. 382. Mentd. Fletchor v. Collis, (1905) 2 Ch. 24. 
1572. ——— No alteration made by Trustee 





Act, 1888 (c. 59).)—THORNE v. HEARD, No. 1535, 
ante. 


1573. —_— ——— Trustees not affected by fraud 
of solicitors.|—THORNE v. HEARD, No. 1535, ante. 
1574. Interest not in possession—Time when 
interest falls into possession—Remainderman not 
barred.]|— WANT v. CAMPAIN (1893), 9 T. L. R. 254. 


Annotation :—Folld. Re Soinersct, Somerset v. Poulett, 
{1894] 1 Ch. 231. 


1575. ——- ——- ———_.]—-Re Somerset, SOMER- 
SET.v. POULETT (EARL), No. 1571, ante. 
1576. ———- ——- ~——.]—-Action by tenant for 


life & remaindermen against the trustee of a will to 
make good an alleged breach of trust by the 
investment of £2,000 of the trust estate upon a 
contributory mtge. 

The security when realised, reduced the trust 
funds to between £100 & £200. The investment 
was made by the trustee upon the advice of his 
solr. & the report of a surveyor as to the value of 
the property. The will directed that an invest- 
ment by the trustee should be ‘in his name or 
under his legal control ” :—Held: the right of the 
tenant for life to sue was barred by the Statute of 
Limitations, & deft. was entitled to receive the 
income of the trust fund d the life of the life 
tenant; but the investment on contributory 
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mtge. was a clear breach of trust, & in the circum. 
stances deft, had not “acted reasonabl & 
‘* ought ” not “ ay. to be excused for the breach 
of trust” within Judicial Trustees Act, 1896 
(c. 35), s. 8, & he must make good the amount of 
the loss to ths estate for the benefit of those entitled 
in remainder.—Re Divz, DIVE v. Homeuce. ptt pel 
1 Ch. 828; 78 L. J. Ch. 248; 100 L. T. 190. 

71, —— —— Accrual of poles interest at 
aera ate date.|—By a marriage settlement 
made in 1875, money of the wife was vested in 
trustees upon trust to pay the income to her during 
the joint lives of herself & her husband for her 
_ arate use without power of anticipaticn, & 

r her death, in case he should survive her, to 
nae the income to him during his life, & after the 
death of the survivor to hold the trust funds upon 
trust for the children of the marriage. No express 
life estate was given to the wife in case she should 

survive her husband. The husband died in 1885, 
& in 1890 the wife & her infant children commenced 
an action for breaches of trust committed in 1884, 
to which defts. set up the defence of the Statute 
of Limitations under above Act, s. 8 (1) (b):— 
Held: the wife took by resulting trust an estate 
for her life in remainder, which was a different 
estate from the estate for the joint lives limited to 
her by the settlement; the life estate did not 
become an interest in possession until the death of 
the husband, &, consequently, the statute did not 
begin to run ‘against the wife till then, & was not a 
bar to her action.— MARA v. BROWNE, [1895] 2 Ch. 
69; 64 L. J. Ch. 594; 72 L. T. 765; 11 T. 1. R. 


352; 3; on appeal [1896] 1 Ch. 199, C. = 
‘Annotations :-—Refd. Re Taylor, Atkinson v. Lord (1900), 
ip ae T. 812. Mentd. Plaskitt Vv. Eddie (1898), 79 L. 

Re Sener s Settlmt., Maddocks v. cee 


1518) 2 Ch 
1578. —— .|—By his will testator, ab 
died in 1862, left his residuary estate to G. 
others upon trust for his daughter A. for life re 
her separate use, with remainder in the events 
which happened as she should appoint. G., who 
survived the other trustees, died in 1879, having 
by his will appointed J. & W. exors. thereof. J. 
resided in England & W. in America. Part of 
testator’s estate consisted of American securities, 
which J. when in America delivered into the 
custody of W., who regularly paid the income 
thereof to A., then the wife of In 1883 new 
trustees of testator’s will were appointed in 
an land. Mrs. B. died in 1892, having by her 
given her ae to her husband. They 

both recognised W. as the American trustee. 
W. was then pressed to transfer these securities 
to the new trustees here, which he refused to do, 
& it then transpired that he had recently made 
away with them & was insolvent. In an action 
by the new trustees & B. against J. & W. to 
render J. liable for the loss :—Held: (1) as 
against the trustees, above Act, s. 8, was a 
good defence ; ; (2) as to B. inasmuch as he might 
at any time since 1883, when the securities were 
intact, have brought an action in the name of his 
wife for the purpose of transferring the securities 
to the new trustees, & neglected to do so, he was 
guilty of laches, & could not now recover against J. 
a TAYLOR, ATKINSON v. LORD (1900), 81 L. T. 

1 

1579. ——- ——-.|—-Re ALLSOP, WHITTAKER v. 
BAMFORD, No. 1555, ante. 

1580. Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 8.8 (1) (b)—Who 
are beneficiaries within proviso — Misfeasance by 





nical breach trust. 
PART VI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. MACLEAN Godt), ai CG. L. 
g. In what cirowmstances— Tech- O,. L. R. 169.— 


J.— VOL, XXXII, 
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directors of insurance company—Creditors & ae 
holders.|—SovEREIGN Lire ASSURANCE 1 v 
Wiimor (1893), 9 T. L. R. 625 ; 87 Sol. Jo. 581, 

Annotation ; —Refd. Re Lands Allotment Co., [1894] 1 Ch. 


Goneibudion between co-trustees——Establishment 
of cestui que trust’s claim.]—See GUARANTER, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 146, 147, Nos. 1099-1103. 


E. Period of Limitation. 
1581. Under Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 8. 8 


—SIx years.|—e SOMERSET, SOMERSET v. 
(EARL), No. 1571, ante. 


F. Acknowledgment and Acquiescence. 

See, also, Part II., Sects. 8, 9, ante. 

1582. Acknowledgment—Improper investment by 
trustee—-Payment of interest to tenant for life.]— 
eas CAMPAIN (1893), 9 T. L. R. 254. 

—Folld. He Somerset, Somerset v. Poulett, 

Aneeay 1 Ch: 231. 

15838. SOMERSET, 
SOMERSET v. PouLETT (EARL), No. 1571, ante. 

1584. -]—Two beneficiaries under 

a will, a mother & son, of whom the son was 
abaolutaly entitled to the corpus of certain trust 
funds subject to the mother’s beneficial life interest 
therein, sought to render a trustee liable to make 
good to the trust estate certain sums come to his 
hands & not invested. The trustee employed C. 
or his firm as solrs. in the execution of the trusts 
of the will & had allowed the trust funds in question 
to remain under the control of C., who misappro- 
priated them. The fraud was discovered on C.’s 
death shortly before the action. The funds sought 
to be recovered consisted of a specific sum of 
£31,000, which had been misappropriated by C. 
more than six years before the commencement of 
the action, & certain uninvested balances extending 
over a period of ten years as to which an account 
was asked. The trustee pleaded above Act, s. 8, 
as a defence to the action as against the mother, 
in reply to which the mother pleaded an acknow- 
ledgment by the trustee by payment to her of 
interest on the capital sums sought to be recovered 
within six years of the commencement of the action. 
At the trial no evidence was tendered in support 
of this replication except the capital & income 
accounts of C.’s firm with the trustee, which showed 
that interest on a portion of the £31, 000, & on the 
general balance of capital had been credited by 
the firm to the trustee :—Held: a payment of 
interest by a trustee of a settled fund to a tenant 
for life within the six years did not constitute an 
admission by the trustee of the existence of the 
trust capital which would enure for the benefit 
of the tenant for life, so as to take the case out 
of above Act, s. 8, therefore, as against the mother 
the defence of above Act, s. 8, prevailed as to all 
moneys come to the trustee’s hands & not invested 
more than six years before the commencement 
of the action.—Re FountTaine, Re DOWLER, 
FOUNTAINE v. AMHERST (LORD), {1909] 2 Ch. 382 ; 
78 L. J.Ch. 648; 101 L. T.838; 25 T. L. R. 689, 0. A. 

1585. Acquiescence—Seizure of wife’s separate 
property by husband—Retention of possession 
wean oes will.|—WassELL v. LEGGATT, No. 

an 


(1) (b) 
POULETT 

















SuUB-sEcT. 2.—UNDER COLONIAL STATUTES, 
See cases infra. 
See Real Property Limitation Act, 1883 (c. 27), 


k~HENNING v. h—_—_ —.)] — : 

T. 434; 2 there had been ty iechetenk ecu 

trust, the case was an appropriate one 
EK 
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Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to plead statute : 
Sub-sects. 2 & 8, A.] 


s. 26; Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (c. 57) ; 
Jud. ‘Act, 1878 (c. 66), s. 25 (2). 


SUB-SECT. 8.—APART FROM STATUTE-—RELIEF 
IN Hevrry. 


A. Hapress Trustees. 


1586. No benefit from statutes.|—An original 
trust is not barred by the Statute of Limitations ; 
but for other actions, which are within the statute, 


there is no remedy in ou .—ANON. (undated), 
Freem. Ch. 800; 22 B. R. 1228. 
1587. —Statute ‘of Limitations no good 





ea, where is estate in law is in trustees.— 
ere LAWLY (1723), 9 Mod. Rep. 82; 88 H. ‘R. 
296. 
Annotation 1 :—Expld. Cholmondeley v. Clinton (1820), 2 


Jac 

1588. .]—No analogy, in cases of trust, to 
the Statute of Limitations.—A.-G. v. BREWERS’ 
Co. (1816), 1 Mer. oe 35 B. R. 755. 


Annotations :—Mentd. A.-G. v. Exeter Corpn. (1822), Jac. 
443; A.-G. v. Stafford 1 Gorpa: ia2e), 1 ee eee Ludlow 
Corpn. v. eres Fe EATS 7), 1 8. "A.-G. 








Newbury n. walad’s db piN (EBD, Coop. Pr. 
a 72; <A. Oe s OR huty Corpn. (1834), 3 My. & K. 
647. 

1589. .]—Estates being devised to trustees 


to be sold for payment of debts, & subject thereto 
for testator’s infant children, the surviving 
trustee retained possession of one of the estates, 
in satisfaction of debts, which he alleged himself 
to have paid, testator being insolvent. On a bill 
for an account & conveyance of this estate by one 
of the children, & the representatives of another, 
forty-five years after testator’s death, stating that 
they had recently discovered the facts, special 
inquiries directed to ascertain whether they had 
any notice of the circumstances; whether they 
had in any manner released ; & whether the trustee 
aoe eoroeres to the amount of the value of the 
estate. 

1 feel, too, that we are here dealing between 
trustee & cestui que truet; & the strong ground I 
have for my doubts is, that till the relation is 
determined, the possession of the trustee is the 
possession of the cestui que trust. If the estate be 
given him in trust to sell, it remains in him for that 

purpose, till something is done to put an end to 
the character in which he stands, & he continues 
liable for ever, or, at least, for a considerable period 
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of time, the ct. considering the trustee bound to 
rotect the interest of the cestui que trust without 
interposition; & the length of time during 
which the trustee had omitted to discharge his 
trust is not a bar to its performance. Again, if 
this trustee advanced money for the payment of 
debts, he could not by his own act, if nothing had 
passed with the cestui que truste, keep the estate 
unsold & make it his own; he would onl have a 
right to hold it as a security (PLuMER, M.R.).— 
a oel v. BRADLEY (1819). 1 Jac. & W. 51; 87 


Annotations :-—Refd. prenderburt v. Wedderburn (1888), 
4 My. & Or. 41. earn v. Wells Hah Ae 
323; v. Murdoch mi8say 1 De G. M. 6; Seas 


v. si acd. [1893] 2 Q 

1590. 1 Deft having been in receipt of 
the rents of ti 8 estate in his character of trustee, 
& having acted in that character, he was not 
allowed to take advantage of the Statute of 
Limitations.—MAN v. RicKETrTs (1844), 7 Beav. 
93; 18 L. J. Ch. 104; 2L. T. O. 8. 456; 8 Jur. 


159; 49 B. R. 998 ; on appeal, sub ue RICKETTS 





v. TURQUAND ie 1H. 1. Cas. 472, HW. L. 
Annotations Boyne v. ‘Goletousts, Bo 20 v. Ross- 
drew v. An (1855), 


borough (1 (1854) ee & J. 
80; Evans v. Angel (1858), 26 Boav, 202: 
Josh v. yess 50. B.N.S 
(1858 58 det . 8. 649; 
eG 


1591. can ee charged on real estate 
held, under t e circumstances of the case to be 
payable notwithstanding the lapse of more than 
forty years from testator’s death to the filing of the 
bill; Real Property Limitation Act, 1838 (c. 27), 
not being applicable. 

The payment of the legacies is provided for by 
means of a trust which trust has been decreed to 
be executed. It is not necessary to spe the 
Statute [of Limitations] (KNigHT Brucn, V.-C.).— 
RAVENSCROFT v. FRISBY (1844), 1 Coll. 16; 18 
L. J. Ch. 153; 63 BH. R. 302. 

‘Annotation :—Retd. Carey v. Cuthbert (1873), 22 W. R. 249. 

1592. ——_.]—-Testatrix directed her trustees 
to oy & raise, out of the interest, dividends & 
annu Poo of certain trust funds, an annual 
sum of £100, & pay the same to R. during his life ; 
& ‘‘ subject & without prejudice to the payment 
of the said annuity,’”’ to pay the income of the 
trust funds to F. for life, & after his decease, 
‘* subject & without prejudice, as aforesaid ’’ to 
stand possessed of the trust funds for other persons. 
The income of the fund was insufficient to pay the 
annuity :—Held: the claim for arrears beyond six 
years was not barred by the statute, there being a 
trust for the payment. —PLAYFAIR v. CooPpRmR, 


454; pone v. anon 
Stacey v. Spratley (1858), 2 





for relief under the Trustee Act, & 
defts. were entitled to avail themselves 
of the protection “et the Statute of 
Limitations. — Cam %. MURRAY 
(1905), 37 N. 8. R. 451 ee 

k. To whom plea vatlable — 
Persons in fiduciary powiion. Fe 
NEWFOUNDLAND Co. es ANGLO 
CAN TELEGRAPH Co., “9 fied) A. wee 
655.—NFLD 

1. In what § actions.)—A _ trustee 
against whom an action is brought can 
avail himself of any statute of limita- 
tions as though he waa not a trustee, 
except in, amongst other cases, that 
of a claim to recover trust pro party 
or ie proceeds thereof, still re ed 
by e trustee.—TAYLOR ©. DAVIES, 
ers wr C. 636.—CAN. 

m. —-—.}—-ARUNCHALA PILLAr 
RaMASAMYA PILLAI (1883), I. L. R. % 
Mad. 402.—IND. 

n, ——.) — cOwaS NowroJ1 
POCHKHANAWALLA v. Rustomsrt Doss- 
ABHOY SETNA (1896), I. L. R. 20 Bom. 
511.—IND. 


o. Period of limtiation.]— S8aropa 


PERSHAD CHATTOPADHYA ¥. BRO 
NaTH BHUTTACHARJER 4 (1889), I. L. R. 
5 Calc. 910; 6C. L. 195.— IND. 
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1586 i. No benefit f: ere 
TIFFANY ». Deon (1862), 9 Gr. 
se eae 

v. FRASER 


. -—Fise 
(stp g N. 8. R. 514. ot OAN. 
1586 iii. ——-.}—Where G. ee a 
trustee for pltf. under an 
trust :—Held: the Statute of Linite: 
tions would not constitute a bar to 
the claim.—Coox v. GRANT (1882), 32 
oO. ee 611.—CAN. 
86 iv. —-—.}— JOHNSON v. KRAMER 
ade, : O. R. 193.—CAN. 
——.}—HIOKEY vt. STOVER 
ade), ti 0. R. 106.—CAN. 
'AULDS v. HARPER 
(1888), 1 8.0. Ree a aie 
Buon Oca i Gnin 2. oR. 
I MMT! » 
stk Ga SBION (1917), & 


1586 vill. ———.]}—VizrARAMARAZU ¥. 





SECRETARY OF STATE TOR es db 
L. R. 8 Mad. 525; 


App. 120.—IND. 


1586 ix. -}~HOVENDEN v. AN- 
MF mt SO (LORD) (1806), 2 Sch. & Lef. 


1586 x. ———.}—SALTER v. CAVANAGH 
ieee 1 Dr. & Wal. 668.—IR. 





6 xi. ——. ite an v. BRYAN 
aden 6 I. Ch. R. 119.—IR. 
1586 xii. ———.}—-An exor. who has, 


under the terms of the will, active 
duties as a trustee to perform in respect 
to the ri & investment of a legacy 
bequeathed upon trust for a minor, by 
assen. Big it becomes an “Ol the 
trustee, as to vale the bar she 
Statute of Limite: —O'REILL 
ae Be (1878), O12 ci i .. a. 555; ana. 


6 xilil. ———.]-——SmwiTra v. SMITH 
ats) 2 - R. Ir. 206.—-IR. 
NUGENT t. NUGENT 
r. 321.—IR. 


ase), 38 'L. LR. 
eee ©. Fonry, 
8eey et I. R. 95.—IR,’ 


Part VI.—ACTIONS AGAINST TRUSTEES. 


PRINCE v. CooPER (1853), 17 Beav. 187; 23 
L. J. Oh, 341; 21. 1.0.8. 40; 1 W. R216; 61 


Annotations :—Folld. Obee v. Bishop (1859 .F, . 
Won at Sage oda gD Ja. 8 0 
Ferrers v. Croxton, [1915] 2 Ch. 290, , aire 
1593. —-—.]—A covenant to settle money to be 

paid in twelve months after decease of settlor is a 

satisfaction of all claims, under an appointment 

where the appointee joins in conveying to a pur- 
chaser, & the Statute of Limitations is not a bar to 

the covenant.—HARDINGHAM v. THoMAS (1854), 

as neporued in 2 W. R. 547. 

ae ion :—Mentd. Crichton v. Crichton (1895), 65 L. J. Ch. 
1594, —-—.]—Applts. had relied upon the lapse 

of time, but where the ct. was satisfied that a 

breach of trust had been committed, that was no 

defence (KNIGHT BRvoHn, L.J.).—A.-G. v. BEVERLEY 

CorPN, (1854), 6 De G. M. & G. 256; 3 Hq. Rep. 

549; 24 L. J. Ch. 374; 24 L. T. O. S. 225; 19 

J. P. 86; 1 Jur. N.S. 7683; 3 W. R. 188; 43 

HE. R. 1231, L. J.; on appeal, sub nom. BEVERLEY 

Coren, v. A.-G. (1857), 6 H. L. Cas. 310, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. A.-G. v. Trinity College, Cambridge 
(1856), 24 Beav. 383; A.-G. v. Windsor (Dean & Canons) 
(1860), 8 H. L, Cas. 369; Conybeare v. New Brunswick 

(1370), 1 De G. F. & J. 578; A.-G. v. Wax Chandlers’ Co. 

1870), 5 Ch. App. 503; Merchant Taylors’ Co. v. A.-G. 
1871), 6 Ch. App. 512. 


1595. ———.]—_K NiaguTt v. Bowyer, No. 1319, 


ante. 

1596. .]—Testator D. gave the residue of his 
estate to trustees in trust for R., one of the next 
of kin, for life, & after his death to R.’s children ; 
& in case there should be no children of R. ‘‘ then 
to such persons of the blood or next of kin of me D., 
as would by virtue of the Statute of Distributions 
have become & been then entitled thereto in case 
I had died intestate” :—Held: there being a 
trust ex facie, the Statute of Limitations did not 
apply.— BULLOCK v. DOWNES (1860), 9 H. L. Cas. 
1; 8L. T. 194; 11H. R. 627, H. L.; affg. S.C. 
sub nom. DOWNES v. BULLOCK (1858), 25 Beav. 54. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Chalmers v. North (1860), 28 Beav. 

175; Lees v, Massey (1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 113; Royds 
. 1863), 1 New Rep. 516; Mitchell v. Bridges 
(1864), 11 L. 7.727; Travis v. Taylor (1866), 12 Jur. N.S. 
791; Stockdale v. Nicholson (1867), L. R. 4 Eq. 359; Re 
Ranking’s Settimt. Trusts (1868), L. R. 6 Eq. 601; White 
v. Springett (1869), 4 Ch. App. 300; Day v. Day (1870), 
18 W. R. 417; Cusack v. Rood (1876), 24 W. R. 391; Re 
Morley’s Trusts (1877), 25 W. R. 825; Mortimer v. Slater 
(1877), 7 Ch. D. 322; Mortimore v. Mortimore (1879), 
4 App. Oas. 448; Sturge & G. W. Ry. (1881), 19 Ch. D. 
444; Clark v. Hayne (1889), 37 W. R. 667; Hood v. 
Murray (1889), 14 App. Cas. 124; Re King’s Settlmt., 
Gibson v. Wright (1889), 60 L. T. 745; Re Rees 
v. Davies (1890), 44 Ch. D. 484; Re Nash, ;: 
eas 71 L. T. 5; Re Ford, Patten v. Sparks (1895), 72 

.T.5; Re Wilson, Wilson v. Batchelor, [1907] 2 Ch. 572; 
Re Roby, Howlett v. Newington, (1908) 1 Ch. 71; 
Nightingale, Bowden v. Griffiths, [1909] 1 Ch. 385; Re 
Winn, Brook v. Whitton, [1910] 1 Ch. 278; Re Helsby, 
Neate v. Bozie (1914), 84 L. J. Ch. 682 ; Re Mellish, Day 
v. Withers, [1916] 1 Ch. 562; Hutchinson v. National 
Refuges for Homeless & Dostitute Children, [1920] A. C. 
795. 

1597. .|—A sum of money settled upon 
certain members of a family was invested on mtge. 
of a trust term of the family estates. In 1829, 
on a resettlement of the estates, the subsistence 
of the term & the charge was acknowledged. No 
interest having been paid in the meantime, a family 
arrangement was executed in 1851, by which the 
tenant for life under the resettlement of 1829, 
acknowledged the subsistence of the term & the 
charge, & afterwards paid interest thereon. The 
tenant in tail was not a party, being an infant :— 
Held: as against the tenant in tail, the term & the 
charge were subsisting, & the Statute of Limitations 


did not apply. ; 
It is perfectly plain that if you have a subsisting 
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& unsatisfied term limited by a deed of family 
arrangement the trusts of that term are not 
affected by the Statute of Limitations (STUART, 
V.-C.).—-LAWTON v. Forp (1866), L. R. 2 By. 07; 
14 L. T. 320; 14 W. R. 575. 

a raotanon :-—Refd. Williams ». Williams (1899), 69 L. J. Ch. 


1598. ——— Equally as regards real & personal 
property—Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66), s. 25 (2).] 
— BANNER v. BERRIDGH, No. 1650, post. 

1599. .l—It is the recognised doctrine of 
equity that as between a trustee & his cestui que 
trust, no time will operate as a bar to the equitable 
claim of the latter in respect of a breach of an 
express trust.—Re Oross, HARSTON v. THNISON 
(1882), 20 Ch. D. 109; 51 L. J. Ch. 645; 45 L. T. 
777; 30 W. R. 376, OC. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Soar v. Ashwell, [1893] 2 Q. B. 390; 

Rochefoucauld v. Boustead, [1897] 1 Ch. 196. 

.J]—See, now, Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 
s. 8, & Sub-sect. 1, ante. 

1600. Where Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), 8. 8, 
{is inapplicable.]—ROCHEFOUCAULD v. BOUSTEAD, 
No. 1329, ante. 

1601. ——— Personal representative—In respect 
of real estate—Land Transfer Act, 1897 (c. 65), 
ss. 1 & 2.]—The effect of above sects. is to impose 
an ‘‘ express trust’ within Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 
8s. 25 (2), on the personal representatives of the 
deceased person in respect of real estate, & so to 
prevent Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 
(c. 57), from running in their favour.—TOATES v. 
Toatss, [1926] 2 K. B. 30; 95 L. J. K. B. 526; 
135 L. T. 25; 90 J. P. 103, D. C. 

1602. —— Rule confined to suits between cestui 
que trust & trustee.|—LLEVELLYN v. MACKWORTH 
(1740), Barn. Ch. 445; 27 BH. R. 7143; sub nom. 
LEWELLIN v. MacKworTH, 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 579, 


L. C. 
Annotation :—Mentd. Codrington v. Lindsay (1873), 8 Ch. 

















App. 578. 

1603. —— .]—PETRE v. PETRE, No. 1345, 
ante. 

1604. ——.]——-Re Cross, HARSTON Uv. 
TENISON, No. 1599, ante. 

1605. Action against trustee’s estate.]— 





A trustee, having committed a breach of trust, 
died in 1847, leaving real & personal property to 
his widow for life, with remainder to his two sons. 
The widow proved the will, but refused to make 
good the breach of trust. She died in 1865, & her 
sons took out administration to her, & entered into 
possession of the property given & devised by their 
father. On citation of them, an administrator 
ad litem was appointed to their father :—Held : 
the sons were liable to make good the breach of 
trust out of their father’s assets received by them, 
lapse of time was no defence, & the father’s estate 
was sufficiently represented in the suit.—Woop- 
HOUSE v. WOODHOUSE (1869), L. R. 8 Hq. 514; 
38 L. J. Ch. 481; 20 L. T. 209; 17 W. R. 583. 

Annotation :-—Refd. British Mutual Investment Co. v. 

Smart (1875), 10 Ch. App. 569. 

-]—See Hxpourors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 
629, 630, Nos. 6565-6574. 

1606. Property retained by trustee—To 
which heir subsequently proved to be entitled].— 
Testator died in 1821 having devised & bequeathed 
his real & personal estate to trustees upon certain 
trusts. In 1826 a bill was filed for the execution of 
the trusts as to the personal estate. In 1847 a 
supplemental! bill was filed raising questions on the 

as to the real estate in which the heir, who was 

then unknown, was interested; & in 1849 another 

supplemental bill was filed to bring the heir, who 

was then ascertained, before the ct. :—Held: the 

heir was barred by lapse of time from claiming the 
K K2 





LIMITATION 


Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to plead statute: 
Sub-sect. 8, A. & B. (a), (d), (c) (d).] 

real estate adversely to the trustees; but he was 

not barred from claiming part of the real estate as 

being, in the events that had happened, undisposed 
of & held by the trustees in trust for him.— 

Smumons v. RUDALL (13851), 1 Sim. N. S. 115; 

15 Jur. 162; 61 E.R. 46. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Greville v. Tylee (1851), 7 Moo. P.C.C. 
820; Re Judkin’s Trusts (1884), 25 Ch. D. 743; Boaler 
v. Brodhurst (1892), 8 T. L. R. 398 ; He Whitrod, Burrows 
v. Bax, {1926} Ch, 118. 

Legacies subject to trust.]|—See Part IV., Sect. 1, 
sub-sect. 1, D. (a) ii., ante. 

Express trusts affecting real property—Real Pro- 
perty Limitation Act, 1883 (c. 27), s. 25.]—Sce 

art V., Sect. 10, anie. 


B. Constructive Trustees. 
(a) In General. 
1607. Constructive trustees generally protected.] 
—TOWNSEND v. TOWNSEND, No. 1830, ante. 

608. -]—~Though no time bars a direct 
trust,as between cestui que trust & trustee, a con- 
structive trust barred by long acquiescence ; 
though the true state of the fact may be easily 
ascertained & the ground of original relief was clear 
& even arising out of fraud. BECKFORD v. WADE 
(1805), 17 Ves. 87; 34 E. R. 34. 


Annotations :—Consd. Toft v. Stevenson (1848), 7 Hare, 1; 
Taylor v. Davies, (1920] A. C. 636. Refd. Cholmondeley 
v. 
1J 
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inton (1820), 2 Jac. & W.1; A.-G. v, Aspinall (137), 

ur. 812; Wedderburn v. Wedderburn (1838), 4 My. & 
Cr. 41; Bap. Hasell (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 617; Portlock 
v. Gardner (1842), 6 Jur. 795; Eager ». Barnes & Bridger 
(1862), 7 L. 1. 408; Smallcombe’s Case (1867), L. R. 3 ka. 
769; Drummond », Sant (1871), L. R. 6 Q. B. 763 ; Soar 
v. Ashwell, [1893] 2 Q. B. 390. Mentd. A.-G. v. Murdoch 
(1852) Lee G.M. & G. 86; Phillips v. Eyre (1870), L. R. 


1609. -|—Re MANCHESTER Gas AcT, Ex p. 
HASELL, No. 1241, ante. 

1610. —-—.]—Soar v. ASHWELL, No. 1677, post. 

1611. Classes of constructive trustees not pro- 
tected.|—Soar v. ASHWELL, No. 1677, ost. 








(b) Haxecutors. 

1612. Executor made trustee by the will—Trust 
for sale.|—Gift of a leasehold house to exors. with 
a direction to sell it, & out of the proceeds to pay 
£50 to A. :—Held: there being a trust for sale, the 
gift to A. was not barred by the Statute of Limita- 
tions.—Low v. Nasu (1852), 20 L. T. O. S. 128; 
1 W. R. 63. 

1613. -}—Testator, who died in 1846, 
bequeathed to his wife a certain annuity or “‘ clear 
yearly sum ”’ of £400 during her life, ‘‘ free from all 
deductions in respect of any present or future 
taxes, charges, assessments, or impositions, or 
other matter, cause, or thing whatsoever,” & a 
like annuity of £600 during widowhood ; & directed 
his trustees to appropriate & invest a fund to 
answer the annuities, which fund, subject to pay- 
ment of the annuities, was to be considered as part 
of his residuary personal estate. The trustees from 
the death of testator until 1878 had deducted 
income tax from the annuities:—Held: the 
annuities were given free from income tax, which 





PART VI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
B. (a). 


1607 1. Constructive trustees generall 
protected.} — Re TERRY (1888), 
L.) 23; 2 N. 8. WwW. Gr. 380.— CAN, 
1807 iii. ee 
1607 li. —-——.]—Deft. undertook to 
convey land " Pitt, but, of 
‘conveying as he agreed, he sold 
the property more than twelve years 


470.—OAN. . 


before bill filed :—Held: 
merely a constructive trustee, & pltf.’s 

ht to for a conveyance was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations.— 
FERGUSON v. FERGUSON (1881), 


}—BvuILpine & LOAN 
ARSOCN. v. Poaps (1895), 27 O. R. 


1607 iv. ———.}—Re 
Trusts, [1908] 1 I. R. 


or ACTIONS. 


ought to have been paid by the trustees, & the 
annuitant wae entitled to be repaid the amounts 
deducted for income tax since the death of testator. 
—Re BANNERMAN’S ESTATE, ANNERMAN 
YounG (1882), 21 Ch. D. 105; 511. J. Ch. 449. 
Annotations -—Mentd. Gleadow v. Leetham (1882), 22 Ch. D. 
269; Re Saillard, Pratt v. Gamble, [1917] 2 Ch. 401; He 
Crosse, Oldham v. Crosse, [1920] 1 Ch. 240: Re Shrews- 
bur Estate Acts, Shrewsbury v. Shrewsbury, [1924] 


1614. Executor not in terms made trustee by will 
—Duties as trustee imposed upon them.|—Re 
GoMPERTZ’s Estate, PARKER v. GOMPERTZ, No. 
1620, post. 

1615. Executor made trustee by his own acts— 
Severance of fund for specific purpose.|— 
PHILLIPO v. MUNNINGS, No. 839, anie. 

1616. J—An exor., in his residuary 
account, stated that he had retained in trust the 
amount of B.’s legacy. He afterwards paid over 
the residue :—Held: the exor. had constituted 
himself a trustee for B., & his remedy for recovery 
was not barred by Statute of Limitations or the 
lapse of time.—Tyson v. Jackson (1861), 30 
Beav. 884; 54 EH. R. 937. 

Annotation :-——Folld. Hartford v. Power (1868), 16 W. R. 822. 

1617. Whether mere severance 
sufficient.|—The mere fact that an exor., who is 
not also appointed a trustee by the will, retains a 
fund to answer the claim of a particular next of 
kin, is not enough to turn the exor. into an express 
trustee of the fund, but if, in addition, he ear- 
marks the fund as the fund of the particular next 
of kin, & uses express words which show that he 
intends to hold the fund, not for himself but for 
the persons entitled to it, he does become an express 
trustee of the fund.—Re GOMPERTZ, PARKEN v. 
GOMPERTZ (1911), 105 L. T. 664; 56 Sol. Jo. 11. 

1618. Opening of trust account with 
bankers.|—Testator died in 1818. A., his ad- 
ministrator, received assets & placed them in a 
bank, to an account—‘ A.’s trustee,’’ where they 
still remained. <A. died in 1853, & to a suit, 
instituted by the administrator de bonis non of 
original testator, against the representatives of A. 
& the bankers, to recover the fund the representa- 
tives of A. set up Statute of Limitations, but the 
bankers were willing to pay the amount :—Held: 
the statute was inapplicable, & a decree was made 
for pltf.—SmaitH v. ACTON (1858), 26 Beav. 210; 
7 W. R. 159; 53 E. R. 877. 

1619. ——— Sum retained ‘‘to my use & for 
use of J.’’]—-Re Rowe, JAcoBs v. HIND, No. 846, 
ante. 

1620. ———- Sum earmarked as held for or on 
account of persons interested.|—-Exors. who are 
not also in terms appointed trustees, but who have 
duties imposed upon them, not as exors. but as 
trustees, hold the residue as soon as it has been 
ascertained, & as soon as their duties as exors. 
have been performed as express trustees within 
the meaning of Statute of Limitations. 

Exors., ae not trustees under the pro- 
visions of the by which they are appointed, 
may become expreas trustees by reason of entries 
in their accounts earmarking certain sums as held 
for or on account of the persons interested.— 


Ve 

















deft. was PART VI. SECT; 1, SUB-SECT. 3. 


p. Executor made trustee by 
own acts.}—Held: where the conduct 
of the exors. constituted them trustees, 
the right to recover from them was not 
barred.— CAMERON v. CAMPBELL (1882), 
1A. RR. 361.—CAN. 


28 


M‘CAaUSLAND’S 


327,—IR. qa. Property retained as trustee. 


Part VJ.—Acrions 


Ke GomMpurtz’s Estate, PARKER v. GOMPERTZ 
(1910), 55 Sol. Jo. 76. 

1621. Dividends received from bankrupt’s estate 
~—Subsequently found to be paid in error.]—In 
1806 P. proved a debt against the estate of B. 
& C., bkpts., on a bill of exchange, & died in 1807 
appointing G. his exor. G. became bkpt. in 1816 
& obtained his certificate in 1817. ut before 
that time, viz. in ae hare 1811, 1814, 1815, G. 
had, as exor., received three dividends on P.’s 
debt, & in 1817, 1822, & 1828, he received three 
other dividends. It afterwards turned out that 
the bill of exchange was paid by another party in 
1807, so that no dividend was overdue. On 
petition by B. & co.’s assignees to expunge the 

roof & that G. should refund the six dividends :— 

eld: (1) it being in the nature of a trust, the 
Statute of Limitations did not run in favour of 
G.; (2) as the first three dividends were paid in 
error & were a legal debt against G. & might have 
been proved under his bankruptcy, the claim as 
to them was barred by G.’s certificate. The other 
three, received since his bkpcy., were ordered to 
be refunded.—Re BaILLiz, Fx p. BOLTON (1832), 
pent: & Ch. 556; 1 Mont. & A. 60; 3L. J. Bey. 


1622. Beneficiaries deprived of their rights.]— 
Woops v. Woops (1836), 1 My. & Cr. 401, 
Donnelly, 61; 40 E. R. 429, L. C. 

Annotations :—~Mentd. Gilbert v..Bennett (1839), 10 Sim. 371; 
Hodgson v. Green (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 312; kes v. 
Ward (1842), 1 Hare, 445: Longmore v. Elcum (1843), 
2 Y. & O. Ch. Cas. 363 ; Thorp v. Owen (1843), 2 Hare, 
607; Crockett v. Crockett Ql 848), 2 Ph. 553; Parkinson’s 
aust (igo. 1 Sim. N. S. 242; Webb v. Wools (1852), 2 
Sim. N. 8S. 267; Greene v. Greene (1869), 17 W. Kt. 487; 
Lambe v. Hames (1871), 6 Ch. App. 597. 

Whether statute may be pleaded as defence to 
administration action.|—See Exrcurors, Vol. 


(c) Persons under Control of Court. 


1628. Receiver.J—A bill alleged that deft. had 
been appointed receiver in a certain suit & that as 
such receiver he was bound to pay pltf. a certain 
salary, that deft. ought to have paid pltf. this 
salary from Jan. 1834, to Jan. 1839, but that he had 
paid pltf. nothing in respect of it & that deft. had 
since been discharged from being receiver. The bill 
prayed for an account of the sum due to pltf. from 
1834 to 1839 & for payrhent by deft. :—Held: 
this bill was open to a general demurrer. 

The question is, whether such a case as this is 
obnoxious to the Statute of Limitations. I 
think it is (KNIGHT Bruck, V.-C.).—Dvu PRE v. 
DUNCOMBE (1845), 2 Holt, Eq. 399; 14 L. J. Ch. 
4038; 5L. T. 0.8. 5386; 9 Jur. 770; 71 H.R. 922. 

1624. -|—Money not accounted for & due 
from a receiver under the ct. is, by his recognisance, 
made a debt of record, although the balance due 
has not been ascertained. The receiver is a 
trustee of such money for the persons entitled 
thereto, & cannot, as against them, avail himself 
of the Statute of Limitations, although his final 
accounts have been passed & the recognisances 
vacated.—SEAGRAM v. Tuck (1881), 18 Ch. D. 
aaat 50 L. J. Ch. 572; 44 L. T. 800; 29 W. R. 

1625. Trustee in Scottish sequestration.|—A 
sequestration in a foreign country does not suspend 
the running of the lapse of time prescribed by the 
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Statute of Limitations; & therefore a creditor 
under a Scottish sequestration issued in 1836, was 
not allowed to prove his debt against the estate 
of his debtor, who had subsequently set uy 
business in London, had become embarrassed, 
filed his petition in bkpcy. in 1860. The trustee 
under the Scottish sequestration could not be 
considered a trustee of the after acquired property 
in England.—Re Kipp, Ex p. Kipp (1861), 3 
DeG. F. & J. 640; 4L. T. 344; 7 Jur. N.S. 618; 
45 E. R. 1027,L.C0. & L. JI. 


AGAINST , TRUSTEES. 


(d) Persons made Trustees by their own Acts. 


1626. Person not appointed trustee—Taking 
upon herself to act as trustee.]|—-LiIFH ASSOON. OF 
i a v. SIDDAL, COOPER v. GREENE, No. 1820, 
ante. 

1627. Covenant to settle property—Property never 
transferred to trustees.]—(1) By a marriage settle- 
ment, dated in 1828, A. covenanted to transfer 
a sum of stock belonging to him to trustees, upon 
trust to pay the dividends to himself for life, & 
then upon trusts for the benefit of the intended 
wife & the issue of the marriage. The stock was 
not transferred :—Held: A. was not a trustee of 
it within the exception of the Statute of 
Limitations; but, it was a debt from him, & 
notwithstanding his life interest, time began to run 
ms er this debt from the execution of the settle- 
ment. 

(2) In 1825, A. borrowed from the exors. in 
trust of a will, a fund which was thereby bequeathed 
to them in trust for himself for life & then for 
other persons, & gave to them a promissory note 
for the repayment of this sum to them as “ exors. 
in trust,’ with lawful interest:—Held: A. 
borrowed the fund & promised to repay it as trust 
money, & therefore that lapse of time was no bar 
to the claim against him for repayment.-—-SPICKER- 
NELL v. HOTHAM (1854), Kay, 669; 2 Eq. Rep. 
1103 ; 2 W. R. 638 ; 69 HE. R. 285. 

Annotations :—Folld. Re Dixon, Heynes v. Dixon, [1900] 
2 Ch. 561. Consd. Re Plumptre’s Marriage Settilmt., 
Underhill v. Piamp ies [1910) 1 Ch. 609. td. Pullan 
v. Koe, {1913} 1 Ch. 9. Refd. Milis v. Borthwick (1865), 
35 L. J. Ch. 31; McGuffie v. Burleigh (1898), 78 L. T. 
264. Mentd. Re Cavendish Browne's Settlmt. Trusts, 
Horner v. Rawle (1916), 61 Sol. Jo. 27. 

1628. .|—A settlement was executed 
by S. in 1814, after his marriage, but in pursuance 
of an ante-nuptial agreement. This deed con- 
tained a recital that S. had paid into the hands of 
G. a sum of £1,000, & a covenant by G. with S. 
that G. would stand possessed of the £1,000, & 
also of such further sum as should be paid to him 
as thereinafter mentioned, upon trust with the 
approbation of S. in writing to invest the £1,000 
in Govt. or real securities in the names of G. & S. 
& from time to time, if S. should so direct in 
writing, to change the investments, & to pay the 
income to S. for life, with remainder to his wife for 
life, with ultimate remainder as to the oe 
equally among the children of the marriage. 
The settlement contained also a covenant by S. 
with G. to pay to G. twelve months after the execu- 
tion of the deed, a further sum of £1,000 to be 
invested by him in the same way, & on the same 
trusts, as the first £1,000. G. died in 1821; the 
wife of 8S. died in 1851; &S. died in 1868. Neither 
of the sums of £1,000 was invested as provided by 











EviaoTr v. CAMPBELL, [1906] V. L. R. 
120.—AUS. 
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16861. Person not appointed trustee— : 
Taking upon himself to act as trustee. ]— 


Coyne v. BRoDDY (1888), 15 A. R. 


1626 ii. ——- ——-.}+-Where an absent 
debtor has obtained moneys from 
false & fraudulent representations, 
& has so become a trustee for pitf., the 
debt is one to which the Statute of 


Limitations does not apply, & pitf. is 
entitled to ju pi: Li ee v. 
itt, | CAN 


S aeammmeneaned 


1636 i, —- .}--Durnda PRasaD 
v. Ags Hot (1879), 1. L. R. 2 All, $61. 
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Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to plead statute: ! 


Sub-sed. 3, B. (d) & (2) 4. & 44.] 

the settlement, & there was no evidence to show 
that either of them had ever been paid to G. 
Under these circumstances the two surviving 
children of 8. who were, under the settlement, 
entitled to the two sums, claimed to have them 
made good out of the estate of S. :—Held: S. had 
constituted himself, with regard to the first sum 
of £1,000, a trustee of G.’s covenant, & was bound 
to do everything necessary to enforce the fulfil- 
ment of it. The claim against his estate was 
consequently not barred by the Statute of Limita- 
tions; (2) as to the second sum of £1,000 the 
liability of S. was only upon a legal covenant, & 
was barred by the Statute of Limitations.— 
STONE v. STONE (1869), 5 Ch. App. 74; 39 L. J. Ch. 
196; 22 L. T. 182; 18 W. R. 225, L. J. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Distd. Re Dixon, Heynes v. Dixon, 

{1899} 2 Ch. 561._ Generally, Refd. Metropolitan Bank v. 

Heiron (1880), 6 Ex. D. 319; Trevor v. Hutchins (1897), 

76 L. T. 183. Mentd. Re Plumptre’s Marriage Settimt., 
Underhill v. Plumptre, [1910] 1 Ch. 609. 


1629. Property transferred to trustees.]— 
BURROWES v. GORE, No. 802, ante. 

reee. ——.]—STONE v. STONE, No. 1628, 
ante. 

Executors opening trust accounts.]|—See Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (b), ante. 

1631. Fraudulent disposition of bankrupt’s 
estate.|—The ct. will not allow a person who has 
knowingly assisted a trustee in bkpcy. in a fraudu- 
lent disposition of the estate to set up lapse of 
time, by analogy to Statute of Limitations, as a 
bar to proceedings against him for the fraud, 
though the person so assisting is a constructive 
trustee only.—Re GatuaRD, Ex p. GALLARD, 
as reported in [1897]2 Q.B.8; 66L. J. Q. B. 484; 
4 Mans. 52. 








(e) Persons in Fiduciary Position. 
i. In General. 

1682. Fiduciary relation bars a plea of the 
statute.|—An agent who stands in a fiduciary 
relation to his principal cannot set up the Statute 
of Limitations in bar of a suit for an account by 
his principal. An agent who was a solr, in London 
held a power of attorney from his principal in 
America to sell his property & invest the proceeds 
in his name. The agent received certain moneys 
under the power & paid them in to his own bankers 
to the general account of his firm. The principal 
died in 1859 intestate. In 1867 his widow took 
out administration to his estate, & in 1868 she 
filed a bill against the agent for an account :— 
Held: the agent held the money in trust for his 
peetpel & the Statute of Limitations was no 

ar to the suit. Semble: if there had been no 
fiduciary relation between the parties, inasmuch 
as the agency lasted till the death of the principal, 
the Statute of Limitations would not have begun 
to run till administration was taken out.— 
BURDIOCK v. GARRICK (1870), 6 Ch. A p. 233; 39 
L. J. Ch. 369; 18 W. R. 387, L. O. & J. 


Annotations :—¥xpld. Watson v. Woodman (1875) L. Be 
20 Eq. 721. Apld. Re Bell, Lake v. Bell (1886), 34 Ch. D. 


B. (e) i. 


Capacity 





other property, t.e. to act in a fiduciary 
ty with regard to it, & has in 
consequence been in possession of or 
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462. Gonsd. Friend v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 
Am ber 


4 

erican Land & Tim Co. v. Watkins, [1 

: . Hammond, [1918] 2 K. B. : 

Fe he Whittaker °. Bamford, (1914) 1 Ch. 1. ned. 
Re Richardson, Polev. Pattenden, 1920} 1 Ch. 428. Refd. 

Gray », Bateman (1872), 21 W. R. 137; Boatwright v. 

Boatwright a had 43 ‘er ‘ Poe Banner v. on fe 

a ® ; x ange 7) = 
1882), 21 Ch. D. 519: Dooby v. Waraon (1888) 
; hatpe Re Bennett, Masonic & Genera. 

»t 892] 1 Ch. 154; Soar v. Ashwell, 
90; Reid-Newfoundland Co. v. fr) 
fisid} A. ©. 932; aylor v Divine nat; 

fentd. Gino v. Stephens (1882), 51 L. y . Ch. 
Charles v. Jones 1887) 5 W. R. 645; 
Phillips ». Homfray rispe: ell, (1889), 14 ADP. 
Haigh Moor Goal Co. v. Edey, (1900] 1 Ch. 167; Dominion 

Coal Co. v. Maskinonge 8.8. Co., [1922] 2 K. B. 132. 

1633. What relationships are fiducilary—-Money 
given for specific purpose.|—-SHELDON v. WELD- 
MAN (1664), 1 Cas. in Ch. 26; 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 304 ; 
Freem, Ch. 156; 22 B. R. 676, L. C. 

1634. ——— Money given to husband by wite— 
‘*To be disposed of as she should direct.’’}]— 
Houtis’s (LORD) Oasr (1680), 2 Vent. 345; 86 
E.R. 477, 
auneanon s—Expld. Crawford v. Crawford (1867), 16 W. R. 


1635. ——- Money given to be repayable on 
demand—Without specific direction.] —- WARNER 
v. ee (1733), 2 Hov. Supp. 68; 34 E. R. 
1000. 

16386. ———_ ——— Entrusted for safety.|—Time 
does not begin to run under Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), against a person who has entrusted 
money to ancilee for safety till demand, though 
it was contemplated that the bailee might use the 
money in business. : 

The testator (the borrower] stood in a fiduciary 
position to pltf. (NorRTH, J.).—Re Tipp, Tipp v. 
OVERELL, [1893] 3 Ch. 154; 62 L. J. Ch. 015; 
69 L. T. 255; 42 W. R. 25; 9 T. L. R. 650; 37 
Sol. Jo. 618; 3 R. 657. 

Annotation :—Retd. Joachimson »v. Swiss Bank Corpn., 

(1921] 3 K. B. 110. 

1637. ——— Money given without specific direction 
—By woman to andre toes re woman who co- 
habited with a man as her husband handed to him 
sums of money without any specific directions as 
to their application, & he invested them in pur- 
chase of leasehold & other property :—Held: the 
transactions ought to be regarded, not as loans 
to which Statute of Limitations would be appli- 
cable, but in the nature of a trust, & she was 
entitled to the investments.—Jamses v. HOLMES 
(1862), 4 De G. F. & J. 470; 81 L. J. Ch. 5675 
6L. T. 589; 8 Jur. N.S. 782; 10 W. BR. 634; 46 
E. R. 1266, L. C. 

1638. Testamentary guardian.|—A. & ‘B. 
being about to marry surrender their respective 
coowhold estates to the use of them two & the 
survivor. The man dies before the marriage, & 
the women enters on his land, & after thirty years 

uiet enjoyment she was decreed to surrender to 
the heir & account for the profits —HAMOND v. 
Hicks (1686), 1 Vern. 482; 23 H. R. 568, L. C. | 

1639. .|—A testamentary guardian is 
a trustee, & therefore the Statute of Limitations 
is inapplicable to accounts as between him & his 


Lyell v. 
Cas. 437; 











MATTICE v. MatTricg, [1925] 1 D. L. Rh. 
754; ries 2 W. W. R. 203; 34 
B. GC. R. 474.—CAN. 


16821. Fiduciary relation bare a plea 
of the statute.|\—Mack v. Mack ( 1693) haa exercised command or control over 
CO. RB. ‘ —. uch money or pro he will be 1632 iv. ——~.}—The possession of a 
can R. 146; affg., 26 N. 8. R. 24. charged with a ee Het ges of an reson clothed in a fiduciary capacity 
exprers t & will be classed with is not adverse, within the Statute of 
Seproms trust: © ho meet Gite tie eet Gi Glee oa eee ok 
“amen ee express P 6 m @ next o e 
acoued, either wither eyPerga nee Mlueelf by etoeunting fis cata que gamiiateation & sung’ in aectment.—— 
. n- or pet 0: e AN odde be 
sent, to act as a trustee of money or without regard te lapes of tina 14k. aaa , 


Part VI.—ActTIoNSs 


ward.—MATHEW v. BrisEe (1851), 14 Beav. 341; 
17 L. T. O. 8S. 249; 51 E.R 817. 
Annotations :—-Refd. Sleeman »y. Wilson (1871), L. R. 13 

Ka. 86; Wall v. Stanwick (1887), 34 Ch. D. 763. 

1640. Compensation money held by canal 
saa oop (Ait unascertained eligerg canal 
co., under the powers of an Act of Parliament, 
took possession of part of a common in 1802, 
without paying any compensation money, either 
to the ern who claimed to be entitled to the 
soil, or into the Bank of England ; the latter being 
the proper mode of proceeding, where, as in this 
case, a good title could not be deduced. The co. 
became unable to pay their debts, & continued 
so until 1886. In 1887, a bill was filed by the 
pee penne the compensation money :—Held : 

hey were not barred by lapse of time. 

Lapse of time is not, in itself, a bar to the claim 
of a cestui que trust, against a trustee in a ct. of 
equity, where no laches or acquiescence can be 
imputed to him.—Caror v. CROYDON CANAL Co. 
(1848), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 598; 13 L. J. Ch. 89; 2 
L. T. O. S. 225; 8 Jur. 277; 160 B. R. 1149, L. C. 

1641. ——- Trustees of annuity fund—Trustees 
for all entitled to benefit from fund.]—-F.. died in 
1834. In 1843 his widow claimed a pension from 
the Bombay Civil Fund, on the ground that her 
income h fallen below £500 a year, but was 
refused. In 1867 her representative filed a bill 
against the trustees of the fund, claiming the 
amount of the pension from 1843 till the death of 
Mrs. F. in 1863 :—Held: Statute of Limitations 
did not apply to bar the claim; for though the 
widow was not a cestui trust of any specific 
sum, yet the trustees held the fund in trust for 
all the persons entitled to receive benefit from it ; 
but, as the delay in asserting the claim was due 
to the laches of Mrs. F. & her representatives, 
interest on the amount should not be given.— 
EDWARDS v. WARDEN (1876), 1 App. Cas. 281; 
45 L. J. Ch. 713; 35 L. T. 174, H. L. 


Annotations :-—Mentd. Hughes v. Coles (1884), 27 Ch. D. 
eet ie Turner, Klaftenberger v. Groombridge, [1917] 


1642. Lease of telegraph line subject to 
restrictions — Breach of restrictions.) — Applts. 
were in possession of their railway under a lease 
which was subject to a subsisting contract with 
resps. under which they were entitled to use a 
special wire erected & maintained by resps. in & 
about their railway as defined in the contract, but 
were bound, ‘‘ not to pass or transmit any com- 
mercial messages over the said special wire except 
for the benefit & account of ’’ resps. They never- 
theless used it for all the purposes of their busi- 
ness, including certain new & extended lines of 
railway & their shipping business, & other com- 
mercial undertakings :—Held: in regard to the 
unauthorised user of the special wire applts. 
were accountable as trustees for the profits so 
made to resps., & having regard to the Newfound- 
land Trustee Act, 1898, their plea of limitation 
must be overruled.—REID-NEWFOUNDLAND Co. v. 
ANGLO-AMERICAN TELEGRAPH Co., Lrp., [1912] 
A. 0.555; 81L. J. P. C. 224; 106 L. T. 691; 28 


T. L. R. 385, P. C. 
A :—Refd. iat v. Hammond, [1913] 2 K. B. 

515; Taylor v. Davies, [1920] A. OC. 636. 

——— Confidential agents.|—See Sub-sect. 3, B. 
(c) ii., post, 

——— Officers of companies.]— See Sub-sect. 3, 
B. (e) iv., post. 

Solicitors.|—See Sub-sect. 3, B. (e) v., 








post. 
—— Mortgagees.|—Sce Sub-sect. 3, B. (e) iii., 
post, 
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il. Confidential Agents. 


1643. Steward.])—HarpWICKE (HARL) v. VER- 
NON, No. 1770, post. 


1644. Barrister’s clerk.]—B., a clerk of counsel, 
in 1846, absconded, & it was then discovered that 
he had received & appropriated to his own use & 
large amount of fees belonging to pltf., his em- 
ployer. In 1854, B. died abroad, & after that 
event a suit for the administration of his estate 
was instituted, & under the decree made in 1855, 
pltf. carried in a claim, as a creditor for the 
amount of the fees retained, before the chief 
clerk, who disallowed the claim, on the ground 
of its being barred by Statute of Limitations. 
Against that decision of the chief clerk an appeal 
was made: but pltf. in 1857 filed this bill against 
the legal personal representative of B., prayin 
for a declaration that Be might be allowed to stan 
as a creditor against his estate, & that he might 
be paid the amount found due :—Held: pltf.’s 
claim against the estate of B., the relationship 
being of a confidential nature, was not barred by 
the statute; & pltf.’s remedy against the estate 
was not barred by the proceedings in the adminis- 
tration suit. 

The law of the ct. was, that whenever, in an 
obligation for a debt, there was the circumstance, 
that the debt had accrued in consequence of a 
violation of confidence bestowed in any fiduciary 
character, length of time was no bar. In such 
cases the money in respect of which the demand 
was made was the money of the employer in the 
hands of his confidential agent. There was 
therefore possession by the agent: there was no 
adverse possession: & in such cases, upon prin- 
ciple, the bar arising from adverse possession 
could not occur (per CuUR.).—TEED v. BEERE 
(1859), 28 L. J. Ch. 782; 33 L. T. O. S. 26; 5 
Jur. N.S. 381; 7 W. R. 394. 

Annotation :—Refd. Re Whitehead, Hx p. Burnand’s Exor. 
(1860), 2 L. T. 776. 

1645. Conspiracy to defraud principal.]—Where 
two agents conspire to defraud their principal, 
the estates of both the agents will be liable in 
equity to the estate of the principal, in respect of 
the fraud so committed. In such a case an agent 
is considered as a trustee for his principal, & lapse 
of time is no bar.—WALSHAM v. STAINTON (1863), 
1 De G. J. & Sm. 878; 8 New Rep. 56; 32 L. J. 
Ch. 557; 9 L. T. 357; 9 Jur. N. S. 1261; 12 
W. R. 638; 46 EB. R. 268, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Refd. Peek v. Gurney (1878), L. R.6 H. L. 
377. Mentd. Bent v. Yardley (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 602. 
1646. With unrestricted powers of manage- 

ment.]—Deft., B., had acted for testator during 

the life of the latter, with full & unrestricted powers 
of management; the other deft., the wife of 

B., was testator’s daughter & sole extrix. Plitf., 

who was testator’s widow, was entitled to a legacy 

of £1,500 under her husband’s will, & also to the 
furniture, effects, etc., of testator. Testator’s 
will was extremely brief & informal; & pltf. on 
that ground filed her bill for administration of 
testator’s estate, praying the usual account. 

Defts. in answer to an interrogatory of pltf., 

furnished an account of all dealings with testator’s 

property up to the date of suit from a date six 
years prior to his death, & claimed the benefit 
of Statute of Limitations as to the period ante- 

cedent to these six years:—Held: deft. was a 

trustee, & could not avail himself of Statute of 

aa v. BATEMAN (1872), 21 W. R. 

] re 

Annotation :-—Refd. Soar v. Ashwell [1893] 2 Q. B. 390. 
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Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to plead statute : 

Sub-sect. 8, B. (¢) tin, tii, tv. & 9. 

647. Receipt of rents—On behalf of true owners 
nee then ascertalned,}—On the death of the owner 
of land intestate, deft., who had been her agent, 
continued to receive the rents, stating to several 
persons that he was acting on behalf of the heir, 
whoever he might be. After the expiration of 
twelve years from the death of the owner, pltf., 
a purchaser from her heirs, brought an action 
against deft. to recover the land & for an account 
of the rents & profits:—Held: deft., having 
assumed a fiduciary character & received the rents 
in that capacity, Statute of Limitations did not 
run in his favour as against the true owner, & 
pltf. was entitled to ratify his acts as agent, & to 
recover the land & all accumulations of rent.— 
LYELL v. KENNEDY, KENNEDY v. LYELL (1889), 
14 App. Cas. 487; 59 L. J. Q. B. 268; 62 L. T. 
77; 38 W. R. 353, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Henry v. Hammond, [1913] 2 K. B. 
515. Refd. Trevor v. Hutchins (1897), 76 L. T. 183; 
Reid-Newfoundland Co. v. lo-American Telegraph 
Co., 11912) A. C. 555. Mentd. Bolton Partners v. Lambert 
(1889), 41 Ch. D. 295: Keighley, Maxsted v. Durant, 
[1901] A. C. 240; Finn’v. Shelton fron, Steel & Coal Co. 
(1924), 131 L. T. 213. 

1648. Receipt of money for specific investment.} 
—NoRTH AMERICAN LAND & TIMBER Co., Lip. 
v. WATKINS, No. 1588, ante. 

1649. Acting in ordinary course of business.]— 
In 1883 a vessel called the International was 
wrecked off the coast of Kent. The vessel & cargo 
were subsequently salved, & pltf., who was an 
average adjuster carrying on business in Paris 
& who was acting on behalf of foreign insurers of 
the cargo, instructed deft., who was a shipping 
agent at Ramsgate, to sell the cargo & out of the 
proceeds of the sale to pay all claims & expenses 
in connection with the cargo. Deft. accordingly 
sold the cargo, & after paying all claims & expenses 
there remained in his hands a sum of £96. This 
sum was not paid over to plitf., nor did pltf. know 
that there was any money in deft.’s hands repre- 
senting the balance of the proceeds of the sale. 
In deft.’s balance-sheets for the years 1884 to 
1888 inclusive this sum appeared as a debt due 
from him, the entry being ‘‘ International £96,” 
but the name of the creditor was not stated. In 
1889 this sum was carried to profit & loss account, 
& it did not appear again in the balance-sheets. 
In 1912 pltf., having discovered the fact that deft. 
had received this sum, brought an action to re- 
cover it, to which deft. pleaded that the claim was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations. Pltf., in 
answer to the plea of the statute, contended that 
deft. had made himself an express trustee of this 
sum, & that therefore the statute did not apply : 
—Held: the transaction which deft. was employed 
by pltf. to carry out was an ordinary commercial 
transaction in the way of deft.’s business as a 
shipping agent, that deft. was not bound to keep 
the moneys coming to his hands in the course of 
carrying out that transaction separate from his 
other moneys, & therefore he was not in the 
position of an express trustee of the sum of £96 
for pltf., & the Statute of Limitations was a good 
defence to the claim.—Hrenry v. HAMMOND, 
[1913] 2 K. B. 515; 82 L. J. K. B. 575; 108 
L. T. 729; 29 T. L. R. 840; 57 Sol. Jo. 358; 12 
Asp. M. L. C. 832, D. C, 


iii. Mortgagees. 
See Part V., Sect. 12, sub-sect. 8, ante. 


1650. Mortgage of ship—Sale by first mortgagee 
~—— Whether trustee of surplus for second mortgage.) 


LrmrratTion OF ACTIONS. 


—(1) The second vig Sar of a ship claimed an 
account against the mtgee., who had sold 
the vessel upon mtgor. becoming bkpt. Deft. 
offered to pay a specific amount. e action 
having been commenced more than six years, 
after the sale, deft. pleaded Statute of ta- 
tions. Pltf. set up an express trust as a bar to 
the statute :—Held: there was no express trust, 
in case of an ascertained surplus the t mtgee. 
might be constructively a trustee of the surplus, 
but after six years, evidence could not be adduced 
to prove a surplus; but although the statute was 
not avoided on the ground of express trust, it 
was in this case avoided by an acknowledgment 
within six years of an unsettled account R ditgea 
which by itself would have sufficed, & by a 
promise to pay what should be found due, & pltf. 
was therefore entitled to an account. 

(2) An express trust bars the statute equally, 
as to personalty & realty by force of Jud. Act, 
1873 (c. 66), s. 25 (2).—BANNER v. BERRIDGE 


(1881), 18 Ch. D. 254; 50 L. J. Ch. 630; 44 
L. T. 680 ; 29 W. R. 844; 4 Asp. M. L. C. 420. 
Annotations :—As to (1888), 39 


(1) Refd. Dosby. v. Watson 
-D.1783 Firth v. Suet (1888), 58 L. T. 481; Soar 
v. Ashwell, [1893) 2 Q. B. 390; ce v. Phillips (1894), 
13 R. 191; Rochefouca 7} 1 Ch. 


uld v. Boustead, 
196: Kessisoglu v. Balli (1903), 47 Sol. Jo. 738. Generally, 
Mentd. The Benwell Tower (1895), 72 L. T. 664; Friend 
v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 421. 


iv. Officers of Companies. 


1651. Director—-Misfeasance.]|—The directors of 
a limited co. for several years presented to the 
general meetings of shareholders, reports & 
balance sheets in which various debts known by 
the directors to be bad were entered as assets so 
that an apparent profit was shown, though in 
fact there was none. The shareholders relying on 
these documents, passed resolutions declaring 
dividends, which the directors accordingly paid. 
An order having been made to wind up the co. the 
liquidator applied under Cos. Act, 1862 (c. 89), 
s. 165, for an order on the directors to replace the 
amount of dividends thus paid out of capital: 
—Held: the claim was for a breach of trust & 
the Statute of Limitations could not be set up. 

It is said they [the directors] are not trustees. ... 
They have the direction & management of [the 
co.’s}] property & at the same time they have 
incurred direct obligation to the persons who 
have so entrusted them with their money. What 
difference there can be in principle between the 
case of Burdick v. Garrick, No. 1632, ante, & this 
case I am at a loss to conceive (BAcoN, V.C.).— 
Re EXCHANGE BANKING Co., FLITCROFT’S CASE 
(1882), 21 Ch. D. 619; 52 L. J. Ch. 217; 48 
L. T. 86; 31 W. R. 174, C. A. 

Annotations :—Folld. Municipal Freehold Land Co. v. 
Pollington (1890), 2 Meg. 307; Re Sharpe, Re Bennett, 
Masonic & General Life Assce. v. Shar 
154. Refd. Re Oxford Benefit Buil 
pig aso , 35 Ch. D. 502; Leeds Estate Building & 

Co. v. Shepherd (1887), 36 


Faure Electric Accumulator Co. (1888), 40 Ch 
141; ton Cotton ) 
331: 899] 2 


Mentd. Guinness v. Land Co Ireland (1882), 22 
Ch. D. $49; Re Denham (1883), 25 Ch. D. 752; London 
Financial Assocn. v. Kelk (1884), 26 Ch. D. 107; 
Liverpool Household Stores Assocn. (1890), 59 L. J. Ch. 
616; Verner v. General & Commercial Investment Trust, 
[1894] 2 Ch. 239; Re Bassett, Ex yp. Lewis (1895), 2 Mans. 
177; Moxham *. Grant, £1800} 1 Q. B. 88; Lucas v. 
Fitzgerald (1903), 20 T. L. R. 16; Towers v. African 
Tug Co., [1904] 1 Ch. 558. 


1652. esac «]—Cos. Act, 1862 (c. 89), 
Table A, Art. 78, provides that no dividend shall 
be payable except out of the profite arising from 
the business of the co. The directors issued 
balance-sheets whereby it was made to appear, 


n. of 
2 
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contrary to the facts, that profits available for 
dividends had been earned. No proper valuations 
of the co.’s property were ever e, but the 
directors acted on the representations of the 
secretary. Dividends were declared & paid. 
The co. brought an action against the directors 
& the secretary :—Held: Statute of Limitations 
did net apply to limit the liability of the directors, 
but was applicable in the case of the secretary 
to limit his liability to acts done within the six 
years before the issue of the writ. 

Directors are managing pas & co. law is 

only a phase of partnership law modified by 
statute. The Statute of Limitations cannot be 
successfully pleaded to a claim for breach of trust. 
——-MUNICIPAL FREEHOLD LAND Co., Lip. v. 
POLLINGTON (1890), as reported in 63 L. T. 238; 
2 Meg. 307. 
_ 1658. ——.]—By art. of assocn. of a co. 
incorporated in 1868, it was provided that interest 
on the money paid up on the shares should be paid 
to the shareholders until otherwise determined 
by the directors; & that no dividend or bonus 
should be payable except out of the profits. No 
profits were made by the co.; but the directors 
paid interest to the shareholders out of the capital 
of the co. until 1878, when the Board of Trade 
interfered, & the directors ceased to pay interest. 
B. was a director from 1869 till his death in 1883. 
In 1886, the co. was wound up; & in 1889 the 
liquidator commenced an action against the per- 
sonal representatives of B., seeking to make his 
estate liable for the money paid as interest to the 
shareholders out of capital, while he was a director : 
—Held: the directors being in the position of 
trustees, the Statute of Limitations was no bar to 
the action. 

The same reasoning which prevents the Statute 
of Limitations from being a bar, renders it im- 
possible to refuse relief by analogy to it 
(LinpLtey, L.J.).—Re SHARPE, Re BENNETT, 
Masonic & GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE Co. v. 
SHARPE, [1892] 1 Ch. 154; 61 L. J. Ch. 193; 65 
L. T. 806; 40 W. R. 241; 8 T. L. R. 194; 88 
Sol. Jo. 151, O. A. 

“udeine S 
« LOCK V. 

Oo iisee rio puecnmand Investment & Land a tiene 

2 Ch 1909] 2 Ch. 519; 


. 629; Brooks v. ‘ 4 
Taylor v. Davies, [1920] A. C. 636. entd. Re Claridge’s 


Patent Asphalte Co., [1921] 1 Ch. 543. 

1654. Auditor—False balance sheet.]—The arts. 
of assocn. of a limited co., formed in 1869 for the 
purpose of lending money on security, provided that 
when the co. should pay a dividend of 5 per cent. 
the directors should receive a fixed sum for each 
attendance, & a further fixed sum for every 
additional 1 per cent. of dividend; that the 
directors might declare dividends upon such 
estimates of account as they might see proper to 
recommend, so that no dividend should be payable 
ag out of profits; that they should annuall 
lay before the co. a statement of the income 
expenditure of the past year, & a balance sheet 
containing a pecs! of the property & expendi- 
ture of the co. ; that the accounts of the co. should 
be examined every year with the vouchers relating 
thereto, & the correctness of the balance ascer- 
tained by an auditor who should make a report 
to the members on the balance sheet & accounts 
stating whether in his opinion the balance sheet 
was a full & fair balance sheet, containing the 
particulars required by the arts., & properly 
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drawn up so as to exhibit a correct view of the 
state of the co.’s affairs. . 

The co. never made any annual profits except in 
one year when it made a profit of less than 6 per 
cent., but the directors in every year from 1870, 
when the co. commenced business, declared & 
paid a dividend of 5 per cent. & upwards; & they 
remunerated themselves on the corresponding 
scale, & under the authority of a resolution of 
the co., paid bonuses to the manager. Such pay- 
ments were in fact made out of capital. 

The balance sheets on which the dividends 
were declared were prepared not by the directors, 
but by the manager. They were delusive, they 
over-estimated the assets of the co., & were 
framed with the object of showing a profit avail- 
able for a dividend. The auditor never looked 
at the arts. of assocn., but accepted the statements 
of the manager, & certified from time to time that 
the accounts submitted to him were true copies 
of those shown in the books of the co. No proper 
statement of income & expenditure or auditor’s 
report was ever laid before the co. The directors 
did not know the true state of the co.’s affairs or 
that the balance sheets were delusive. They never 
exercised any judgment with reference to the 
accounts, but relied entirely on the oe & 
auditor :—Held: as the improper payments by 
the directors were the natural & immediate con- 
sequence of breach of duty on the part of the 
manager & the auditor, the manager & auditor 
were liable in damages to the amounts so paid, 
except, in the case of the auditor, who had pleaded 
the Statute of Limitations, so much thereof as 
was covered by the statute.—LEEDS ESTATE, 
BUILDING & INVESTMENT Co. v. SHEPHERD (1887), 
86 Ch. D. 787; 57 L. J. Ch. 46; 57 L. T. 684; 
36 W. R. 322; 3T.L. R. 841. 

An ions :—Refd. Municipal Freehold Land Co. v. Pol- 
L. T. 23! : He London re oenere Bank 


3 L. 
Ch. 673; Re n ton Mill Co. 

9 Ch. 331; Re National Bank of Wales, 
29. Mentd. Lee te Co. 


Ch. 139; 

1655. Secretary—Dividend paid out of capital.|—- 
MUNICIPAL FREEHOLD LAND Co., Lrp. v. POL- 
LINGTON, No. 1652, ante. 

See, also, Sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, ante. 


v. Solicitors. 


1656. General rule.J]—(1) A letter written to 
one by the other of two parties liable to pay a 
debt to a third, & acknowledging the debt, was 
held not to be such a promise to pay the debt as 
noe oust the operation of the Statute of Limita- 
ions. 

(2) The Statute of Limitations, in the absence . 
of fraud applies to an action brought by a client 
against his solr.—Re HINDMARSH (1860), 1 Drew. 
eae 129; 1L. T. 475; 8 W. R. 203; 62 H.R. 
Annotations :—As to (2) Consd. Burdick v. Garrick (1870), 
5 Ch. App. 233. Apld. Watson v. Woodman (1875), ° 
. Consd. Bean v. Wade (1885), 2 T. LL. R. 
Cheese v. Keen, [1908] 1 Ch. 245. 
d & Timber Co. v. Watkins, (1904 
1 Ch. 242. Generally, Refd. Re Friend, Friend v. Frien 
(1897), 66 L. J. Ch.'737; Henry v. Hammond (1913), 

108 L. T. 729. 

1657. ———.]—-After a dissolution of partner- 
ship, by which the continuing party covenanted 
(inter alia) to pay the debts & to pay the retiring 
partner a sum equal to half the next half-year’s 
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Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to plead statute : 
Sub-sect. 8, B. (e) v., & (f) 4, i., ttt, & iv.] 

rofit :—Held: (1) part payment of a debt by 
he continuing partner during the said half-year 
could not be set up against the retiring partner 
as an answer to the Statute of Limitations ; 
(2) though the debt was from solrs. to a client 
in respect of moneys received, there was no ex- 
press trust to exclude the operation of the statutes. 
—WatTsON v. Woopman (1875), L. R. 20 Hq. 


721; 45L. J. Ch. 57; 24 W.R. 47. 
ions :—As to (1) Distd. Re Tucker, Tucker v. Tucker, 


Annotat 
[1894] 8 Ch. 429. Aa to (2) Expid. North American Land 
904) 


& Timber Co. v. Watkins, (1 1 Ch. 242. Refd. Friend 

v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 421. 

1658. Misapplication of funds—Solicitor to bank- 
rupt’s estate.|—The Statute of Limitations will 
not protect the solr. to a commission, who has 
misapplied money belonging to the estate; but 
the ct. will not exercise its jurisdiction over him, 
on the application of a solvent assignee, who has 
been guilty of laches.—Re ROBERTSON, Ez p. 
GovuLpb (1834), 4 L. J. Bey. 7, Ct. of R. 

1659. Client’s property to be sold by solicitor— 
Proceeds to be reinvested for client’s benefit.|— 
BuRDICK v. GARRICK, No. 1632, ante. 

1660. Solicitor investing client’s money on mort- 
gage—Mortgage chosen or approved by client.]-—- 
(1) A mtge. was made through a solr. & proved to 
be an insufficient security. More than six years 
afterwards an action was brought by the client 
against the exor. of the solr. claiming damages 
as for the wilful default of the solr. :—Held: on 
the facts, the client had approved of the mtge. & 
the solr. merely did the legal part of the business 
& was not in the position of trustee, & therefore 
the Statute of Limitations applied, 

(2) A solicitor in advancing money on mtge. 
may be employed, (a) to invest in a partic 
mtge.; (b) to find securities to be approved by 
the client & then invest the money; (c) to find 
securities & invest the money, the client taking 
little or no part in the business. In an action 
for negligence against the solrs., the Statute of 
Limitations is a ate defence in the first case, & 
also in the second case if the client has approved 
of the mtge., no relation of trustee & cestui que 


trust then between them.—Doosy v. 
WATSON (1888), 89 Ch. D. 178; 57 L. J. Ch. 
865; 58 L. T. 948; 36 W. R. 764; 47. L. R. 


584. 


Annolation :—As to (2 Hackne . Knight 91), 
7T. L. R. 254, a aaa ld oe 


1661. ——— Client taking no part in business.]— 
Doosy v. Watson, No. 1660, ante. 
1662. ——.]—Soark v. ASHWELL, No. 1677, 


post. 
Solicitors dealing with trust funds—With know- 
ledge of trust.]—See Sub-sect. 8, B. (b) iii., post. 





(f) Persons with Knowledge of Trust. 
i. In General. 


1663. Loan of trust fund.]—SpPIicKERNELL v. 
Horuam, No. 1627, ante. 

1664. In breach of trust.|—Where a 
trustee lends trust money in breach of the trust, 
& the borrower, with notice of the trust, applies 
the money to his own use, he cannot be permitted 
to separate the loan from the trust, & insist that 
the loan being barred by the statute, the trust is 
barred also.—ERNEST v. CROYSDILL (1860), 2 
De G. F. & J. 175; 29 L. J. Ch. 580; 2 L. T. 





or ACTIONS. 


616;-6 Jur. N. 8S. 740; 8 W. R. 786; 45 BD. R. 
589, L. JJ. iy es “ os 

Cee Le Meee Bete oe cay 

Finanos Co. (1872), 41 L. J. Ga. 257, 

1665. Beneficiary overpaid by mistake.) — 
Trustees had, by mistake, d to A., one of the 
cestuis que trust, a portion of the trust funds to which 
he was not entitled. In a suit by another party 
interested against A. to make him refund: 
Held: the Statute of Limitations was inapplicable, 
he was bound to repay, though more than six 
years had elapsed, & all his interest in the trust 
fund was liable to make oon the amount.— 
HARRIS v. HaRRIs (No. 2) (1861), 29 Beav. 110; 


54 EB. R. 568. 

Annotations :—Expld. & Distd. Re Robinson, McLaren v. 
Public Trustee, [1911] 1 Ch. 502. Mentd. Re Horne, 
Wilson v. Cox Sinclair, [1905] 1 Ch. 76. 

1666. Assignment for value by tenants for life— 
Of dividends upon trust fund.|—Husband & wife 
by deed assigned to a purchaser for value, the 
dividends to which they or either of them were 
entitled in a sum of stock which had been set 
aside in the names of trustees & exors., to answer 
a legacy given by will to the wife, with a direction 
that she & her husband should enjoy the interest 
during their lives, & at their deaths it should 
devolve to the surviving children. The assignees 
received the dividends until the husband’s death 
in 1889, & also after his death during the widow’s 
lifetime, who went to live abroad until the year 
1847, when the surviving exor., & trustee of the 
will died, & his representative refused to continue 
the payments. The widow died in 1853, in’ 
America, & administration was taken out at her 
estate in 1857. The assignee died in 1855. Bill 
filed in 1860 by the administrator of the widow 
against the exor. of the assignee, for repayment of 
the dividends received by him from 1839 to 1847, 
on the ground of his being either a purchaser with 
express notice of a trust in favour of the wife, or 
at least of a debtor not protected by the Statute 
of Limitations, dismissed with costs.—PARKIN. Vv. 
Rock (1860), 3 L. T. 286. 

See, also, Sub-sect. 1, B. (d), ante. 


ii. Bankers. 

1667. Fund in trust account—Transferred to 
account of tenant for life.|—-A fund was standing 
to the account of two t ees in the books of some 
bankers, who had notice that it was a trust fund. 
By the direction of the tenant for life alone, they, 
in 1843, transferred it to his account, & thereby 
obtained St bare of a debt due from him to 
them :—Held: the trustees might sue the bankers 
in this ct. to have the trust fund replaced, & the 
Statute of Limitations was inapplicable.-—BrRIDG- 
MAN v. GILL (1857), 24 Beav. 302; 53 EB. R. 374. 
Annotations : nsd. Coleman v. Bucks & Oxon Union 

Bank, (1897) 2 Ch. 243. Refd. Hardy v. Metropolitan 

Land & Finance Oo. (1872), 41 L. J. Ch. 257 ; Soar v. Ash- 

well, (1893] 2 Q. B. 380. 

1668. ——— Transferred to trustee’s private 
account.]|—-Where a sum of money was standing 
in the books of a banking co. to the credit of ‘‘ the 
acceunt of the trustees of the late H.,’” & the 
bank, knowing that the trustees, each of whom 
had an overdrawn account at the bank, were not 
beneficially entitled, allowed them to transfer 
sums at different times from the trust account to 
their respective private accounts :—Held: (1) the 
cestuis que trust were entitled to recover from the 
bank the sums so allowed to be transferred, & it 


: PART Vi. SECT. 4, SUB-SEOCT. 3.—B. (2) ii, 
r. General rule.}—BERTEAU v. JILLARD (LIQUIDATORS UNION Bank) (1898), 8 Nfld. L. R. 53.—NFLD. 


Part VI.—AcTIONS AGAINST TRUSTEES. 


was immaterial whether or not the bank knew 
what were the circumstances of the trust, & also 
whether or not the bank profited by the transfer 
from the one account to the other, sd long as 
they were aware that the money dealt with was 
trust money; (2) in such a case the Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), would not constitute a 
defence to the action.—_Foxron v. MANCHESTER 
- aes District BANKING Co. (1881), 44 
Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Coleman v. Bucks & Oxon 

Union Bank, {1897} 2 Ch. 248. Refd. A.-G. v. De Winton, 
peel Ch. 106; Bath v. Standard Land Co., ““°*** * 


iii. Husbands of Beneficiaries. 

1669. Loan of trust money—Under power in 
settlement.]|—Bill by a cestui que trust under a 
marriage settlement stated, that in & prior to 
Sept. 1827, trustees of a marriage settlement, 
under a power, lent to the husband, deft., on his 
bond, moneys held in trust for the wife, for life, 
&-after her decease, for her appointees; the 
death of the wife in 1861; an appointment to 
pitf.; that there were no trustees of the settle- 
ment; that no payment either of principal or 
interest had ever been made by deft.; & prayed 
an account of principal & interest, & payment. 
Demurrer, on the ground that the debt was 
barred by the Statute of Limitations, overruled 
with costa.—_ JENNER v. AKERMAN (1864), 10 L. T. 
328; 10 Jur. N.S. 465. 

1670. |—The trustees of a marriage 
settlement, in exercise of a power contained in 
the deed, advanced to the husband a portion of 
the trust fund on the security of his bond made 
payable to themselves. The husband who never 
repaid this advance, died intestate, & without 
assets; the trustees never proved the debt, & 
there were no other creditors. e trust fund 
became after the husband’s death, the absolute 
property of the widow, who was appointed intes- 
tate’s administratrix. A sum of money became 
many years afterwards payable to intestate’s 
estate, & the widow’s right to retain it in part 
payment of the husband’s bond debt to the 
trustees, was disputed by the husband’s next of 
kin :—Held: the money lent to the husband re- 
mained trust money, & the debt was, therefore, 
not barred by Statute of Limitations.—CoxWELL 
v. FRANKLINSKI (1864), 11 L. T. 158; 12 W. R. 


1072, 
je Drxon, HEYNES v. 


1671. 
Dixon, No. 799, ante. 

1672. Stock never transferred to trustees—Sale 
by husband & retention of proceeds.|—By a mar- 
riage settlement made in 1821, stock helonging 
to the wife was assigned to B., & another upon 
trust for the separate use of the wife for life, with 
remainder for the husband for life, with remainder 
in default of children of the marriage for B. The 
trustees neglected to have the stock transferred 
to them, & it remained in the name of the wife, 
& in 1822 the husband sold it, & possessed himself 
of the proceeds. B. died in 1829, the husband in 
1858, & the wife in 1864. There were no children. 
In 1866 B.’s exors. claimed the trust fund from the 
husband’s estate :—Held: their claim was not 
barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), or by acquiescence, or by the fact that B. 
was one of the trustees whose negligence rendered 
the misapplication of the trust fund possible.— 


PART VI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3.— 
B. (f) ili. 














business 


& trade asseta after his wife’s 
death, with full knowledge of 
thereto dealt 


t. Trust assets retained hug- attaching thereto, & 
band.J—O. retained Sinn of the property as if it were his own :—~Held : 
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Burier v. CarTer (1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 278; 87 
L. J. Ch. 270; 18 L. T. 113 16 W. =. 777. 
ey ie s—Refd. Chillingworth v. Chambers, [1896] 1 


1673. Covenant in’ marriage settlement to settle 
wife’s after-acquired propert By gpepmge “oe 
perty retained by husband.|—A marriage - 
ment of 1859 contained the usual covenant by the 
husband & wife to settle the wife’s after-acquired 
property of the value of £100 or upwards. 

In 1879 the wife received £285, & paid it into her 
husband’s banking account, on which she had 
power to draw. Part of it was shortly after in- 
vested in two bearer bonds which remained at 
the bank till the husband’s death in 1909 & were 
now in his exor.’s possession :—Held : the moment 
the wife received the £285 it was specifically bound 
by the covenant & was consequently subject in 
equity to a trust enforceable in favour of all per- 
sons within the marriage consideration, & there- 
fore, notwithstanding the lapse of time, the 
trustees were entitled on behalf of those persons 
to follow & claim the bonds as trust property, 
though their legal remedy on the covenant was 
statute-barred.—PULLAN v. Kor, [1913] 1 Ch. 
ef 82 L. J. Ch. 37; 107 L. T. 811; 57 Sol. Jo. 
97. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Lind, Industrials Finance Syndicate 
v. Lind, [1915] 2 Ch. 345; Re Pryce, Nevill v. Pryce, 
(1917] 1 Ch. 234. 

1674. Settled fund received & retained by hus- 
band.]|—Testator, who was entitled to a mtge. 
debt vested in a trustee for him, assigned the same 
to the trustees of his marriage settlement in 1886 
upon trusts under which he took the first life 
interest, & his wife a life interest after his death, 
subject to a restraint upon anticipation, with an 
ultimate trust in default of children, as happened, 
for testator absolutely. The trustee of the mtge. 
debt was neither a party to, nor informed of, 
the settlement. In 1887 the mtge. money was paid 
to testator, who never accounted for it to the 
settlement trustees. He died in 1916, & the 
trustees & widow now claimed the mtge. money : 
—Held: testator was a constructive trustee who 
had constituted himself such by receiving trust 
property with the knowledge that it was trust 
property & the persons representing his estate 
were not entitled to avail themselves, by analogy, 
of the Statute of Limitations, but must make good 
the mtge. money to the trustees of the settle- 
ment.—Re EyYRE-WILLIAMS, WILLIAMS v. WIL- 
trams, [1923] 2 Ch. 5383; 92 L. J. Ch. 582; 129 
L. T. 218; 67 Sol. Jo. 500. 

See, also, Sub-sect. 1, B. (d), ante. 


iv. Solicitors. 


1675. Assuming control of trust fund.]|—Where 

a solr. to a trustee after the death of the trustee 
exercises any acts of control over the trust property, 
the ct. will permit the cestui que trust to prove 
against his estate for the trust money in his hands 
at the time of his bkpcy.; & the Statute of Limi- 
tations is no bar.—Re SEABER, Ex p. GOWERS 
1887), 2 Deac. 207; 3 Mont. & A. 172; 6L. J. 


cy. 49. 
Amn caton :—Refd. Re Clendenning (1859), 33 L. T. O. S. 


1676. Entire management of trust fund.]—Two 
solrs., partners, father & son, had the entire 
management of a trust fund, of which a third 
person, at their request, had become nominal 


his estate was liable to the estate of the 
the trust settlor without regard tolapse of time or 
with the the Statute of Limitations.—-M‘ LE 
v. GAUGHRAN, [1903] 1 I. R. 106.— IR. 
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Sect. 1.—Whether trustees entitled to 
Sub-sect.3,B.(f)iv. Sect.2. Part VII. Sect.1.] 


trustee. The father retired from the business, 
but within six years previous to his death, was 

roved to have acted in the trusts. By his will 
he directed his debts, if necessary, to be raised by 
sale or mtge. out of his real estates, by a second 
son, his exor., & then gave a part thereof to his 
partner. The funds having been misapplied a bill 
was filed after the father’s death, against the trustee, 
to make good the loss. The trustee then filed a 
bill to have his remedy over against the son, he 
having become bkpt., as far as possible, & the 
balance to be paid him out of the father’s real 
estate. 1t was referred to the master to take the 
account as sought though there was only a decree 
for an account, but no account taken, in the first 
suit, & so no loss proved, & though several pre- 
liminary objections had been taken as to parties, 
etc., as that the officer of a bank which had ad- 
vanced money to the son on mtge. of the estates 
in the names of three persons, this did not appear 
in the mtge. deed, but only on the record, was 
not made a party; but persons claiming to be 
interested in a mtge. made by testator before his 
will were dismissed, having been made parties, 
without an offer to redeem.—BRADSTOCK vw. 
WHATLEY (1845), 6 L. T. O. S. 117. 

1677. Receipt of trust fund—For investment on 
mortgage.|—(1) A trust fund was held by trustees 
under a will in trust for two persons in equal 
shares for their respective lives &, after the death 
of each, in trust as to his share for his children. 
The fund was entrusted by the trustees to a solr. 
employed by them as solr. to the trust & was by 
him invested together with other moneys belong- 
ing to different trusts, on an equitable mtge. 
by deposit of title deeds, in his own name. The 
mtge. being paid off in Jan. 1879, the solr. received 
the money so invested from the mtgor. & distri- 
buted one moiety of it, the tenant for life having 
died, among his children, who by his death had 
become absolutely entitled to the same. He did 
not account for the other moiety to the trustees 
but retained the same in his own hands. On 
Feb. 21, 1891, an action was brought by the sur- 
viving trustee under the will against the personal 
representative of the solr. who had died in Nov. 
1879, claiming an account of the money so retained 
by him :—Held: he must be considered as having 
been in the position of an express trustee of such 
money & therefore the lapse of time did not act 
as a bar to the action. 

That time (by analogy to the statute) is no 
bar in the case of an express trust, but that it will 
be a bar in the case of a constructive trust, is a 
doctrine which has been long & clearly established 
(BowEn, L.J.). 

(2) First, the doctrine that time is no bar in 
the case of express trusts has been extended to 
cases where a person who is not a direct trustee 
nevertheless assumes to act as a trustee under the 
trust. Secondly, the rule... has also been 
thought appropriate to cases where a stranger 
participates in the fraud of a trustee. Thirdly, a 
similar extension of the doctrine has been acted 
on in & case where a person received trust propert’ 
& dealt with it in a manner inconsistent wit 
trusts of which he was cognisant. . .. A person 
occupying a fiduciary relation, who has property 


LIMITATION 
lead statute : 


or ACTIONS. 


deposited with him on the strength of such rela- 
tion, is to be dealt with as an express, & not merely 
as a constructive, trustee of such pied 
(BowEn, L.J.).—SOAR v. ASHWELL, [1893] 2 Q. B. 
390; 69 L. T. 585; 42 W. R. 165; 4 R. 602, C. A. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Rochefoucauld »v. Boustead, 
(1897} 1 Ch. 196. Ae to (2 id. Re Gallard, Hz p. 
Gallard, [1897] 2 Q. B. 8; Re Dixon, Heynes v. Dixon, 
[1900] 2 Ch. 61; Henry v. Hammond, [1913] 2 K. B. 
615; Re Eyre- iams, Williams v. s, (1923) 
2 Ch. 533. Refd. He Lands Allotment Co. (1894), 63 
L. J. Ch. 291; Price v. Philli 1L TL. R. 86; 


8 (1894), 

2 Ch. 69; Re Robi 
v. Public Trustee, [1911] 1 Ch. 502; Taylor v. Davies, 
{1920} A. C. 636. rally, Refd. Friend v. Young, 
{1897] 2 Ch. 421; Trevor v. Hutchins (1897), 76 L. T. 
183; North American Land & Timber Co. v. Watkins, 
[1904] 1 Ch. 242. 

See, also, Sub-sect. 1, B. (c) ii., & Sub-sect. 3, 
B. (e) v., ante. 


nson, McLaren 


Srct. 2.—TRUSTS FOR PAYMENT OF DEBTS. 

1678. Declared by will—Out of realty.|-—S. 
being indebted by simple contract, which was 
barred by length of time, made his will, & thereby 
devised lands in trust for the payment of 
debts. Qu.: whether this devise revives the debt ; 
& whether to a bill filed by the creditor to have 
the benefit of this trust, a plea of the statute shall 
be allowed.—STRAFFORD (EARL) v. BLAKEWAY 
(1727), 6 Bro. Parl. Cas. 630; 2 EB. R. 1312, H. L. ; 
reveg. S. C. sub nom. BLAKEWAY v. STRAFFORD 
(EARL) (1728), Dick. 48. 
Annotations :—Consd. Burke v. Jones (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 

1 


275. Refd. Logastick v. Cowne (1730), Mos. 391; Lacon 
». Briggs (1744), 3 Atk. 105. 


1679. -/—Morszt v. LANGHAM (1737), 
cited 2 Ves. & B. at p. 286; 385 H. R. 327. 
Annotation :-—Consd. Burke v. Jones (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 275. 

1680. .]|—Where real estates are de- 
vised in trust for the payment of debts, in aid 
of the personal estate, the Statute of Limitations 
does not run in equity after the death of testator. 
—HvUGHES v. WYNNE (1823), Turn. & R. 307; 
37 E. R. 1117. 

Annotations :—Refd. Crallan v. Oulton (1840), 3 Beav. 1; 


Walker v. Jefferys (1842), 11 L. J. Ch. 209; Fordham v. 
Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 217; Blower v. Blower (1858), 
28 L. J. Ch. 181. 


1681. —— .|—Testator charged his real 
estates with his debts, & he devised his C. planta- 
tion in trust to pay his debts. He died in 1834, 
& the produce of C. being in ct. :—Held: in 1859, 
the creditors were not barred as to the fund in 
ct., a trust having been created in their favour, 
but they were barred as to the other real estates, 
they having a mere charge thereon.—JACQUET v. 
JACQUET (1859), 27 Beav. 332; 54 H. R. 130; 
sub nom. JAQUET v. JAQUET, 7 W. R. 543. 
Annotations :—Folld. Dickinson v. Teasdale (1862), 31 























Beav. 511. Refd. Proud v. Proud (1862), 32 Beav. 234 ; 
Cunningham v. Foot (1878), 3 App. Cas. 974. 
1682. .}—(1) A charge on real estate 


for payment of debts with a direction to exors. 
to raise sufficient, by ‘‘ mtge. or otherwise,’’ does 
not create an express trust, within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 25. oh 

(2) Upon a bill to enforce such a charge it is 
not necessary to plead Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), in addition to Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), although a personal remedy is 
sought. 

(3) A devise of real estate was made to two 
persons in equal moieties, charged as to each 


PART VI. SECT, 2. of testator against debts not barred MAN (1848), 10 I. Eq. R. 360, 378.—IR. 


1678 i. Declared by will—Out of realty.) thereby at his death.—Frraus’ Exx- a, ——.) — ANUND Moyn Dabl 

—Where lands are devised in trust ia. cuToRS ». GORE (1803), 1 Sch. & Lef. y, Ghee: CHUNDER Myvi (1881), 

payment of debts, the Statute of 107.—IR. > I. L. R. 7 Cale. 772; 9C. L. R. 327.— 
imitations does not run after death 1678 i. ———_ ——.}—Hunte. Bate- IND, 


Part VII.—EqQuity AND THE STATUTES oF LIMITATION. 


moiety with the payment of half testator’s debts, 
with a general c e of all testator’s real estate 
for the payment of debts :—Held: a payment 
on. account by one devisee did not keep the debt 
alive as against the devisec of the other moiety. 
-—DICKENSON v. TEASDALE (1862), 1 De G. J. & 
Sm. 52; 1 New Rep. 14); 7 L. T. 655; 9 Jur. 
N.S, 287; 46 E. R. 21, L. C. 


nnotations :—As to (1) Refd. Proud v. Proud (1862), 32 
Beav. 234; coanehat v. Foot (1878), 3 @ . Cas. 
974; Re Chant, Bird v. Godfrey, [1905] 2 Ch. oe As 
to (3) Apld. Coope v. Cresswell (1866), 2 Ch. App. 112. 
Consd. Lacey, Howard v. Lightfoot, [1907] 1 th, 330. 
Refd. Re England, Steward v. England 

Ch. 21; Rea 


ata 65 L. J. 
v. Price, [1909] 1 K. B. 577. 


—_— .|}-——See Exicutors, Vol. XXIil., 
p. 364, Nos. 4322-4329. 

Out of personal estate.|—See EXECUTORS, 
Vol. XXIII, p. 864, Nos. 4330-4332. 

1683. Out of blended estate.]—A promis- 
sory note, dated Oct. 4, 1842, was payable at 
‘‘six months’ notice.’”’ An action was brought 
on it in Oct. 1848, & the indorsement on the writ 
stated that on payment within four days pro- 
ceedings would be stayed. The action was 
abandoned, & a formal notice to pay in six months 
was given in Jan. 1850. Testator died in Dec. 
1850, having devised his real & personal estate 
to his exors. in trust to sell, & in the first place 
pay his debts. <A creditor’s suit was instituted 

the payee in 1855, to which the administrators 
pleaded the Statute of Limitations :—Held: the 
trust for payment of the debts prevented the 
operation of the statute, both as to the real & 
personal estate, & ncither the action nor the in- 
dorsement on the writ were sufficient notice to 
pay, according to the tenor of the note.—-MooRE 
vu. PETCHELL (1856), 22 Beav. 172; 652 E. R. 


1073. 
—— ——.|—See ExrcutTors, Vol. XXIII., 
pp. 365, 366, Nos. 4333-4841. 

Direction to executor to pay statute-barred debt.] 
—See Executors, Vol. XXIII., pp. 358 e¢ seq., 
Nos. 4261 ef seq. 

1684. Dissolution of friendly society—Trust of 
property declared for benefit of creditors.|}—A 
simple contract debt of a friendly society con- 
tracted in 1840:—Held: not barred by the 
Statute of Limitations in 1860, a trust of the 
property having, on its dissolution, been declared 
for the benefit of its creditors.—PARE v. CLEGG 
(1861), 29 Beav. 589; 380 L. J. Ch. 742; 4 L. T, 
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669; 26 J. P. 58; 7 Jur.N. 8. 1186; 9 W. R. 
795; 64 BD. R. 756. 
ae ace -—Mentd. Bowman v. Secular Soc., [1917] A. C. 


1685. Assignment to trustees for payment of 
debts—Assignment not communicated to creditor.] 
—A bond was executed in favour of the Bank of 
England by B. in 1813. In 1823 B. made a 
voluntary settlement of his property, giving cer- 
tain trust funds to trustees in trust, amongst 
other things, to pay thereout the principal & 
interest due on the bond when B. should be re- 
quired to pay the same. B. died in 1828, & the 
trust funds subsequently became the property of 
BE. E. by her will made in 1869, gave certain 
funds to trustees in trust to pay the principal & 
interest due on the bond when, & if, the trustees 
of the deed of 1823 should be called on to pay the 
same, & subject thereto as therein mentioned. 
The bank were unaware of their being entitled 
till 1870 & no claim was made by them under the 
bond until now :—Held: no trust for the bank 
was created by the deed or will, & the only person 
who could call on the trustees to pay was B.; 
the claim, therefore, was barred by the Statute 
of Limitations.—HENRIQUES v. BENSUSAN, BANK 
OF ENGLAND CLAIM (1872), 20 W. R. 350. 

1686. —— Covenant to get in partner’s separate 
assets—To be applied to partnership debts.|—By 
an inspectorship deed executed in 1833, debtors, 
who were partners, covenanted to collect & get 
in the partnership assets, & to pay the moneys 
pedsived. into the banking house of the firm & 
apply them so far as the same would extend in 
satisfaction of the debts due to their creditors 
named in the deed; & each of them further 
covenanted to collect & get in the assets belonging 
to his separate estate & apply them in payment 
of his separate debts, & pay the surplus, there 
being none in the event which happened, into 
the banking house of the firm, to be applied for 
the benefit of the creditors of the firm according 
to the first covenant above mentioned :—Held: 
no express trust was constituted by the deed as 
regarded the separate assets of the partners; & 
the period fixed by the Statute of Limitations 
having expired, the claim was barred.—TREVOR 
v. HUTCHINS (1897), 76 L. T. 636, C, A. 

—— How far creditor a cestui que trust.]—See 
BANKRuPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 1179 et seg., Nos. 9532 
et seq. 


Part VIl—Equity and the Statutes of Limitation. 


SECT. 1.—DIRECT APPLICATION OF STATUTES 
BY COURTS OF EQUITY. 

__ 1687. Court will act In obedience to statutes.|— 
(1) Cts. of equity though not within the words 
of Statute of Limitations, which apply to par- 
ticular legal remedies, are within the spirit & mean- 
ing of them. 

(2) Cts. of equity act not by analogy but in 
obedience to Statutes of Limitation. 

(3) Upon all legal titles & legal demands cts. 
of equity are bound by Statutes of Limitation. 

(4) Whenever the Legislature has limited a 
period for law proceedings. equity will in analogous 
cases consider itself bound by the same limitation. 


—HOVENDEN v. ANNESLEY (LORD) (1806), 2 Sch. 

& Lef. 607. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apprvd. Rolph v. Thomson, Griffin 
v. Richards (1831), 9 L. J. O. 8. Ch. 213. Refd. Allcard 
v. Skinner (1887), 36 Ch. D. 145. Ae to (2) Apprvd. 
ag tg v. Thomson, Griffin v. Richards (1831), 9 L. J. 

O. 8. Ch. 213. Consd. Foley v. Hill (1844), 1 Ph. 399; 

Knox v. Gye cy) L. R. 5 H. L. 656; Eccl. Comrs. 

tor England v, N. E. Ry. (877), 4 Ch. D. 845. 4a to 4) 

Consd. Knox v. Gye oo ), L. R. 5 H. L. 656. Distd. 

Charter v. Watson, [1899] 1 Ch. 175. Reid. Marshall v. 

Smith (1865), 5 Giff. 37. Generally, Consd. Gibbs v. 

Guild (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 59. Refd. Cholmondeley v. 

Clinton (1826), 2 Jac. & W. 1; Brookebank v. Smith 

ees). 2Y.&C. Ex. 58; nricarde v. Henning (1861), 
0 Beav. 175; Friend v. Young, [1897] 3 Ch. 421; olloy 

v. Mutual Reserve Life Insce. T. 15 

v. Gell (1869), 20 L. 


Mentd. G ey ait : Ship v. 
e Cs) e 4 v. 
Crosskill (1870), L. R. 10 Eq. 73; Re Crosa, e 


arston v. 





pltf. files a bill 


b. Period of lmitation.]— Where | 


Btls” 
shorter lapse of time than would 


lief, on the 


re bar at law is an obstacle to relief 
tle in himself, 


no | in equity. — Connor v. Mc ON 
be a | (1871), 18 Gr. 607.—OAN. 
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Sect. 1.—Direct application of statutes by courts of 
equity. Sect. 2: Sub-sect. 1.] 


1882), 20 Ch. D. 109; Thorne ». Heard, [1894] 
berry : i, McCallum, McCallum v. MoCallum, eetye, 
1 Ch. 143. 


1688. Legal demands.]—HovENDEN v. ANNES- 


LEY (LORD), No. 1687, ante. 

1689. —-—.]—-In the case of a legal demand a 
ct. of equity acts in obedience & not merely by 
analogy to Statutes of Limitations.—FoLEY v. 
Hirt (1844), 1 Ph. 899; 13 L. J. Ch. 182; 2 
L. T. O. S. 5183; 8 Jur. 847; 41 E. R. 688, L. C. 3; 
on appeal (1848), 2 H. L. Cas. 28, H. L. 

Annotations :—Refd. How v. Winterton, [1896] 2 Ch. 626. 

td. Harris v. Harris (1844), 3 Hare, 450; Re Gibson 
& Sturt, Ex p. St. Alban’s Bank (1856), 15 L. T. O. 8. 
v. Duftell (1858), 4 De G. M. & G. 872; 
. Hurst (1854), 18 Beav. 575; Thomas v. 
Cooper (1854), 18 Jur. 688; Blower v. Blower (1858), & 
Jur. N. 8. 33: Jackson v. Ogg (1859), John. 397; Teed 
v. (1859), 33 L. T. O. 8. 26; Smith v. Leveaux 
1 easy. G. J. & Sm. 1; Hill v. South Staffordshire 
5 Eq 


12 L. T. 63; 

L. R. q. 183; -G. v. Edm 
- 381; Moxon v. Bright (1869) 
Australian Insce. v. dell 6] ~ Oo 
Burdick v. Garrick rate 5 Ch. App. 233; BI 


Whiffin (1872), 27 L. 330; Garnett v. McKewan, 
Public Officer of London & County Banking Co. (187 ), 
21 W. R. 57; Summers v. City Bank (1874), L. R. 


. 5 City 
9 C. P. 580; Banner v. Berridge (1881), 18 Ch. D. 254; 
*, 800; R 


Sli Sah v. Tuck (1881), 44 L. e Palmer, Ez p. 
Richdale (1882), 19 Ch. D. 409; Greenwell v. National 
Provincial Bank (1883), Cab. & El. 56; Marte 
Eyton (1885), 58 L. T. 946; Atkinson v. Bradford Third 
Kquitable Benefit Bids. Soc. (1890), 25 Q. 

Re Tidd, Tidd v. Overell, [1893] 3 Ch. 154; 
of Scotland v. Tottenham, [1894] 2 Q. B. 715; 
shire, Webb v. Derbyshire, [1906] 1 Ch. 135; 
v. Glyn, Mills, Currie (1911), 81 L. J. K. B. 465; London 
Joint Stock Bank v. millan & Arthur, [1918] A. C. 
777; Re Richardson, Pole v. Pattenden, [1920} 1 Ch. 
iat Joachimson v. Swiss Bank Corpn., (1921] 3 K. B. 


1690. —-——.]—Devise of real estate to trustees, 
for a term of twenty-one years, & subject thereto, 
& to the trusts thereof, to A. for life, with liberty 
to cut timber, etc., for buildings & repairs only ; 
remainder to B. for life, with like liberty, etc. ; 
remainder to the sons of B. successively in tail; 
&, after like remainders, to C. & D. & their sons 
respectively, remainder to E. for life, with like 
liberty, etc.; remainder to the sons of BH. suc- 
cessively in tail, with divers remainders over; re- 
mainder to testator’s own right heirs, with the 
declaration that the trustees of the term should 
receive the rents & profits of the estates, cut, 
fell & sell the timber at mature growth in due 
succession, & yearly (until testator’s debts & 
pecuniary legacies should be paid) thereout pay: 
—(a) a certain annuity, & also a yearly rent- 
charge of £1,000, to the person entitled to the 
estates expectant on the determination of the 
term; (b) the expenses of the trust; (c) his 
funeral expenses; & (d) the pecuniary legacies 
& annuities given by his will, or so much as his 
personal estate should not pay; & after such pay- 
ment, or the raising of a fund sufficient for the 
same, to permit the person entitled to the estates 
expectant on the term to enter into possession 
thereof, subject to such annuities as should then 
remain charged, & the term then to cease. Tes- 
tator empowered the tenants for life, & the re- 
spective devisees in possession, to exchange part 
of the devised lands for others of greater or equal 
value, & authorised his exors. to preserve the 
wood, so as to continue a succession in the fall 
thereof, & he empowered them during & after 
the term, until some person was entitled to the 
estates in tail, or for some greater estate, to enter 


a PART VII. SECT. 


1695 i. Court of equity will act by 


in équity, yet such proceedings are affec by 


}—-Though the Statute of Limitations does not appl 
analogy to the statute.—Bonp v. HOPKINS (1862) y, 


LumraTION OF ACTIONS. 


& cut timber at mature growth for sale, & to apply 
the proceeds in payment of his funeral expenses, 
debts & legacies, until the trusts of the term 
should be satisfied; & then, with the consent of 
the devisees in possession, to invest the peal ther 
in the purchase of other lands in fee, to be settled 
to the same uses as the devised estates. Testator 
died in 1808. The personal estate sufficed to pay 
his debts & pecuniary legacies, but not to provide 
for the annuities. B. then the first tenant for life 
on the death of testator, entered into possession 
for the estates, & so continued during his life. 
B. died in 1837 without issue, whereupon E., 
the next surviving tenant for life, entered into 
ossession. In a suit instituted in 1842, by the 
son of EB. as tenant in tail expectant on the 
decease of E. against the representatives of the 
trustees, & the exors. of B. the deceased tenant 
for life :—-Held: the tenant in tail expectant on 
the decease of E. was not entitled to an account 
in this ct., as against the estate of B. or of the 
trustees, of any timber cut during the lifetime of 
B. the right of ae if any, being a legal right, & 
defts. being entitled to the protection of Statutes 
of Limitation. 

The fact that the legal remedy which existed is 
obstructed or lost by lapse of time is no ground 
for the interposition of a ct. of a ee 
v. WILSON (1845), 4 Hare, 344; 15 L. J. Ch. 41; 
9 Jur. 860; 67 H. R. 680. 
Annotutions :—Mentd. Dungannon v. Smith (1846), 12 Cl. 


& Fin, 546; Kekewich v. Marker (1851), 2 Mao. & G. 
311; Briggs v. Oxford (1852), 1 De G. M. & ef kat 
Tro 


Langdale v. Briggs (1858), 8 De G. M. & G. 391; 
11 Jur. N. 8. 1012; Birmingham Canal 


Gn soe 11 Ch. D. 421; Dashwood v. 
1691. ——.|—Re ROBINSON, 


McLAREN 
PuBLic Trustz£E, No. 1761, post. 

1692. Proceedings within words of statute.|— 
Knox v. Gye, No. 1702, post. 

1693. .|—In an inistration action com- 
menced in Dec. 1878, by one exor. of a testator, 
who was also a creditor of his testator, against 
his co-exor., the usual judgment in a creditor’s 
action was pronounced in Dec. 1879, & some 
time afterwards a claim was brought in by a 
creditor against the estate upon a promissory note 
of testator dated in Nov. 1873 :—Held: the claim 
was barred by Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16). 

In the first place, the Statute of Limitations did 
not effect cts. of equity, because it only applied 
to what one commonly called common law actions. 
If any action is properly described by the statute 
of James [Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16)], 
that statute applies to the action now before the 
ct., whether it is brought in one ct. or another ; 
& the statute is consequently binding upon the 
High Ct.—there is no question about that—in every 
case to which it applies. Bills in equity have been 
abolished, & whenever it is an action to recover 
a debt upon a contract, the statute is binding 
upon the High Ct. in every case in which it applies 
(JESSEL, M.R.).—He GREAVES, Bray v. TOFIELD 
(1881), 18 Ch. D. 651; 50L. J. Ch. 817; 45 L. T. 
464; 30 W. R. 55. 

1694, ———.]—-GiBBs v. GUILD, No. 1819, poet. 


v. Graham (1865) 
Co. v. Cartwright 
Magniac, [1891] 3 
Vv. 





Sect. 2.—APPLICATION OF STATUTES BY 
ANALOGY. 


SuB-sECT. 1.—GENERAL RULES. 
1695. Court of equity will act by analogy.|— 


| When a person has been ejected at law, & the other 


2, SUB-SECT. 1. 
rms to p 


in roceedings 
’ 1 Soa ° & Lef. 413,.—IR. 
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party has been in possession above twenty years, 
no account demanded or bill filed in that time, 
the Statute of Limitations 1623 (c. 16), will bar 
an. account in this ct., as well as an action of tres- 
pass for the mesne profits at law; for jus posses- 
sionis is gone by the statute, & consequently the 
mesne profits ; & if once the statute begins to 
attach, incapacity, as coverture, etc., will not 
aid it. This statute does not extend to a trust, 
but in this case deft. coming in by a recovery at 
law, & the twenty years elapsed before the bill 
filed, the bill must be dismissed guoad the account 

of rents & profits (HARcoURT, O.).—NEVARRE v. 

RUITTON (1714), 2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 9; 22 H.R. 7. 

16 .|—An exor. of a house steward to 

B., after an acquiescence of seventeen years, 
sets up a demand for a large sum due for business 
done by his testator, to which the representative 
of Lord B. insisted on Statute of Limitations. 

Satisfaction to be presumed from the length of 

time, for it is not to be imagined, if anything was 

really due to pltf., that he would have been quiet 
under it, 

_It is a demand clearly barred by the Statute of 
Limitations both in law & equity (LORD Harp- 
WICKE, (C.).—Lacon v. Briaaes (1744), 3 Atk. 
105; 26 E. R. 864. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Burke v. Jones (1813), 2 Vos. & B. 
275; Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638 ; Jones v. Scott 
(1831), 1 Russ. & M. 255. 
1697. -]—HOVENDEN ‘v. ANNESLEY (LORD), 

No. 1687, anée. 
169 -|—An estate subject to a mtge. in 

fee being in settlement with an ultimate limitation 
to the right heirs of R. A., on the expiration of 
the previous estate enters claiming to be entitled 
under that limitation, & he, & after his death, 
his son, continue in quiet possession, paying 
interest on the mtge. for twenty years. The de- 
visee of the person really entitled under the 
limitation is barred by the length of time. 

Cts. of equity of this country ... have refused 
relief to state demands, even in cases where no 
statutable limitation existed, & whenever any 
statute has fixed the period of limitation by which 
the claim, if it had been made in a ct. of law, would 
have been barred, the claim has been by analogy 
confined to the same period in a ct. of equity 
(PLUMER, M.R.).—-CHOLMONDELEY (MARQUIS) v. 
CLINTON (LORD) (1820), 2 Jac. & W.1; 37 E. R. 
527; ajffd. (1821), 4 Bli. 1, H. L. 

Annotations :—Apld. Cuthbert v. ay (1823), 4 Bli. 125; 
Grenfell v. Girdlestone (1837), 2 Y. & O. Ex. 662; Marshall 
». Smith (1865), 5 Giff. 37. Refd. Dillon v. Parker (1822), 
Jac. 505; Bennett_v. Colley (1832), 5 Sim. 181 ; ton 
v. Milne (1883), 6 Sim. 369; Parrott v. Palmer (1834), 3 
My. & K. 632; Stone wv, Godfrey (1854), 5 De G. M. & 
G. 76; Penny v. Allen (1857),7 De G.M. &G. 409. Mentd. 
Doe d. Pilki n v. Spratt (1833), 5 B. & Ad. 731 ; Leith 

My. & K. 277; Bent v. Young (1838), 
Jur. 202; Sturgis »v. Champneys eta 5 My. & Cr. 

97; Davies v. Quarterman (1840), 4 Y. & C. bx. 257; 
Anderson v. Wallis (1842), 13 L. J. Ch. 291; Boidell v. 
rs ihe Roane. 12 L. J. Ch. 187; Bayer v. Wagstaff 
(1843), . & C. Ch. Cas, 230; Farr v. Sheriffe, Dykes 
v. Farr (1845), 4 Hare, 512; Fulham v. McCarthy (1848), 
1 H. L. Cas. 703; Christ’s Hospital v. Grainger {t849) 
1H. & Tw. 533 ; Baboo Kasi Persad Narain o. Mussume 
Kawalbasi Kooer ee 5 Moo, Ind. App. ; A.-G. 
». Murdoch hago De G. M. & G. 86; Cottrell »v. Hughes 
1855), 3 C. L. R. 496; Robertson v. is rae hee 1 

iff. 421; Wing v. L 











puerare (1860), 8 H. L. - 188; 
Toxteth Park Burial Board (1862), 31 Beav. 


Hornby v. 

52; Pearce v. Morris (1869), 5 Ch. App. 227; Warner v. 

Jacob (1882), 20 Oh. D. 220; Charles ». Jones (1887), 
us v. Queensland National Ba 


5 W. . 
(1887) 36 Ch. D. 25: : (1888), 40 Ch. D. 
96; Bolton v. Salmon, [1891] 2 Ch. 48; Soar v. Ashwell, 
[1898] Q. B. 390; Turner v. Walsh, [1909] 2 K. B. 


1699. ——.]—CUTHBERT v. CREASY (1821), 4 


Bli. 125; 4 BH. R. 765, H. L. 
Annotation :-—Refd. Parrott v. Palmer (1834), 3 My. & K. 
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1700. ——.]—The ct. will not allow a decree 
made fifty years ago to be appealed from.— 
RoupPs v. THOMSON, GRIFFIN v. RicHarps (1831), 
9L. J. O. 8. Ch. 218, L. CO. 

1701. aerate! | -——HICKS v. SALLITT, No. 1729, post. 

1702. .|— Where there is a remedy at law 
& a correspondent remedy in equity, supplement- 
ing that of the common law, & the legal remedy is 
subject by statute to a limit in point of time, a 
ct. of equity in affording the correspondent remedy 
will act by analogy to the statute, & impose on 
the remedy it affords the same limit as to time. 
Where, therefore, in the matter of enforcement of 
a legal right, the ct. of common law would, under 
the provisions of Statute of Limitations, refuse 
the enforcement after the lapse of six years from 
the accruing of the right of action, a ct. of equity 
will, where its power to grant relief is asked for 
under similar circumstances, adopt the principle 
of the statute & decline to grant such relief. 

T. advanced £12,000 to G. on the terms of 
partnership. T. made a will, leaving this money 
equally between K. & G. T. died in Dec. 1854, 
before old Covent Garden Theatre was burned, 
which event took place in Mar. 1856. There 
had been, before Dec. 1854, negotiations between 
G. & one H. to allow G. the use of Her Majesty’s 
Theatre ; but though a sum of £5,000, part of T.’s 
£12,000, had been paid to H. under these negotia- 
tions, he had never performed his contract. GQ. 
finally brought an action against H. & recovered 
judgment for £5,000: but ultimately, after the 
death of T., yet within six years of the date of a 
bill filled by K. for an account, consented to 
accept £2,500 as a compromise. K., in Dec. 
1864, filed a bill against G. for an account of prone 
in the partnership with T., & of what was due to 
K. in nv ae thereof, under T.’s will :—Held: 
(1) the title of K. under T.’s will began in Dec. 
1854, & was barred in equity, by analogy to 
Statute of Limitations, the bill not having been 
filed till 1864 ; (2) the surviving partner not being 
a trustee for the exors. of his deceased partner, 
the payment of the £2,500 from H. within six 
years from the filing of the bill did not take the 
case out of the statute. 

If any proceeding in equity be included within 
the words of the statute, there a ct. of equity, 
like a ct. of law, acts in obedience to the statute 
(LORD WESTBURY).—KNOX v. GYE (1872), L. R. 
5 H. L. 656; 42 L. J. Ch. 234. 

Annotations :—As to (1) Apld. Friend v. Young, [1897] 2 Ch. 
421. Refd. Meyappa Chetty v. Supramanian Chetty, [1916] 
1A. C. 603; Jay v. Jay, [1924] 1 K. B. 826. 48 to (2) 
Consd. Taylor v. Taylor (1873), 28 L. T._ 189. Did. 
Betjemannv. Betjemann, {1895]2 Ch. 474. Expid. Gopala 
Fhetty, v. Vijayaraghavachariar, [1922] 1 A. C. 488. 





. Edwards v. Warden (1874), 9 Ch. App. 495; Noyes 
v. Crawley Te ay Ch. D. 31; Barton v. North ord- 


ghire Ry. ( Ch. D. 458; Hee Sharpe, Re Bennett, 


asonic & General Life Assce. v. parpe {1892] 1 Ch. 
154; Piddocke v. Burt (1893), 63 L. J. Ch.-2463; The. 
How v. Winterton, [1896] 


Pongola (1895), 73 L. T. 512; 
2 Ch. 626; Bulli Coal Co. v. Osborne, [1899] A. O. 
851; Henry v. Hammond (ing). 108 L. T. 729. Generall 
Mentd. Parker v. Lewis (1878), 21 W. R. 928; 

87), 85 Ch. D. 544; gto Duties Comr. ¥v. 
{1907} A. C. 449; Gordon v. Holland, Holland v., 
2L. J. P. CO. 81; Bank of Scotland v. 
eod, [1914] A. C 


Carton-Nagen-Industrie thts} a 239 P Rodel gues 
n- - ; . Cc ‘ 
v. Speyer, 11919] A.C. 59. “a 

17038. J—Buitir Coan MINING Co. v, 
OsBORNE, No, 1798, post. 

1704. Unless inequitable to do so.]—As 
cts. of equity will not entertain state demands, 
they have thought proper to adopt the limit of 
six years in analogy to the statute [Statute of 

tations]: the pleas of the statute are ad- 
mitted in these cts. by analogy only. Where the 
circumstances of a case are such as to make it 
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Sect. 2.— Application of statutes by analogy: Sub- 
eects. 1 b 2,.A. & B. (a).) 

ainst conscience to apply the rule founded upon 
this analogy, the ct. will not enforce it 
(Hart, V.-O.).—STERNDALE v. HANKINSON (1827), 
1 Sim. 393 cee H. R. 625. 
Oe Ge D. gsi. het, Berrington v. Evans (1835), 
Woodgate v. Field (1842), 2 Hare, 211; Wats 
(1847), 15 Sim. 528 ; Bennett, v. Bernard (1848), 11 L. T. 

8. 375; apt Ge Benby 878), 3 Ch. D. 101. 

Thomas v. Griffith (1860), eG. F.& J. 555. 

1705. -]—It may be true that cabana 
a ct. of equity may consider itself bound, & may be 
bound for certain purposes, by the Statute of 
Limitations, it is not bound to give relief in every 
case where under analogous circumstances the 
Statute of Limitations would not have applied 
at law (KNIGHT-BRUCE, V.-C.).—SIBBERING v. 
BALCARRAS (EARL) (1850), 3 De G. & Sm. 785; 
19 L. J. Ch. 252; 15 L. T. O. S. 245; 14 Jur. 
753; 64 BH. R. 682. 
Annotations :—Refd. Harcourt v. White 


Bray v. Tofield (1881 
oe 36) 4 y 








1860), 28 Beav. 


303; Spackman v. Evans (1865), L. R. 3 H. L. 171; 
Browne v. McClintock (1873), L. R. 6 H. L. 434; Carey 
v. Cuthbert (1873), 22 W. R. 249. 





1706. ———.J—TROTTER v. MACLEAN, No. 
1797, post. 

a . —— ——.]—GiBgs v. GUILD, No. 1819, 
post. 

1708, ——— -]—The limitations imposed by 





s. 2 of Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), are not 
applicable to an action by remaindermen against 
the exors. of a deceased tenant for life in respect 
of damage to the estate during his lifetime by reason 
of his failure to fulfil his obligation to repair. Such 
an action is not based on tort, but on the equitable 
principle that where a person accepts a benefit 
under a will on condition that he shall discharge 
a certain liability, he takes the benefit cum onere, 
& a ct. of equity will not apply to the equitable 
remedy the limitation contained in s. 2 of the Act 
as to the time within which the action must be 
brought.—Jay v. Jay, [1924] 1 K. B. 826; 93 
L. J. K. B. 280; 180 L. T. 667, D. C. 

Ca ene: Re Field, Sanderson v. Young, [1925] 


1709. ———- Only if cases analogous—Real & per- 
sonal property.|——-No doubt equity, in the case of 
an equitable debt, follows the simple analogy 
afforded to it by the law applicable to a legal debt ; 
but I never heard that a ct. of equity is under 
any obligation to follow as regards personal 
estate, the analogy of a statute which applies to 
real estate. That is not an analogy within the 
application of the rule that equity follows the 
law (KAY, J.).—MELLERSH v. BRowN (1890), 45 
Ch. D. 225; 60 L. J. Ch. 43; 63 L. T. 189; 88 
W. R. 782. 

Bais agi :—Refd. Re Stucley, Stucley v. Kekewich, [1906] 


1710. —_- ———_.]—-Re Snapper, Re BENNETT, 
Masonic & GENERAL Lire ASSURANCE Co. v. 
SHARPE, No. 1653, ante. 


a 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PARTICULAR INSTANCES. 
A. In General. 


1711. Ejectment.)—-Length of time which will 
not bar an ejectment shall not bar a bill in equity. 
—Cook v. ARNHAM (1734), 8 P. Wms. 283; Cas. 


oF ACTIONS. 


temp. Talb. 85; 2 Hq. Cas. Abr. 285; 24 BH. R. 
1066, L. C. : 


— ° ° 1791 3 Bro. 

OO. 220s Waiting 9 Wiite (1.782) 2 Oox, Hq. Cas. 290 3 
Kidney v. Co er (1806), 12 Vea. 136. 

1712. Impeachment of annuity.|—An annuity 
granted on 1790, the grantee of which died in 
1794, & the interest of which was regularly paid 
till 1800 without objection, shall not be impeached 
for a supposed defect of consideration, which 
might have been explained by the grantee if living. 
Semble: an annuity paid without objection for 
more than six years shall be protected by analogy 
to Statute of Limitation against any such objection 
dehors the memorial, without strong reasons to the 
contrary.—Ex p. MAxwEL. (1801), 2 East, 85; 
102 BE. R. 301. 

Annotations :—Consd. Faircloth v. Gurne 
622. Refd. Williams v. Hockin (1818 
Williamson v. Goold (1823), 1 Bing. 234 
1718. Recovery of debt.}|—A debt, which could 

not be recovered in an action against a plea of 

Statute of Limitations, nor in equity by analogy 

to it, not admitted under a commission of bkpcy.— 

Ex p. DEWDNEY, Ex p. SEAMAN (1809), 15 Ves. 

479; 2 Rose, 59, n.; 33 H.R. 836, L. C. 


Annotations :—Consd. Burke v. Jones (1813), 2 Ves. & B. 
275. Apprvd. Re Dewdney, Zz R: Rofley (1815), 2 Rose, 
245. Expld. Mavor v. e (1825), 3 Bing. 285; Fuller 

v. Redman ine: 2) Gs 9), 26 Beav. 614. Consd. Adams 

ford (1821), 4 B. & Ald. 256; Jones v. Scott (1831), 1 

Russ. & M. 255: Shewen v. Vanderhorst (1831), 1 L. J. Ch. 

107; Re Brakenridge (1847), 10 L. T. O. S. 249; Briggs 

». Wilson 1854), 5 eG. M. 

[1893] 3 Ch. 282; Re Fleetwood 


G. 12; Midgley v. Midgley, 

& District Electric Light 

& Power SP Bey {1915] 1 Ch. 486. Mentd. Re Worsley, 
{1901] 1 K. B. 309. 

.j—Re DEWDNEY, Ex p. ROFFEY 


1714. 
(1815), 2 Rose, 245; 19 Ves. 468; 34 E. R. 390. 
td. Re Baillie, Ex p. Greenwood (1834), 


(1833), 9 Bing. 
, 8 Taunt. 435; 





Annotation :—Mentd. 
3 Deac. & Ch. 398. 
1715. Suit for specific chloe pata Scat at 

law barred.|—Statute of Limitations cannot be 

pleaded to a suit for specific performance. 

If there has been such a lapse of time that the 
ct., proceeding upon a rule adopted by analogy to 
Statute of Limitations, would refuse to enforce 
specific performance; these circumstances, if 
not disclosed in the bill so as to enable deft. to 
demur, ought to be stated in the plea; & the ct., 
for the purpose of applying its own rule, will advert 
to the statute, though not pleaded.—TALMASH v. 
MUGLESTON (1826), 4 L. J. O. 8S. Ch. 200. 

1716. J—By a memorandum, dated 
Apr. 25, 1874, it was witnessed that deft. deposited 
with pltf. certain title deeds by way of equitable 
mtge. for £6,000 & interest. Deft. also agreed to 
pay to pltf. on demand £6,000 & interest, & to 
execute a proper mtge. with all the usual powers 
& authorities usually given to a mtgee. This 
memorandum was not under seal. o interest 
was paid under this agreement, & nothing was done 
until about eleven years after the date of it, when 
this action was brought for the specific performance 
of the agreement. At the trial it was declared 
that pltf. was entitled to a lien on the propert 
comprised in the deeds for the money advanced, 
& to have the agreement specifically performed, 
but that was without prejudice to deft.’s right to 
insist on Statute of Limitations as a defence against 
any dana Poy sum or interest. The duces was, 
whether plitf. was entitled to have the mtge. 
a covenant for principal & interest. The statute 
was relied on as a bar to any such right. A 
correspondence had in 1885 passed between the 


ee 





PART VII, SECT. 2, SUB-BECT. 2.—A, 


ation of mortg 


6. Redem 
tations at law.— BLAKE 9, ye abe limitation of time 


a ‘to redeem a mige. is in equity in 
OSTER (1813), 2 Ball & B, 387, 402; raved ABa3). 4 Bil. vor 


analogy to the Statute of Limi: 
2 Mol. 357, n—IR, 


Part VII.—Equity AND THE Statutes or LIMITATION. 


parties in which pltf. had demanded an account 
of how matters stood between them. Deft. 
answered that he was unable to make out the 
account, but that he should be glad to leave the 
whole thing entirely in pitf.’s hands, & adopt 
whatever he suggested. He also wrote: ‘‘ There 
is only one thing which gives me uneasiness, which 
is, that, should I survive you, your exors. might 
sell the land at a forced sale for little or nothing, 
& make a claim against me, which I have no funds 
to meet :—Held: deft.’s letters amounted to an 
admission of his liability to account, & also of his 

resent liability to pltf.; there was nothing in 
those letters to prevent the admission from carry- 
ing with it a promise to pay ; & the case was taken 
haa Statute of ens & pltf. was entitled 

ave a covenant for th inci 

idierelbiiia e payment of principal 

The agreement is not. under scal, therefore the 
debt thereby referred to is not grounded on any 
contract, according to the words in the statute of 
James [Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16)}. 
Therefore, if at the end of six years an action had 
been brought either to recover the £6,000 & interest 
therein mentioned, or for breach of covenant to 
execute a mtge. at law, the statute of James would 
have been acomplete bar; & it seems to me quite 
contrary to the principles on which a ct. of equity 
acts, or to the way in which it obeys or follows the 
Statute of Limitations, that the remedy at law being 
barred, the ct. should decree specific performance 
or give effect to these stipulations (STIRLING, J.).— 
Firtu v. SLINGSBY (1888), 58 L. T. 481. 
Annotations :—Refd. Re Buskin, Exc p. Farlow (1894), 15 

R. 117; Barnes v. Glenton, [1899] 1 Q. B. 885. 

1717. Specialty debt—Bond collateral to mort- 
gage.|— Where a bond is entered into as a collateral 
security for money secured by mtge., & the interest 
being in arrear, the mtgee. takes possession & 
remains in possession upwards of twenty years 
without taking interest otherwise than by receipt 
of rents & profits, gu.: whether his remedy on 
the bond is not barred in equity as well as at law 
by Statute of Limitations.—WHITE v. HILLACRE 
(1839),3 Y. &C. Ex. 597; 4 Jur. 102; 160 BE. R. 839. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Marcon v. Bloxam (1856), 11 Exch. 
586; Beevor v. Luck, Beevor v. Lawson (1867), L. R. 
Hates Coleone rer 1881), 6 Ap », Cus. 698 ; 
aoe hae Capen Hitt Ch. D. 630; Pledge v. White 
1718. Sale of realty for payment of debts.|— 

As a general rule, in the case of sales under power 

implied from a charge of debts, a period of twenty 

years from the death of testator is, by analogy to 
the period of limitation for specialty debts, to be 
taken as the period within which no purchaser is 
to be entitled to inquire whether there are debts 
in existence rendering the sale necessary.— 

Re TANQUERAY-WILLAUME & LANDAU (1882), 20 

Ch. D. 465; 51 L. J. Ch. 434; 46 L. T. 542; 30 

W.R. 801, C. A. 


Annotations :—Expld. Re Whistler (1887), 35 Ch. D. 561. 
Consd. Re Venn & Furze’s Contract, [1894] 2 Ch. 101. 
Refd. Re Verrell’s Contract, [1903] 1 Ch. 65. Mentd. 
Marshall v. Gingell (1882), 21 Ch. D. 790; Re De Burgh 
Lawson, De Burgh Lawson v. De Burgh Lawson ee a 





41 Ch. D. 568; Re Lashmar, Moody v. Penfold (1890), 
60 L. J. Ch. 143; Re Stokes, Parsons v. Miller (18 2), 67 
L. T. 223 ; Re Brooke, Brooke v. Brooke (1893), 63 L. J. Ch. 

159; Re Adams & Perry’s Contract (1899), 80 L. T. 149; 

Solomon v. Attenborough, [1912] 1 Ch. 451. 

1719. Action for waste.]|—Where after legal 
waste has been committed time has run so as to 
bar the legal remedy in respect thereof, the remedy 
in equity is also barred. 


PART VII. Seer A ec 2 oof assumpsit on 


d. General rule.]—- The exception 
in the Statute of Limitations extends 


J.— VOL. XXXII. 


to actions of account, not to actions 


RusSsELL tv. ROBERTSON (1844), 1 
U. C. R. 235.—CAN. 
e. ——.}--The statutable bar may —IR. 
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In a case of legal waste in cutting timber com- 
mitted by a tenant for life, the Statute of 
Limitations begins to run as against the remainder- 
man from the time of the waste being committed, 
or at all events from the time when the proceeds 
of the timber became money in the hands of the 
wrongdoer, & not from the time when the estate 
in remainder falls into possession.—HIGGINBOTHAM 
v. HAWKINS (1872), 7 Ch. App. 676; 41 L. J. Ch. 
828; 27 L. T. 328; 20 W. XR. 955, L. JJ. 

Ans nation :—Mentd. Dashwood v. Magniac, [1891] 3 Ch. 


1720. Arrears of interest—-Money in court under 
Lands Clauses Acts.|—Re STrAD’s MORTGAGED 
EstaTEs, No. 1008, ante. 

1721. On _ ilegacy.]} 
woop, No. 1342, ante. 

1722. Partnership claim.]—At a meeting of the 
partners in a cost-book mine held in 1874, it was 
stated that the mine was £2,003 in debt, & a call 
of £25 was made upon each of the six shares in 
the mine. Two of the partners did not pay this 
call, & were in arrear for other calls. At sub- 
sequent meetings in June, 1874, the shares of 
these partners were declared to be forfeited. 
These two partners took no steps as to the mine 
until July, 1879, when they made a claim, & in 
Sept. 1880, they brought an action, alleging that 
the shares had not been regularly forfeited, & 
claiming to be still partners. It appeared that 
the mine was in debt in 1878:—Held: even 
assuming the shares not to have been regularly 
forfeited, pltfs., under the circumstances, could 
not, after lying by for more than six years, success- 
fully assert their claim to be partners. 

The time during which they lie by being more 
than six years, I consider the analogy of the 
Statute of Limitations to be one which is applic- 
able (Kay, J.).— RULE v. JEWELL (1881), 18 Ch. DD. 
660; 29 W. R. 755. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Lambert v. Addison (1882), 46 L. T. 20. 

1723. Relief against forfeiture—Non-payment of 
rent.|—Relief against forfeiture for nonpayment 
of rent is not confined to the case impliedly referred 
to in the C. L. P. Act, 1852 (c. 76), namely, recovery 
by process of law, but will extend also to a case 
where there has been peaceable resumption of 
possession without such process. Such relief will 
be given to a mtgee. to whom the trustee in bkpcy. 
of the lessee has assigned the lease. The time for 
applying for relief is, however, by analogy to the 
statute, limited to six months after recovery of 
possession. 

In suchacase pltf.,an equitable mtgee. to whom 
a lease had been assigned by the trustee in bkpcy. 
of the lessee, was declared to be entitled, on 
payment of the arrears of rent, to enjoy the demised 
land according to the lease already in existence. 
But no damages can be awarded to pitf. as com- 
pensation in respect of the time during which he 
has been kept out of possession.—HOWARD v, 
FANSHAWE, [1895] 2 Ch. 581; 64 L. J. Ch. 666; 
73 L. T. 77; 43 W. R. 645; 39 Sol. Jo. 623; 18 
R. 663. 


Annotations :—Mentd. Humphreys v. Morten, [1905] 1 Ch. 
739; Durell v. Gread (1914), 84 L. J. K. B. 130. 








THOMSON wv. EHAST- 





B. Accounts. 
(a) In General. 


1724. How far account carried back—Master & 
apprentice.|—IINcHAM v. HosBss (1678), Cas. temp. 
Finch, 370; 23 E. R. 203. 


afford an analogy fn the case of a 
decree for payment of money, but to 
a decree to account no time is a bar.— 
ONGE v. TRUELOCK (1828), 2 Mol. 31. 


open accounts.— 


Li 
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Sect. 2.—Application of statutes by analogy: Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (a), (6), (c), (d) & (e).] 

1725. Six years—Analogy to action for 
mesne profits.|—-Devise in trust to dispose of the 

remises unto & amongst the devisce’s four children 
in such manner, shares, etc., as he should by deed 
or will appoint. One dying in the life of his 
father, before appointment :—Held: entitled to 
a fourth ; the father after that child’s death having 
appointed three-fourths to his three surviving 
children respectively. Account of rents & profits 
confined to six years by analogy to the action for 
mesne profits.—READE v. READE (1801), 5 Ves. 
744; 3125. R. 836, lL. C. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Casterton v. Sutherland (1804), 9 

Ves. 445; Butcher v. Butcher, Gooday v. Butcher (1812), 

1 Ves. & B. 79; Ricketts v. Loftus (1841), 4 Y¥. & C. Ex. 

519; Fry v. Capper (1853), 2 W. R. 136; Paske v. Hasel- 

foot (1863), 9 L. T. 75. 

1726. Period not obligatory—Claim for 
tithes.|—Cts. of equity arc not bound in tithe 
causes to any limitation of time; but for con- 
venience it has been usual to confine the account 
to a period of six years where the ct. sees no reason 
to depart from such usage. 

As to the time from whence the account must be 
decreed. Notwithstanding cts. of equity are not 
bound in a tithe cause to any limitation of time, 
for it is a great mistake to consider the usual 
period of six years to which the ct. generally con- 
fines itself for its own convenience & that of the 
parties & I should always consider myself bound to 
observe that limitation unless I saw some reason 
to the contrary; yet as I do not see any such 
reason in the present case I shall confine the decree 
for an account to the period of six years before the 
filmg of the bill (RicHarps, C.B.).—St. Pavu’s 
(WARDEN, ETC.) v. LINCOLN (BP.) (1817), 4 Price, 
65; Wils. Ex. 1; 146 E. R. 395, Ex. Ch. 
ARO :—Mentd. Vivian v. Cochrane (1855), 4 De G. M 











1727. ——- ———.]—-DEAN v. THWAITE, No. 1796, 

ost. 
: 1728. —— Claim of client against solicitor. ] 
—The time within which a client must assert his 
right, as against his solr., to obtain or, in case of 
error, to open, an account is not limited to six 
years, or to any other definite period.—CHEESE v, 
KEEN, [1908] 1 Ch. 245; 77 L. J. Ch. 163; 98 
L. T. 316; 24 T. L. R. 138. 

1729. ——— Bona fide possession—No trust, in- 
fancy or fraud—-When account taken from filing of 
bill.|—B., being lady of the manor of W., upon the 
occasion of her marriage in 1796, conveyed it, 
together with other property, both real & personal, 
to trustees, to hold on such trusts as she should by 
deed or will appoint, & subject thereto, for her for 
life, with remainders over; & there was a power 
for the trustees to purchase land with the personal 
property, which land was to be held upon the same 
trusts. In 1801 an Act of Parliament was passed 
for inclosing the common lands of the manors of 
W. & C., & the comrs. were directed to make 
allotments to the several parties interested in the 
common lands situate in W. & C., & to make an 
allotment to the lord or lords, lady or ladies, of 
the soil of the said commons, to be a full com- 
pensation for his, her, or their right or rights in 
& to the soil of the said commons & waste lands 
respectively. Under this Act the comrs. allotted 
lot No. 1 to the lord of the manor of W. (B.’s 
trustees) as compensation for his interest in the 
soil of the manor; & they allotted lots 2, 3,4, & 5 
to certain copyholders of the manor of W. In 
1804 the trustees of B.’s settlement purchased, 
with moneys comprised in the settlement, -lots 
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2, 3, 4, & 5, which were duly surrendered to them. 
B., by her will or testamentary appointment 
appointed ‘‘ all that the manor or lordship, or 
reputed manor or lordship of W., together with all 
courts leet, courts baron, fines, quit rents, & profits 
of courts, & all other the rights, members, privileges, 
advantages, & appurtenances to the said manor 
belonging or appertaining,” & other property, 
which she described, to H. for life, remainder to 
the first & other sons of the body of H. successively, 
& the heirs male of their bodies: & she gave the 
residue of her real estate in W. to trustees in fee, 
upon trust to sell & pay debts. She made several 
codicils to her will, in one of which she recited 
(erroneously in point of fact) that she had in the 
gift of the residue included certain copyhold 
cottage; & she thereby revoked the residuary 
gift, so far as it related to that & another copyhold 
cottage of the manor of W., & appointed them to 
two of her servants. B. died in 1818, & in 1814 
the appointees of the residue, assuming that these 
lots 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5 were included in the gift of the 
residue, sold them to D., who remained in 
possession of them up to the time of his death in 
1835; & deft., S., purchased them from D.’s 
trustees, & had been in possession ever since 1837. 
Pitf., as heir male of the body of H., became 
entitled as appointee of the manor, etc., in 1831, 
but did not attain his majority until 1849 :— 
Held: pltf. was entitled to an account of rents 
& profits from the accruer of his title in 1831. 


In cases of a bond fide adverse possession, where 
there is no trust, no infancy, no fraud, it is not 
according to the course of the ct. to carry back the 
account beyond the filing of the bill. Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), does not 
apply to this case, as it cannot be considered a 
suit for the recovery of arrears of rent, but rather 
asuit by an infant, on attaining twenty-one, against 
his guardian for an account. 


I should be very loath to introduce the applica- 
tion of a different rule to what is technically an 
equitable estate from that which is applicable 
to what is technically a legal estate; there is 
no real difference between the cases, & the same 
principle ought to be acted on in each (LorpD 
CRANWORTH, C.).—Ificks v. Satuirr (1854), 3 
De G. M. & G. 782; 2 Eq. Rep. 818 ;. 23 L. J. Ch. 
571; 22 L. T. O. S. 322; 18 Jur. 915; 2 W. R. 
173; 43 BE. R. 307, L. C. & I JS. 


Annotations :—Expld. Hickman v. Upsall (1876), 4 Ch. D. 
144. Refd. Schroder v. Schroder (1854), Kay, 578; 
Penny v. Allen (1857), 7 De G. M. & G. 409 ; Thomson v. 
EKastwood (1877), 2 App. Cas. 2145. Mentd. Hope v. 
Liddell, Liddell v. Norton (1855), 21 Beav. 183; Nannoy v. 
Williams (1856), 22 Beav. 452; Hicks v. Hasti (1857), 
3K. & J. 701; Howard v. Shrewsbury (1874), L. R. 17 aq. 
378; He layner, Rayner v. Rayner, [1904] 1 Ch. 176. 


1730.-——_- ——— -—— ——.]—HIcKMAN  »v. 
UPSALL, No. 952, ante. 

1781. From accruer of title.|—Hicks v. 
SALLITT, No. 1729, ante. 





(b) Charities. 


See CHARITIES, Vol. VIII, pp. 381, 382, Nos. 
1941, 1962. 


(e) Hxecutors. 


See ExucuTors, Vol. XXIV., pp. 686, 687, Nos. 
7125-7127. 


(d) Infants. 


See INFants, Vol. XXVIII. - 190, 191, 193 
Nos. 483-490, 509-511. es , 


Part VII.—Egurry AND THE StraTUTES oF LIMITATION. 


(e) Partners. 


17382. Whether limitation applicable—After de- 
termination of partnership.]—In Mar. 1832, defts. 
B. & C., who were then in partnership as solrs., 
were employed by A. to lay out £500 on mtge. 
They lent the money to L. on the mtge. of certain 
premises, & retained possession of the mtge. deed. 
The premises were afterwards sold subject to the 
mtge., & the purchaser paid C. the £500 & interest, 
but without the knowledge of B., & the deed was 
given up tothe purchaser by C., but no receipt was 
indorsed thereon, nor was any reconveyance or 
receipt executed or signed by A., who was not 
informed that the money had been paid. In 
Dec. 1832, C., without the knowledge of B., 
returned to the purchaser £300, & received back 
the mtge. deed, & no part of the £500 was paid to 
A. Interest, at first on the £500, & then upon the 
£300, was paid to C. by the purchaser; & entrics 
were made in the books of defts., giving credit to 
A. for interest on the £500, & debiting him with 
interest paid to his agent. In July, 1838, defts. 
dissolved partnership. Up to the dissolution, 
interest on the £500 was regularly paid to the agent 
of A. by C., by cheques drawn by defts. on their 
bankers; &, after the dissolution, it was paid by 
C., sometimes in cash & sometimes by cheques on 
hisown banker. In some of the receipts the money 
was described as interest upon a mtge. A. died 
in May, 1840. In Dec. 1846, the purchaser paid 
C. the £300 & interest, & received from him the 
mtge. deed. B. was ignorant of the receipts & 
payments subsequent to the investment of the 
£500, until 1849. In 1848, pitfs., the exors. of A., 
first discovered that the mtge. money had been 
repaid :—Held: under the above circumstances, 
Statute of Limitations was a bar to the action ; 
also, no action would lie against B., inasmuch as 
the subsequent receipt of the mtge. money by C. 
was wholly unauthorised, & not within the scope 
of the partnership business.—Sims v. BRUTTON 
(1850), 5 Exch. 802; 20 L. J. Ex. 41; 16 1. T. 
0.S.173; 155 BE. R. 351. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re Somerset, Somerset vc. Poulett, 
ae 231. Mentd. Gordon v. James (1885), 53 


17383. —— -J—On a bill to dissolve a 
partnership & take the usual accounts, although 
the partnership had been discontinued more than 
six years beforc the filing of the bill, the ct. directed 
the accounts to be taken, notwithstanding that 
deft. insisted on Statute of Limitations as a bar.— 
MILLER v. MILLER (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 499. 

Annotation :—Dbtd. Noyes v. Crawley (1878), 10 Ch, D. 31. 


1734. -|—In 1858 pltf. & deft. entered 
into partnership transactions which came to a final 
termination in 1861, when deft. admitted that 
£787 was due to pltf., but he never subsequently 
made any admission of the debt, or promise to pay. 
Pitf. brought an action for an account of the 
partnership dealings :—Held: Statute of Limita- 
tions could be set up on demurrer; & was a good 
defence to a claim for the partnership accounts.— 
NOYES v. CRAWLEY (1878), 10 Ch. D. 31; 48 
L. J. Ch. 112; 39 L. T. 267; 43 J. P. 270; 27 
W.R, 109. 

Annotation :—Consd. The Pongola (1895), 73 L. T. 512. 














245.-—-CA 


PART VII. saat 2, SUB-SECT. 2.— 
- (e). 

( he : 1732 ii. —— 

1782 i. Whether limitation applicable 
— After determination of partnership. }— 
In partnership suits the defence of the 
Statute of tations is not available 
unless six years have elapsed before 
the filing of the bill since the dealings 
of the partners wholly ceased. — 





2 iv. 


STORM ane (1871), 18 Gr. 


Saanenammeend 


J ; 
MITCHELL (1883), 3 O. R. 421.—CAN. 
1732 iii, —— ——.,]— 
GOUs fore: 42 0. lL. R. 
O. W.N. 50; 42 D. L. R. 533.—CAN, 
173 .}-Statute of Limi- 1782 v. 
tations begins to run from the date of 
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1735, —— .|—It is settled that after a 
partnership has ceased any claim on simple con- 
tract by one former partner against the others 
in respect thereof, is, primd facie, subject to be 
barred after the expiration of six years. On the 
other hand, while a partnership is continuing, there 
is no authority for suggesting that a claim between 
the partners is affected by the statute [Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16)}. There is no authority 
for saying that a partner who does nothing for 
six years loses all remedies against his co-partners. 
Time only begins to run against him from an act 
of exclusion (Kay, J.).—BARToN v. NORTH 
STAFFORDSHIRE Ry. Co. (1888), 38 Ch. D. 458 ; 57 
L. J. Ch. 800; 58 L. T. 549; 386 W. R. 754; 4 
T. L. R. 403. 

Annotations :—Refd. ‘The Pongola (1895), 73 L. T. 512; Ite 

Severn & Wye & Severn Bridge Ry., [1896] 1 Ch. 559. 

Mentd. Barton v. L. & N. W. Ry., Same v. Scinde, Punjaub 


& Delhi Ry. (1889), 5 'T. L. R. 644; Oliver v. Bank of 
Kngland, [1902] 1 Ch. 610. 


17386. ———- —-— Action against representatives 
of deceased partner.)—A. & W. were partners in 
trade. <A. (the partnership accounts being un- 
settled) died, leaving W. one of his exors., & B., 
an infant, his residuary legatee. On B.’s attaining 
twenty-one, he executed a general release to A.’s 
exors., ‘‘ save & except, nevertheless, & without 
prejudice to the share & interest late of the 
testator A. of & in such outstanding creditors of his 
co-partnership with W. as had not been received 
& accounted for as aforesaid.’’ After this release 
was executed W. made several payments to B. in 
respect of moneys received on account of the 
partnership. W. died, & G. & M., his exors.. 
accounted to B. for sums to which A. had he been 
alive, would have been entitled. On bill filed by 
B. against the representatives of W. the ct. 
directed the accounts of what was due from W. to 
A. at A.’s death, what became due from W. to A.’s 
estate, & what since W.’s death had been received 
by his representatives in respect of debts duc to 
the partnership firm, to be taken. 

The statute is not applicable in the case of an 
exor. (KNIGHT BRUCE, L.J.).—ALLEN v. WILSON 
(1851), 18 L. T. O. S. 180, I. J. 

1737. Outstanding assets & 
Habilities.|—The estate of one of two partners is 
not, after his death, discharged from a partnership 
debt by the circumstance that the creditor con- 
tinues his transactions with the survivor, & for- 
bears, for some years, at the survivor’s request, 
to take any steps to enforce payment of his debt. 
Secus, where the transactions show that the 
creditor has accepted the liability of the survivor in 
discharge of the liability of the partnership. After 
the death of one of two partners, the survivor 
cannot set up Statute of Limitations as a bar to a 
demand against the assets of deceased. Qu.: 
whether deceased’s representatives can set up the 
statute, so long as the survivor continues liable 
to the payment of the debt, & deccased’s estate 
is consequently liable to be called upon by the 
survivor for contribution.—WINTER v. INNES 
(1888), 4 My. & Cr. 101; 2 Jur. 981; 41 E.R. 40, 
L. C 


Annotations :—Consd. Way v. Bassctt (1845), 5 Hare, 55. 
Distd. Brown v. Gordon (1853), 22 L. J. Ch. 65. Refd. 
Fordham v. Wallis (1853), 10 Hare, 217; Thompson »v. 











the dissolution of the partnership, & 
at the end of six years from that date 
is a bar to an action for accounts, 
although one of the partners has con- 
tinued the pertinent p business & got 
in outstanding accounts within six 
ae ra lary v. SMITH, (1926] N. Z. 
. R. 311.—N.Z. 


—COTTON W 


FaYEv. ROUME- 
435; 14 


—— ——.)—MOSTERT vv. 
{1913] T. P. D. 255.—S, AF. 


LL 2 


MO8sTERT, 
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Sect. ee! amare of statutes by analogy: Sub- 
sect. 2, B. (e) & (f), C. & D.) 


Waithman (1856), 3 Drew. 628. Mentd. Mills v. Boyd 


(1842), 6 Jur. 943; Harris v. Farwell (1851), 15 Beav. 31 ; 
Re Smith, Knight, Ex p. Gibson (1869), 4 Ch. App. 662. 


1738. —— ——- ——- ——_.]—_Where a partner- 
ship is dissolved by the death of one of the parties 
Statute of Limitations will not, in general run 
against the representatives of the deceased partner 
or against the surviving partner, so long as there 
are any outstanding assets to be got in, or liabilities 
to be discharged. Semble: Statute of Limitations 
might possibly run in tase six years elapsed without 
any assets being got in at all.—MILLINGTON v. 
HOLLAND (1869), 18 W. R. 184. 

1739. ——_ ———- ——— ———.|—The right of a 
surviving partner to the partnership assets is 
absolute. There is no fiduciary relation between 
him & the representatives of his deceased partner : 
but he is liable to account for the partnership 
assets, &, in taking such account, Statute of 
Limitations is applicable—TAYLOR v. TAYLOR 
(1873), 28 L. T. 189. 


Annotation :-—Mentd. Stamp Duties Comr. v. Salting, [1907] 
A C: 449. 


1740. ———_ ——- Action against surviving partner 
—Outstanding assets & liabilities.|—-WINTER v. 
INNES, No. 1737, ante. 








1741. —— —— -~——.]—MILLINGTON v. 
HOLLAND, No. 1738, ante. 
1742. —— —— —— ——.|—KNox v. GYE, 





No. 1702, ante. 
1743. —— Accounts carried on into new 
partnership.|—-A father & his two sons, J. & G., 
carried on business together as partners from 1856 
to 1886, when the father died. There were no 
arts. of partnership, & no settled accounts. After 
the father’s death the two sons carried on the 
business as partners without winding up the old 
partnership & without coming to any settled 
account. J. died in 1893, & his extrix. brought 
an action against G. for an account of the partner- 
ship dealings since the father’s death in 1886. 
G. claimed to have the accounts of the old partner- 
ship taken from 1856, alleging that he had recently 
discovered, as he proved to be the fact, that J. 
during his father’s lifetime fraudulently drew more 
than his share from the partnership funds, & that 
the fraud was concealed from his co-partners :— 
Held: (1) although the old partnership was 
terminated by the death of the father, the Statute 
of Limitations was no bar to taking the accounts 
before that date, the accounts having been carried 
on into the new partnership without interruption 
of settlement ; (2) if the Statute of Limitations had 
applied, the fact that there had been concealed 
fraud would have been a bar to its operation, 
although such fraud might have been discovered 
at the time by G. if he had used due caution; a 
artner being entitled to rely on the good faith of 
hie co-partners.— BETJEMANN v. BETJEMANN, [1895] 
2 Ch. 474; 641L. J. Ch. 641; 73 L.T.2; 44 W. Kh. 
182; 12 R. 455, C. A. 
Annan :—As to (1) Consd. The Pongola (1895), 73 L. T 


1744. ——— During continuance of partnership.! 


oF ACTIONS. 


—BaRTON v. NoRTH STAFFORDSHIRE Ry. Co., No. 
1735, ante. | 

1745. -]—The relations between co- 
owners of a vessel engaged in foreign voyages & 
her managing owners are, in the absence of any 
evidence to show that each voyage is a separate 
trading transaction, to be treated, in relation to 
the profit & loss on her voyages, as a continuous 
partnership or agency, as the case may be. Con- 
sequently the rule as to partnership accounts 
applies, the accounts may be gone into without 
any limit as to time, & Statute of Limitations does 
not apply so long as the partnership or agency is 
continuous.—THE PoNnGoLa (1895), 73 L. T. 512 ; 
8 Asp. M. L. C. 89. 

See, also, Part II., Sect. 5, sub-sect. 2, P., ante. 








(f) Trustees. 

1746. Period of accountability—Accruer of title.] 
—RHicks v. SanLitT, No. 1729, ante. 

1747. J—(1) A cestui que trust of real 
estate under a will was discharged in 1825, under 
Insolvent Act, but omitted the estate from his 
schedule. In 1831 he became bkpt., & his assignee 
in bkpcy. took a conveyance of the legal estate 
from the trustee in trust for the creditors under 
the bkpcy. :—Held: it thereby became vested in 
him upon an express trust, viz., that declared by 
the will, the benefit of which belonged to the 
creditors under the insolvency, & on a bill being 
filed by the assignee in insolvency in 1853, Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), afforded 
no defence to the recovery of the estate or the 
mesne profits. 

(2) It appearing that the assignee in bkpcy. had 
entered into the receipt of the rents with notice of 
the insolvency, & had acted in defiance of the title 
under it :—Held; not a case for limiting the time 
from which the account was to be taken.-— 
STURGIS v. MORSE (1858), 3 DeG. & J.1; 44 E.R. 
1169, L. JJ. ; affg. (1857), 24 Beav. 541. 
Annotations:—As to (1) Apld. North American Land & 

Timber Co. v. Watkins (1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 626. Refd. 

Vane v. Vane (1872), 8 Ch. App. 383. 

1748. .]——On the death of A. B., tenant 
for life of certain estate, a bill was filed to deter- 
mine the question who was entitled to the estaties, 
the two claimants being a married woman & a 
lunatic. Pending the suit, the trustee of the 
married woman, who was also committee of the 
lunatic, received the rents & paid them to the 
married woman, believing her to be entitled, & she 
& her husband took possession of part of the 
property. The ct. then decided that the other 
claimant, the lunatic, was entitled to the estates 
as tenant in tail. The lunatic died, & a bill was 
filed by his representative, five years after his 
death, praying an account of the rents received by 
the trustee & committee & handed over to the 
married woman, & an occupation rent against the 
husband, & that the separate estate of the married 
woman might be charged with the amount paid to 
her :—Held: (1) under the circumstances of the 
case, the rule as to giving rents only from the time 
of filing the bill did not apply, & claimant was 














1743 i. —— -—— derounts carried 
on into new partnership.]-— When a 
partnership is determined by death, & 
the surviving partners continue to 
carry on the business, Limitation Act 
is no bar to taking the accounts of the 
new partnership by going into the 
accounts of the old partnership which 
have been carried on into the new 
partnership without interruption or 
settlement.—AHINSA Bini v. ABDUL 
KADER SAHEB (1901), I. L. R. 25 Mad. 


26.— IND. 


1744 I. During continuance of 
partnership.}—In a partnership suit it 
was held that the defence of the 
Statute of Limitations could not be 
raised under the common decree direct- 
ing an account of the partnership deal- 
ings & transactions.—-CARROLL v. 

COLES (1870), 17 Gr. 529.—CAN, 


1744 ii, ——-——.]}—While a partner- 
ship is subsisting, Statute of Limita- 





tions has no application in an action 
for an account.—FooKk LUNG FimM v. 
LAI YUEN Firm (1912), 7 Hong Kong 
L. R. 150.—HONG KONG, 


PART VII. ag ks SUB-SECT. 2,— 


{. Period of accountability.) — Mv- 
HAMMAD HABIBULLAH Nw. SAFDAR 
ave KHAN (1884), I. L. R.7 All. 25. 


Part VII.—EQuiIty AND THE STATUTES OF LIMITATION. 


entiticd to the rents during the life of the lunatic ; 
(2) the trustee was liable to account for such rents 
as he had received ; (3) the husband was liable for 
an occupation rent, but the separate estate of the 
married woman was not liable, there having been 
no specific contract on her part.—WRIGHT v. 
CHARD (1860), 1 De G. F. & J. 567; 29 1. J. Ch. 
415; 2L. 17.104; 6Jur.N.S. 476; 8 W. R. 334 ; 
45 E. R. 481, L. JJ. 


Annotations :-—Generally, Mentd. Johnson v. Gallagher 
(1861), 3 De G. F. & J. 494; London Chartered Bank of 
Australia v. Lempriére (1873), L. R. 4 P.O. 5723 Kevan 
v, Crawford (1877), 6 Ch. D. 29. 


1749. -|—In 1833 A. died intestate 
as to his real estate, but having appointed by will, 
never proved, his brother B. his exor., & leaving 
two infant daughters his heirs in coparcenary. 
In 1834 one of the daughters, while still an infant, 
died, whereupon her moiety of her father’s real 
estate descended upon her surviving sister, who 
married during infancy & was still under the dis- 
ability of coverture. Upon the death of A., B. 
entered into possession of the whole of A.’s real 
estate, & received the rents thereof from that 
period up to his death in 1858. B., during his 
possession, paid the interest on a mtge. created by 
A. Considerable sums had also been laid out in 
improvements by B. Upon B.’s death, his widow 
continued in possession of A.’s real estate, & she 
paid off & took a transfer to herself of the above 
mtge. In 1860 a bill was filed by the surviving 
daughter of A. & her husband against B.’s widow 
& administratrix & his infant heir for an account 
of the rents of A.’s real estate from his death in 
1833. 3B.’s infant son, by his answer, claimed the 
benetit of Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), as to the whole of A.’s real estate, but at the 
bar the right of female pltf. to the moiety of the 
lands which descended upon ‘her from her father 
was admitted :—Held: the entry of B., who was 
named as the exor. in A.’s will, & was the uncle of 
his infant daughters, could not be considered as 
that of a stranger, & an account was directed of the 
rents of A.’s real estate received by B. as bailiff 
from A.’s death up to his death in 1858, & by B.’s 
widow, as mtgee. in possession since the death of 
B., & aninquiry was also directed as to the sums laid 
out in improvements by B.—PrLLY v. BASCOMBE 
(1863), 4 Giff. 390 ; 2 New Rep. 2638; 33 1. J. Ch. 
100; 9 L. T. 317; 9 Jur. N.S. 1120; 11 W. R. 
ee 66 H.R. 758; affd. (1865), 5 New Rep. 231, 
de Je 

Effect of Trustee Act, 1888 (c. 59), s. 8.]— 
See Part V1., Sect. 1, sub-sect. 1, ante. 








C. Charities. 


Recovery of trust property.|—See CHARITIES, 
Vol. VIII., pp. 353-855, Nos. 1498-1519. 

Accounts against trustees.|—See CiHARITIES, 
Vol. VIII., pp. 381, 382, Nos. 1941-1962. 


D. Claims Against Lunatics. 


See, generally, LUNATICS. 

1750. Whether limitation applicable—Lunatic 
executrix—Claim for legacy.|-BoLDERO v. HALPIN, 
Ex p. Hawss, No. 896, ante. 

1751. ——- Claim for past maintenance—As 
against lunatic’s estate—Petition in lunacy by 
ta ia aa v. WILKINSON, No. 1851, 
post. 
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1752. Arrears for six years only.|— 
A claim for the past maintenance of a lunatic being 
simply a debt of the lunatic, the ct. will not pay 
out of the lunatic’s estate in ct. more than six years’ 
arrears of such maintenance.—Re HARRIS (1880), 
49 L. J. Ch. 827, L. J. 

1753. -]—Where a lunatic was 
tenant for life of one fund, & had absolute interest 
in another fund, the ct. directed the maintenance 
of the lunatic to be provided for out of the fund to 
which she was entitled for life, in exoneration of 
the property to which she was absolutely entitled. 
Qu.: whether a person who supplies a lunatic, 
knowing her to be such, with necessaries, can 
recover the amounts by action at law. But the 
ct., sitting in lunacy, & acting in its discretion, 
directed repayment to testator’s estate of moneys 
expended in the maintenance of a lunatic, but 
limited it fo moneys expended during the six years 
prior to testator’s death.—Re WEAVER (1882), 
21 Ch. D. 615; 48 L. T. 93347 J. P. 68; 31 W. R. 
224, C. A. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Newbegin’s Estate, Egeleton v. 
Newbegin (1887), 36 Ch. D. 477. Mentd. flson 0. 
Turner (1883), 52 L. J. Ch. 270; Re Lofthouse (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 921; Re Rhodes, Rhodes v. Ithodes (18960), 44 
Ch. TD. 94; Birkenbead Union QGrdns. e. Brookes (19086), 
95 L. I. 359. 

1754. ——- ——— ———.]—-A pauper lunatic who 
had been maintained by the guardians since Nov. 1, 
1889, became entitled on Oct. 14, 1895, to a sum 
of money as one of the next of kin ofanuncle. The 
guardians in Feb. 1898, applied in lunacy for the 
appointment of a receiver of the fund & payment 
thereout of the cost of the lunatic’s maintenance 
for the then preceding six years. On Jan. 31, 
1899, an order was made in lunacy appointing a 
receiver & directing him to pay to the guardians 
£95 14s. for the maintenance of the lunatic from 
Oct. 14, 1895, to Feb. 14, 1899, & to apply the 
balance for the future maintenance of the lunatic. 
The lunatic died on June 29, 1899 :—Held: the 
claim of the guardians for the maintenance of the 
lunatic for the part of the six years prior to Oct. 14, 
1895, was a valid legal debt, & was not affected by 
the order in lunacy, & the guardians could enforce 
their claim against the lunatic’s estate now that 
she was dead.—Re TAYLOR, EDMONTON UNION v. 
DEELY, [1901] 1 Ch. 480; 70 L. J. Ch. 332; 84 
L. T. 35, C. A. 

1755. ——~- —— Effect of payment on account 
—By receiver of lunatics’ property.|——-A pauper 
lunatic can plead Statute of Limitations as a 
defence to a claim by guardians of the poor for 
arrears of maintenance, but the same answers can 
be made to that plea as in the case of any ordinary 
action for debt. 

When the receiver in lunacy of a pauper lunatic, 
acting under a general order of the ct. directing 
him to apply the lunatic’s income for her mainte- 
nance & benefit, had during a number of years made 
payments on account of the arrears of maintenance 
to the guardians of the poor :—Held : the guardians 
were entitled to recover from the lunatic’s estate 
the whole of the amount still owing for arrears of 
maintenance, & not merely the arrears of main- 
tenance for the six years prior to the commence- 
ment of the proceedings.—WANDSWORTH UNION 
v. WORTHINGTON, [1906] 1 K. B. 420; 75 L. J. 
K. B. 285; 95 L. T. 331; 703. P.191; 54 W. R, 
422; 22 T. L. R. 284; 50Sol. Jo. 273; 40.4. 8. 
320. 

















PART VII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2.—D. 


g. Whether limitation applicable.}—The ct. will not pay debts contracted by a lunatic before he became of unsound 
mind, when such debts are barred by the Statute of Limitations.—Re KENRICK, [1907] 1 I. R. 480,—IR. 
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Sect. 2.—Application of statutes by analogy: Sub- 
sect. 2, D., B., F. &G. Sects. 8, 4 & 6.) 


1756. —-— Creditor restrained from proceeding 
—Recovery of solicitors’ costs in lunacy proceed- 
ings.|—An order of lunacy directing the taxation 
of the costs, charges & expenses incurred by the 
solrs. employed in prosecuting the commission in 
lunacy, & subsequently as the solrs. of the com- 
mittees, & directing an inquiry whether it would 
be fit & proper to raise these costs, etc., by sale or 
mtge. of the lunatic’s real estate, did not constitute 
them a judgment debt, nor make them a charge in 
equity upon such real estate ; but such costs, etc., 
were considered as a simple contract debt due by 
the lunatic for necessaries. 

The lapse of six years during the lunatic’s life 
will not bar a debt of this description ; for the Ct. 
of Ch. will take judicial notice in a suit to obtain 
payment out of his assets after his death that any 
action against the lunatic for the recovery of the 
claim would have been restrained by the Lord 
Chancellor on petition in lunacy.—STEDMAN v. 
Hart (1854), Kay, 607; 2 Eq. Rep. 816; 23 
L. J. Ch. 908; 18 Jur. 744; 2 W. R. 462; 69 
E. R. 258. 


Annotation :—Distd. Re Watson, Stamford Union v. Bartlett, 
{1899} 1 Ch. 72. 


1757. Time running pending lunacy proceedings 
—Effect on subsequent proceeding.|—In 1825 the 
holder of a promissory note brought an action 
against the maker, who became lunatic, whereupon 
the lunatic & his committee filed a bill to restrain 
proceedings in the action, on the ground of alleged 
insufficiency of consideration for the note; &, 
upon the motion for an injunction an order was 
made by consent staying proceedings in the action 
& the suit with liberty for the holder of the note 
to go in & establish his claim in the lunacy. He 
accordingly took proceedings to support his claim 
before the Master in Lunacy who however dis- 
allowed it, & in Aug. 1830, made his report without 
including in it the name of the holder of the note 
as acreditor. The lunatic died in Mar. 1843; &, 
in Feb. 1844, the holder of the note filed a creditor’s 
bill against the representatives of the lunatic :— 
fleld ; pltf. was not entitled to be relieved from the 
effect of Statute of Limitations —Rock v. COOKE 
(1847), 1 De G. & Sm. 675; 17 L. J. Ch. 933 10 
L. T. O.S. 283; 12 Jur.5; 63 EB. Rh. 1246. 

Claims founded upon statute.|—-See Nos. 61, 
62, ante. 


Li. Contracts of Wife with Husband. 


See HUSBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVILI., pp. 211, 212, 
Nos. 1831-1833. 


F. Fraud. 
See Part VITI., post. 


G. Mistuke. 
See Sect. 4, post, 


Sect. 3.—FRAUD. 
See Part VIII., post. 


PART VII. SECT. 4. 
_1758 i. Analogy of Statute of Limita- 





tion—Time runs from discovery of mis- 1761 i. 
take. }—RICHARDSON v. W take. }+—-Wherp 
Q. L. J. 80.—AUS. te alten 4 Was 


vo. VAN DER Bru & Co. (1899), 168. C. 
338.—S. AF. 


Money paid under mis- 
compensation money 
aid by a railway co. to a tenant 
for life in 1871, the co. were ordered to 


OF ACTIONS. 


Sect. 4.—MISTAKE,. 

Mistake generally, see MISTAKE. 

1758. Analogy of Statute of Limitation-—Time 
runs from discovery of mistake.]—In cases of mis- 
take, the time of limitation, which by analogy to 
that prescribed by Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), is held to bar the remedy in cts. of equity, 
begins to run from the time of the discovery of the 
mistake.—BROOKSBANK v. SMITH (1836), 2 ¥. & C. 
Ex. 58; Donnelly, 11; 6 L. J. Ex. Eq. 34; 160 
E.R. 311. 

Annotations :—Consd. Eccl. Comrs. for England v. N. E. Ry. 

(1877), 4 Ch. D. 845. Expld, Baker v. Courage, [1910] 

1 K. B. 56. Distd. Re Robinson, McLaren v. Public 


Trustee, [1911] 1 Ch. 502. Refd. Denys v. Shuckburgh 
(1840), 4 ¥. & O. Ex, 42. 


1759. —-—— Right to account—Laches in dis- 
covery of mistake.]|—-A. by a voluntary settlement 
conveyed two shares in certain mines to trustees 
for ninety-nine years, if A. should so long live, in 
trust for A.’s brother-in-law B., during the said 
term, if he should so long live, with remainder as 
to one share, in trust, for A.’s sister C.; &, as to 
the other share, in trust for D., the son of B. & 
C., to hold to them respectively for the residue of 
the said term, if they should so long respectively 
live. Upon the death of B. in A.’s lifetime, C. 
& D. entered into possession of their respective 
shares. A. afterwards, by a deed of gift, executed 
in 1826, conveyed all his remaining intcrest in the 
premises to D., & died in 1830. After A.’s death, 
C. continued by mistake in possession of the share 
which had been settled upon her, until her death 
in 1885. In 1889, D., upon examination of the 
deed of 1826, which was in his possession, found 
out the mistake, & he immediately filed his bill 
against the exors. of C. for an account of the rents 
& profits received by her since the death of A. :— 
Held: inasmuch as D. had been guilty of laches in 
not finding out the mistake earlier, by the means 
which were in his power, he was entitled to an 
account only for the period allowed by analogy to 
Statute of Limitations ; which in this case was six 
years before the filing of the bill, & an additional 
period during which he was abroad. 

Where the rents of mines are reserved by means 
of payment of produce in specie, the profits will 
be considered as accruing to the lessor at the time 
of receiving such produce, & not at the time of the 
sale of it; &, therefore, the statute will run from 
the time of such receipt, & not from the time of such 
sale.—DENYS v. SHUCK BURGH (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 
42; 5 Jur. 21; 160 FE. RR. 912. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 8 Q. B.D. 206; 
Baker v. Courage, [1910} 1 K. B. 56. Refd. Eccl. Comrs. 
for England v. N. E. Ry. (1877), 4 Ch. D. 845. Mentd. 
Roberts v. Eberhardt (1853), 2 Eq. Rep. 780; Adair 2. 


New liver Co. & Metropolitan Water Board (1908), 25 
T. L. R. 193. 


1760. ——— Money paid under mistake—Trust 
funds.|—HarRis v. Harris (No. 2), No. 1665, ante. 

1761. .—An action brought in the 
Ch. Div. by one cestui que trust against another 
cestui que trust to recover money wrongly paid by 
the trustee to the latter under a common mistake 
of fact is in the nature of a common law action for 
money had & received, & the ct., acting on the 
analogy of Statute of Limitation, 1623 (c. 16), 
will hold the claim to be barred after the lapse of 
six years. The case would be different if the claim 











time of bringing the action.— YOUNG v. 
MIDLAND Ry. Co. (1892), 19 A. HR. 265; 
22 S.C. R. 190.—CAN. 


1761 ii. .}—Where money 
has been voluntaril A sae under a 








1768 ii, ——- ——_., 
GRaNGE (1879), Buk eae LE pay the amount over again to the mistake of fact the right of action for 
1758 iil F oo entitled in remainder whose its recovery does not arise until notice 
_—— ——.}--Van DER Brz title accrued within six years of the of the mistake has been given, & @ 
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were made in an action in which the ct. was 
administering the trust estate. There, if there 
were assets to which the overpaid cestui que trust 
was entitled, the ct. would adjust the accounts as 
between the parties entitled, & lapse of time would 
be no bar.—Re Rogtnson, McLAREN v. PUBLIC 
TRUSTEE, [1911] 1 Ch. 502; 80 L. J. Ch. 881; 104 
L. T. 881; 65 Sol. Jo. 271. 

Annotations :—Apld. Re Croyden, Hincks v. Roberts (1911), 


55 Sol. Jo, 632. Reid. He Rivers, Pullen v. Rivers, 1920) 
1 Ch. 320. 


Sect. 5.—LACHES AND ACQUIESCENCE. 

See, generally, Equiry, Vol. XX., pp. 524-541, 
he 2488-2587 ; ESTOPPEL, Vol. XXI., pp. 347 
et seq. 

Accounts.|—See Equity, Vol. XX., pp. 277 -279, 
Nos. 370-390. 

Annuity deed—Impeachment of validity.) 
See RENTCHARGES & ANNUITIES. 

Agency—Ratification by delay in repudiating.| — 
See AGENCY, Vol. I., p. 412, No. 1095. 
Delay in election as to claim against agent 
or principal.|— See Agency, Vol. I., p. 577, Nos. 
2186, 2187. 
Delay in demanding payment in respect of 
agent’s contract.|—See Agency, Vol. I, p. 583, 
Nos, 2220-2223. 

Bankers—Delay in presenting cheque.]—Sce 
BANKERS, Vol. IIT., pp. 202, 203, Nos. 464—469. 

Bankruptcy—Failure to prove  debts.|—Sce 
BANKRUPTCY, Vol. IV., p. 822, Nos. 3013-3017. 

—— Refund of dividends paid.|—See Banx- 
re Vol]. IV., pp. 497, 498, Nos. 4477, 4481, 








Trustee lying by while bankrupt traded. 
Sce Bankruptcy, Vol. V., pp. 734, 735, 
6358, 6359. 

—— Loss of right to disclaim.J|—See Banx- 
RUPTCY, Vol. V., pp. 938, 939, Nos. 7668-7675. 

Bills of exchange-——Delay in presenting./—Sce 
BiLts or EXcHANGE, Vol. VI., pp. 227 et seq., 
Nos. 1422 et seq. 

Bottomry bonds—-Enforcements in Admiralty.) — 
See ADMIRALTY, Vol. I., pp. 123, 124, Nos. 299, 300. 

Building societies—Delay in examining accounts 
of defaulting secretary.|—See BUILDING SOCIETIES, 
Vol. VII., pp. 464, 465, No. 63. 

Contracts—Election to rescind.|—See CONTRACT, 
Vol. XII., p. 348, No. 2894. 

Money had & received.]|—Scee CONTRACT, 
Vol. XII, p. 554, No. 4600. 

Companies—-The prospectus.|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., pp. 180-133, 142-144, Nos. 686-719, 
789, 792, 807. 

Rectification of register.]|——See ComMPaANI&Es, 
Vol. IX., pp. 222, 223, Nos. 1419-1430. 

— Contract to take shares.|—See ComPANIES, 

Vol. IX., pp. 256-258, Nos. 1590-1605, 
Forfeiture of shares.|—See COMPANIES, 
Vol. IX., pp. 339, 428, 431, 432, Nos. 2144, 2778, 
2802-2804. 

Proceedings by liquidator.|—See Com- 
PANIES, Vol. X., pp. 901, 902, Nos. 6156-6158, 

Copyright—Delay in application for injunction.} 
ec ee Vol. XIII., pp. 221, 222, Nos. 

—6 . 


OS, 














he periods of limitation do not begin 
then.—AssETs Co., LTD. 


rip te or demand forrepayment made ; 
to run until 
® R, (1902), 22 N. Z. L. R. 459.—N.Z. 


h. Effect. of—In bringing action.] 
—HURRO PROSHAD Roy v. GOPAUL 
Dass Dutr (1882), I. L. 
255; 12 C. L. R. 129; L. R. 9 Ind. 


519 


The Crown—Whether affected.]—See CoNnsrTi- 
TUTIONAL Law, Vol. XI., pp. 522, 523, Nos. 276~ 
283. 

Crown practice—Application for mandamus.]— 
See CROWN PractTicE, Vol. XVI., p. 324, Nos. 
1370 et seq. 

—— Laches by Attorney-General.]—See CROWN 
acc, Vol. XVI., pp. 485, 486, Nos. 3674- 

679. 


Church property—Validity of disposition.]—See 
KccLesiastTicaL Law, Vol. XIX., pp. 499, 500, 
No. 3560. 

Church rates—-Repayment of charges.|—See 
EccLesrastican LAW, Vol. XIX., p. 520, No. 3830. 

Executors & administrators—Revocation of 
grant.|—See Hxecutors, Vol. XXIII., p. 248, 
Nos. 3034-3036. 

Delay of creditor in recovering legacy 
against legatee.|—-See Executors, Vol. XXIII, 
pp. 432, 483, Nos. 5089-5041. 

Action for devastavit.|—See EXECUTORS, 
Vol. XXI1V., pp. 670, 671, Nos. 6977-6981. 
Accounts.]—See Exrcurors, Vol. XXIV., 
pp. 686, 687, Nos. 7125-7127. 

Actions against representative.) — See 
Exrcutors, Vol. X XIV., pp. 736, 737, No. 7652. 
Action by creditor.|-See Executors, Vol. 
XXIV., p. 806, No. 8349. 

Family arrangements—Action to set aside.|— 
See FAMILY ARRANGEMENTS, Vol. XXIV., pp. 963, 
064, Nos. 150-158. 

Foreign judgments—Loss of rights under.|— 
See CONFLICT OF Laws, Vol. XI., p. 467, No. 1226. 
Fraud.]—See MISREPRESENTATION & FrAvb. 

Fraudulent & voidable conveyances—Avoidance 
or confirmation.|—See FRAUDULENT & VOIDABLH 
CONVEYANCES, Vol. XXV., pp. 216, 281, 282, Nos. 
499, 500, 1067-1074. 

Gifts—Setting aside.|—See ConTRACT, Vol. XII, 
pp- 102, 103, 112, Nos. 628, 733, 737. 

Guarantee—Laches by creditors.|—See Gua- 
RANTEE, Vol. XXVI., pp. 185-190, Nos. 1419- 
1465, 

Infants—Claim to property by parent.|—See 
INFANTS, Vol. XXVIII., p. 192, No. 499. 
Repudiation of settlement.|—Sce INFANTS, 
Vol. XXVIII, pp. 211, 212, Nos. 704-707. 

Legal proceedings.|—See INFANTS, Vol. 
XXVIII, pp. 382-384, Nos. 2006-2012. 

Injunction—Effect of delay & acquiescence on 
right to.|—See INJuNcTION, Vol. XXVIII., pp. 
420 et seq. 

Insurance — Return of premium.] — See In- 
SURANCE, Vol. XXIX., p. 371, Nos. 2977-2979. 

Judgments & orders—-Amendment setting aside 
a new trial.|—See PRACTICE. 

Mistake.|—See MISTAKE. 

Mortgage.|—-See MORTGAGE. 

Patents—Rellef against 
PATENTS, 

Settlements.|—See SETTLEMENTS. 

Solicitors—Dealings between solicitors & client.] 























infringement.|—See 


| ~—oee SOLICITORS. 


Specific performance.|—Sce SPECIFIC PrEr- 


FORMANCE. 
Trusts.]—See Trusts & TRUSTEES. 
Wills.|—See Wis. 


App. 82.—IND. 


Period of limitation. }-~Re Jonxs’s 


i. 
“pg Tad, | Eetare, [1914] 11. R. 188.—IR, 
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LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


Part Vill—Fraud and the Statutes of Limitation. 


Sect. 1.—CLAIMS IN EQUITY. 


SuB-SECT. 1.—WHERE NO STATUTE APPLICABLE. 
A. General Rule. 

1762. No limitation of time in case of fraud.|- 
Where there is fraud, & such fraud is concealed, 
no length of time can bar. 

A. under pretence that B. was instrumental in 
poe a beneficial marriage for C. obtained a 

ond from C. to B. for 1,000 guineas, as a reward 
for his services. The bond was paid when due ; 
but in nine years afterwards C. discovered the 
whole to be a gross imposition in A. & that he 
received all the money. On a bill brought, A. 
was decreed to repay C. the whole money, with 
interest & costs.—BOOTH v. WARRINGTON (EARL) 
(1714), 4 Bro. Parl. Cas. 163; 2 E. R. 111. 


Annotations :—Refd. Re pele & Jaffray, Ex p. 
(1832), 1 Deac. & Ch. 556; 


Bolton 
Eccl. Comrs. for Kngland v. 


N. EK. Pune (1877), 4 Ch. D. 845; Gibbs v. Guild see 
Y Q. 59: Betjemann v. Betjomann, [1895] 2 

474; ve Victaltan cCallum v. McCallum, [1901] 1 oh 
143; Oelkers v. Ellis, [1914] 2 < B. 139. Mentd. Ord 


v. Smith (1725), Cas. temp. King, 9. 

1768. -|] — WATLINGTON v. WILKINSON 
(1729), 1 Barn. K. B. 270; 94 E. R. 184. 

1764. I—(1) Statute of Limitations no 
plea where the bill charges a fraud. 

(2) Then it should be charged by the bill, that 
the fraud was discovered within six years before 
the bill was filed.—SoutuH SEa Co. v. WYMONDSELL 
(1732), 3 P. Wms. 148; 24 E. R. 1004. 


Annotations :-—As to (1) Refd. Re Baillie & Jaffray, Ex p. 
(838), 2 (1832), 1 Deac. & Ch. 556: Brooksbank v. aay 











Y.&C. Ex. 58; Gibbs v. errr est oe B.D 
os Mansell, Hx p Norton (1892), 6 T. 245 : 
Mollon v. Mutual Reserve Life Insce. (isa). or 1 T. 7 56. 
As to (2) Refd. Eccl. Comrs. for England v. N. E. Ry. 


(1877), 4 Ch. D. 845. 

1765. .|—Where fraud appeared in a stated 
account, the whole decreed to be opened, though 
of twenty-three years standing.—VERNON  v. 
VAWDRY (1740), 2 Atk. 118; Barn. Ch. 280; 2 
Eq. Cas. Abr. 12; 26 E. R. 474. 

Annotations : -—Refd. Allfrey v. Allfrey ( 1849), 1 Mac. & G. 
87. Mentd. Adey v. Arnold (1852), 2 De G. M. & G. 432 ; 
Holland v. Holland (1869), 4 Ch. App. 450, n. 

1766. -]—When fraud is charged, deft. 
cannot plead Statute of Limitations to the dis- 
covery of his title, but must answer to the fraud.— 
ete v. GouGH (1747), 3 Atk. 558; 26 E. i. 

1767. .]—Fraudulent conveyance set aside 
as against a purchaser with notice, notwithstanding 
a great length of time which had elapsed since the 
original transaction.— ALDEN v. GREGORY (1764), 
2 Eden, 280; 28 E. R. 905. 

1768. .}—-Under particular circumstances of 
fraud, imposition, & delay, a ct. of equity will 
decree an account of rents & profits of an estate, 
after an adverse possession of fifty years.— 
STACKPOOLE v. DAVOREN (1780), 1 Bro. Parl. 
Cas.9; 1 E. R. 382. 

1769. ———-.]—Demurrer, to a bill charging 
fraud in a misrepresentation of the value of an 
estate to vendor, on the ground that the trans- 
action was twenty-seven years old, & had been 
confirmed by a deed twenty-three years since, 
disallowed. —DELORAINE (EARL) v. BROWNE (1792), 
3'Bro.'C. C. 633 ;129 E. R. 739. 














Annotations :—Retd. Hercy v. Dinwood y. (1793), 4 Bro. 
C. C. 257; Pickering v. Stamford (179 5), 2 Vos. 581; 
Pearson v. Belchier (119), 4 Ves. 627 ; Chalmer v. Bed’ 
ley (1819), 1 Jae. 2 W. 51; Re Newhouse, Ex p. bl 


house (1 41), 10 L. J. Bey. ta 


Men 
Graham (1831), 1 Russ. & M. 453 Se 


Campbe 


1770. ——-.]—-Interest & costs decreed against 
a steward, upon fraud, wilful concealment, etc., 
& in such cases, generally, there is no limitation 
of time.—HARDWICKE (EARL) v. VERNON (1808), 
14 Ves. 504; 33 E. R. 614. 


Annotations — Retd. Teed v. Becre (1859), 28 L. J. cn oe 
Re Whitehead, Hz p. Burnand’s Exor. (1860), 2 1, 
776. Mentd. Ormond v. Hutchinson (1809), 16 Fea: pa: 

ree Green (1819), 1 Jac. & W. 135; Oddy v. Secker 

1854), m. & G. 193; Springett v. Dashwood (1860), 
Giff. ie Makepeace v. Rogers Saray 5 New Rep. 

399; Turner v. Burkinshaw (1867), App. 48 

"308 arsant. v. 


Rishton v. Grissell (1870), L. R. 10 

Blaine, Macdonald (1887), 56 L. J. Q.. 

1771. .|—Fraudulent sales had been made 
by the first tenant for life; his son died in his 
lifetime ; the tenancy for life continued to exist 
for above thirty-five years after these fraudulent 
sales. On the tenant in remainder becoming 
entitled, he filed a bill to redeem :—Held: he 
was not barred by the lapse of time.-—-BANDON 
(EARL) v. BECHER (1835), 3 Cl. & Fin. 479; 9 Bli. 
N.S. 532; 6 EH. R. 1517. 

Annotations :—Mentd. R. v. Saddlers’ Co, IGS) ao gis L. 

Cas. 404; Hllisv. M‘Henry (1871), L. R.6C. 1 

1772. ih 
B., who was desirous of selling an estate, & in a 
letter to A. expressed his readiness to sell it for 
13,000 guineas. The estate consisted of two 
portions, & a land valuer, whose valuation was 
not shown to have been communicated by A. to 
B., put upon the two portions separate values, 
which, added together, exceeded the 13,000 
guineas. A. sold part of the estate to C. for a sum 
exceeding the valuer’s estimate of that portion, 
& then purchased the other portion for a sum 
much less than that stated in the estimate, but 
which, added to C.’s purchase-money, just made 
up 13,000 guineas. <A. pretended that the latter 
purchase was made by one of his relatives, & the 
conveyance from B. was executed to that relative, 
but immediately afterwards a conveyance was 
executed from the relative to A., & in that convey- 
ance was a recital that the purchase-money was 
furnished by A. These facts were not discovered 
till thirty-seven years afterwards, & then B. filed 
his bill against the representatives of A., who had 
died seventeen years before, to set aside the latter 
conveyances, & to have an account :—Held:; the 
circumstances of the transaction were of a fraudu- 
lent nature, & therefore furnished an answer to 
the objection arising upon the length of time during 
which the transaction had remained unimpeached. 
—CHARTER v. TREVELYAN (1844), 11 Cl. & Fin. 
7143; 8 Jur. 1015; 8 H.R. 1273, H. L. 


Aanolilions : --—Refd. “Monty v. Berwicke (1857), 3 . & J. 
oan Mentd. Clanricarde +. Henning (1861), 5 L. T. 














1773. .]— Where an entry in an administra- 
tor’s account, which had been settled, was shown 
to be fraudulently made, the whole account was 
opened, notwithstanding the lapse of forty years 
since the death of the intestate, seventeen since the 
settlement of the account, & more than two since the 
discovery of the entry complained of.—ALLFREY 
v. ALLFREY (1849), 1 Mac. & G. 87; 1H. & Tw. 
179; 18 L. T. O. S. 250; 18 Jur. 269; 41 H.R. 





1195. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Williamson v. Barbour ee a 
Ch. D. 629: Gething v. olehley ae 9 Ch. 7; 


Ward v. Sharp (1884), 53 L. J 
1774. .]—IRVINE v. eraeees No. 1781, 





post. 


Part VIII.—Fraup AND THE STATUTES .OF LIMITATION. 


1775. ———- While party defrauded ignorant of 
fraud.]—WATLINGTON v. WILKINSON (1729), 1 
Barn. K. B. 270; 94 BE. R. 184. 

1776. —— -]— When it is said that a person 
who fraudulently receives or possesses himself of 
trust property is converted by the ct. into a 
trustee, the expression is used for the purpose of 
describing the nature & extent of the remedy 
against him. But as the remedy is given on the 
ground of fraud, it is governed by the principle, 
that the right of the party defrauded is not affected 
by lapse of time, nor, generally speaking, by 
anything done or entitled to be done, so long as 
he remains, without any fault of his own, in 
ignorance of the fraud that has been committed.— 
ROLFE v. GREGORY (1865), 4 De G. J. & Sm. 
576; 5 New Rep. 257; 34 Il. J. Ch. 274; 12 
L. T. 162; 11 Jur. N.S. 98; 13 W. BR. 355; 46 
EK. R. 1042, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Consd. Oelkors v. Ellis, [1914] 2 K. B. 139. 
Refd. Stone v. Stone (1869), 5 Ch. App. 74; Bulli Coal 
Mining Co. v. Osborne, [1899] A. C. 351; Armetrong v, 
Jackson, [1917] 2 K. B. $22. 

1777. Although party sued not privy to 
fraud.]—The intentional concealment by a mother 
of a [voluntary] conveyance of property by her 
to her daughter is a “ concealed fraud” against 
the daughter, whatever the mother’s motive for 
concealment may have been. 

The ‘‘ concealed fraud,’’ which under Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 26, 
will prevent the running of the Real Property 
Limitation Acts against a pltf. claiming real pro- 
perty must, according to the principles which have 
been always acted upon by cts. of equity, be the 
fraud of, or in some way imputable to, the person 
setting up the statutes, or of some one through 
whom that person claims.—Re McCaLtium, Mc- 
CaALLUM v. McCauium, [1901] 1 Ch. 143; 70 
L. J. Ch. 206; 83 L. T. 717; 49 W. R. 129; 17 
T. L. R. 112; 45 Sol. Jo. 98, C. A. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Re Levesley, Goodwin v. Levesley 
Se aery Sol. Jo. 142; Re Coole, Coole v. Flight, (1920) 
2 VOU, 








B. What Amounts to Fraud. 


1778. Deliberate concealment.|—Booru v. WaAR- 
RINGTON (EARL), No. 1762, ante. 

1779. -}—LEWELLIN v. Mackwortu, No. 
1318, ante, 


1780. -}—An agreement between two 
brothers, the younger of whom disputed the 
legitimacy of the elder, for a division of the family 
estates, rescinded after a lapse of nineteen years ; 
the legitimacy of the elder being established on the 
trial of an issue directed, & the younger brother 
having been apprized at the time of the agree- 
ment of a private ceremony of marriage which 
had passed between their parents, & not having 
communicated that fact to the elder, & not 
possessing a legal power, on the supposition of 
the elder brother’s illegitimacy, to secure to him 
the benefits stipulated in the agreement.— 
GORDON v. GORDON (1821), 3 Swan. 400; 36 
BE. R. 910. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Watkin & Bligh v. Brent (1836), 
1 Curt. 264 ; Stewart v. Stewart (1839), 6 Cl. & Fin. 911; 
Malone v. Malone (1841), 8 Cl. & Fin. 179; Nelthorpe v. 
Holgate (1844), 1 Coll. 203; Watts v. Hyde Gi8s6), 2 
Coll. 368; Hayward v. Purssey (1849), 3 De G. & Sm. 
399; Hoghton v. ag tos (1852), 15 Beav. 278; Smith 
v. Pincombe (1852), 3 Mac. & G. 653; Lawton v. Campion 
art ie 18 Beay. 87; Baker v. Bradley (1855), 7 De 

- M. & G. 597; Bainbrigge v. Moss (1856), 3 Jur. N. S. 

58; Holmes v. Powell (1856), 8 De G. M. & G. 572; 

Bentley v. Mackay (1862), 31 Beav. 143; Micholls v. 

Corbett (1866), 34 Beav. 376; Smith v. Mogford (1873), 

21 W. R. 472; Fane v. Fane (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 698; 

Lovell v. Wallis (1884), 50 L. T. 681. 
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1781. .]—Deeds will not be set aside after 
thirty-seven & thirty-nine years from their dates, 
on the grounds of misrepresentation & conceal- 
ment, unless the averments in the pleadings & 
proof of fraudulent representation & concealment 
are precise in their character. Although length 
of time be no bar to fraud, yet it is a circumstance 
to be taken into consideration by the ct. in forming 
its judgment. No time will run to protect & 
screen fraud. A ct. of equity will overleap the 
barrier of time to get at the fraudulent parties & 
their deeds, & to undo those deeds, & to prevent 
any one, whether accomplice or innocent, from 
profiting by the fruits of fraud (LORD BROUGHAM). 
—IRVINE v. KIRKPATRICK (1850), 17 L. T. O. 8. 
32, H. L. 

1782. Abuse of confidential relationship—Solicitor 
& client.|—BLair v. BROMLEY, No. 1790, post 

1783. J—A solr., being entrusted 
with moneys from time to time, professed to lay 
them out upon ample & perfect security, only 
mentioning that one was reversionary. The solr. 
died, & it was discovered that the mtgors. in every 
case were not worth suing, & two had been bkpts., 
& he had himself purchased one security, but as 
to some railway shares he had been a loser. On 
claim filed alleging fraud, after six years, & a 
contention on the part of the general creditors 
that it was a case for damages for negligence & 
not for fraud :—Held: in all the cases in some 
shape the estate of the deceased solr. was liable ; 
& although accounts had been rendered, & might 
be regarded as settled, they were still open to sur- 
charge & falsification; & where, as in this case 
more than six years had elapsed, the remedy was 
in equity for gross negligence amounting to fraud. 
—SMITH v. POCOCKE (1854), 2 Drew. 197; 2 Kq. 
Rep. 368; 23 L. J. Ch. 545; 18 Jur. 4783 2 
W. RR. 285; 61 EB. R. 694. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Dooby v. Watson (1888), 39 Ch. D. 178. 
Mentd. British Mutual Investinent Co. v. Cobbold (1875), 
L. R. 19 Eq. 627. 

1784. .|-—A purchase of real estate by 
a solr. from his client set aside, with costs, after an 
interval of upwards of twenty years, upon the 
ground of unfair dealing & suppression of facts 
which ought to have been disclosed, upon the part 
of the solr.—GRESUEY v. MoustEy (1858), 1 Giff. 
450; 27 L. J. Ch. 779; 31 L. T. O. S. Sil; 
Jur. N. S. 728; 6 W. BR. 807; 65 BE. R. 995; on 
appeal (1859), 4 De G. & J. 78, L. JJ. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Lyddon v. Moss (1859), 4 De G, & J. 
104; Clanricarde v. Henning (1861), 30 Beav. 175, 
Turner v. Turner, Hall v. Turner (1880), 28 W. R. 859. 
1785. Fraud upon court—Petition for payment 

out.|—In 1814 W. died intestate seised of a free- 

hold estate. On his death his widow entered into 
posseasion, & continued to receive the rents until 

1829. W.’s heir-at-law died in 1822. In 1829 

the property was taken under an Act of Parlia- 

ment, & the purchase-money was paid into ct. 

Upon petition, in 1829, by the widow & J., the heir 

of the heir-at-law of W., the rents were ordered to 

be paid to the widow for her life, & then to J. for 
his life. The widow died in 1834, & J. died in 

1863. Upon petition by those claiming under the 

will of J. for payment of the money out of ct., a 

claim was made by the devisees of the heir-at-law 

of W., who alleged fraud & misrepresentation 
by petitioners in 1829 :—Held: their claim was 
barred by lapse of time, & they could not set up 
the case of fraud upon the petition ; but leave was 
given to them to file a bill, the order upon the 

Pee not to be drawn up for ten days.— 

CHARING Cross Act, Ha p. BREACH (1864), 10 

L. T. 396; 10 Jur. N.S. 982; 12 W. R. 769. 
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Sect. 1.—Claims in equity: Sub-sect. 1, C.; 8ub- 
sect. 2, A. & B.| 
C. When Time Begins to Run. 

1786. From discovery of fraud.]|—-The cause of 
action within Statute of Limitations arises when 
the party has the right to apply to a ct. of equity. 
As where a reversion, alleged to have been fraudu- 
ony purchased, descends in equity to the heir by 
the death of the ancestor. Semble: the time of 
limitation begins to run from the time when the 
fraud is discovered, either in the lifetime of the 
ancestor, or upon the descent.—WHALLEY v. 
WHALLEY (1821), 3 Bli. 1; 4 E. R. 506, L. C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Brooksbank v. Smith (1836), 2 Y. & C. 

kx. 58; Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 296. Mentd. 


Portmore v. Taylor (1831), 4 Sim. 182 ; Bennett v. Colley 
(1833), Coop. temp. rough. 248. 


1787, -|—In cases of fraud, time runs in 
bar of relief from that period only at which the 
party injured became cognisant of his rights & 
injuries. 

. A steward & agent, being employed to sell an 
estate, purchased part of it himself at an under- 
value, & secretly, in the name of another person. 
All actions & matters of difference between the 
parties were afterwards submitted to arbitration ; 
an award was made, & mutual releases executed. 
The ct., forty-seven years after the purchase, 
& twenty-eight years after the award, set aside 
the purchase, holding that the principal having 
been kept ignorant of the fraud, was not bound by 
the lapse of time.—TREVELYAN v. CHARTER (1835), 
4 L. J. Ch. 209; subsequent proceedings (1837), 
6 L. J. Ch. 274: affd. sub nom. CHARTER v. TREVE- 
LYAN (1844), 11 Cl. & Fin. 714, H. L. 

Annotations :—Consd. Manby v. Bewicke (1857), 3 K. & J. 
342; Clanricarde v. Henning (1861), 30 Beav. 175. 
Refd. Vane v. Vane (1873), 28 L. T. 320. 

1788. ———.]—-Where a trust is created by the 
act of the parties, no time is a bar to relief, but 
where there is no trust, except such as is created 
by the decree of the ct. on setting aside the trans- 
action, time runs from the discovery of the cir- 
cumstances which constituted the right to relief. 

In 1807, a solr. agreed to purchase an estate 
from his client, but the conveyance was not 
executed until 1823. The client changed his 
solr. in 1826 & died in 1829, fully aware of his 
rights. <A bill filed in 1859 by persons claiming 
through the client, to set aside the transaction, 
was dismissed on the ground of the great lapse 
of time, the ct. holding that pltfs. had no better 
title to relief than the client would have had if 
living.—CLANRICARDE (MARQUIS) v. JTLENNING 
(1861), 30 Beav. 175; 30 L. J. Ch. 865; 5 L. T. 
168; 7 Jur. N.S. 1118; 9 W. R. 912; 54 E.R. 
855. 

Annotation :—Refd. Molloy v. Mutual Reserve Life Insce. 
(1906), 94 L. T. 756. 

1789. Fraud by tenant for life—Action by re- 
mainderman on becoming entitled.|—-BANDON 
(MARL) v. BECHER, No. 1771, ante. 

1790. Fraud by one partner—Dissolution of 
partnership—Action against other partner.|—A. 
& B. having for many years been partners in 
business as solrs., dissolved their partnership in 
1834, & the business continued to be carried on by 
A. alone, until 1841, when he became bkpt., & 
it was then discovered that a sum of money which 
had been paid by a client into the joint account 
of the firm at their banker’s in 1829, for the pur- 
pose of investment, & which A. had shortly 
afterwards represented to have been invested 


PART VIII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT, 1.—C, 
1786 i. From discovery of fraud.}— 
SLAMASAWMY MUDALI v. VALAYUDA 
(alias AIYATHORAY MUDALI) 








begin 


(1869), 4 Mad. 266.—IND, 

1786 fi. —-~.}-—In cases of fraud time 
in order to bar the remedy, will not 
to run, till the party acquires 


oF ACTIONS. 


accordingly, & on which he had regularly paid 
interest on that footing, had, instead of being 
invested, been appropriated by him to his own use. 
Upon a bill file ba the cliont against B. to make 
him liable for the money :—Held: although plté. 
might have a right of action at law for the money, 
he had also a concurrent remedy, on the ground of 
fraud, in equity. In equity the effect of the mis- 
representation, so far as regarded Statute of 
Limitations, was the same as if it had been made 
on the day the fraud was discovered, notwith- 
standing the partnership had been dissolved more 
than six years before.—BLAIR v. BROMLEY (1847), 
2 Ph. 354; 16 L. J. Ch. 495; 11 Jur. 617; 41 
K. R. 979, L. CG. 
Annotations :—Consd. Eccl. Comrs. for Kngland v. N. I. Ry. 
(1877), 4 Ch. D, 845. Expld. Gibbs v. Guild ar 9 


Q. B. D. 59. Consd. Moore v, Knight, [1891] 1 Ch. 547; 
Thorne v. Heard. {1894) 1 Ch. 599. ld. Whitwam v. 


Watkin (1898), 78 L. T. 188. Re&d. Imperial Gas Light 
& Coke Co. v. London Gas Light Co. ( 854), 10 Exch. 
& N. 459; Hager 


39; Hunter v. Gibbons (1856), 1 H. 
v. Barnes & Bridger (1862), 7 L. T. 408; Re Cameron's 
Coalbrook, ctc., Co., La p. Hunt (1863), 2 New Rep. 50; 
Alliance Bank v, Tucker (1867), 17 L. T, 13; Hughes 
v. Twisden (1886), 55 L. J. Ch. 481; Re Fountaine, 
Fountaine v. Amherst (1909), 78 L. J. Ch. 648. Mentd. 
Ingram v. Tho (1848), 7 Hare, 67; Wilson v. Short 
(1848), 6 Hare, 366; Coomer v. Bromley (1852), 5 De G. 
& Sm. 532; Bishop v. Jersey (1854), 2 Drew. 143; Bour- 
dillon v. Roche (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 681; Essell v. Hay- 
ward (1860), 24 J. P. 819; Slim wv. Croucher (1860), 8 
W. JW. 347; Re Partridge & Edwards, Hz Pp. Bellam 
(1862), 6 L. T. 696; Sawyer v. Goodwin (1867), 36 L. J. 
Ch. 578; St. Aubyn v. Smart (1868), 3 Ch. App. 646; 
Ramshire v. Bolton (1869), L. R. 8 Eq. 294; Plumer v. 
Gregory (1874), L. R. 18 He 621; a poeenate Sewage 
Co. v. Hartmont (1877), 5 Ch. D. 394; iggs v. Bree 
eae: 51 L. J. Ch. 64; Re Mutual Aid Permanent Benefit 
ldg. Soc., Ex p. James iene: 49 L. TV. 530; Botjomann 
aes er tea (1895), 73 L. T. 2; Mara v. Browne, [1895] 


SuUB-SECT. 2.—APPLICATION OF STATUTES BY 
ANALOGY. 
A. In General. 


1791. When analogy applicable—Receipt by 
trustee of moneys—Receipt a fraud upon cestul que 
trust—Though cestui que trust not entitled to 
money.}|— Although where a trustee receives money 
upon an express trust & wastes it, Statute of 
Limitations does not run against the claim of the 
cestui que trust, yet where a trustee receives money 
not belonging to the cestui que trust, but which the 
cestui que trust can claim on the ground that the 
receipt of it was a fraud upon him, Statute of 
Limitations will run against the claim of the 
cestui que trust from the time when he discovers 
the fraud.—METROPOLITAN BANK v. HEIRON 
(1880), 6 Ex. D. 319; 43 L. T. 676; 29 W. R. 
370, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Lister v. Stubbs (1890), 45 Ch. D. 1; 

Re Sharpe, Re Bennett, Masonic & General Life Assce. 

v. Sharpe, [1892] 1 Ch. 154. Expld. Re Sale Hotel & 


Botanical Gardens Co., Hesketh’s Case (1897), 77 L. T. 
entd. 


50 L. T. 144; The Pongola (1895), 73 L. T. 512. 

Clarkson v. Davies, [1923] A. C, 100. 

1792. When time begins to run—Discovery of 
fraud—What amounts to discovery—Notice to 
company directors of acts of one director.|—-S., a 
promoter, & subsequently a director, of the co., 
made an arrangement with the syndicate of vendors 
by which he was to receive a thousand B. shares 
in the co. in consideration of his taking or placing 
five hundred A. shares. He subsequently received 
his thousand B. shares. Notice of this transaction 
was, after the formation of the co. given to the 
directors, but the board which received the notice 


a knowledge of the facts constituting 
the fraud.—BLENNERHASSETT v. Day 
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consisted of persons more or less implicated in the 
transaction, & no action was taken in the matter. 
The co. was afterwards wound up, & the liquidator 
took out a summons to recover from S. the value 
of the thousand B. shares, on the ground that his 
having received them was, under the circumstances, 
a misfeasance as against the co. It was contended 
that he was barred by Statute of Limitations from 
making this claim, the co. having, through its 
directors, received notice of the transaction more 
than six years previously :—Held: though notice 
to the directors of a co. was primé facie notice to 
the co., yet when, as in this case, it was certain 
that the directors would not communicate the 
information to the shareholders it was not, & this 
claim therefore was not barred by Statute of 
Limitations.— Re Firzroy BESSEMER STEEL, ETC. 
Co., Lrp. (1884), 50 L. T. 144; 32 W. R. 475; 
on appeal geo}; 33 W. R. 312, C. A. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Ladywell Min Co. v. Brookes, 
Ladywell Mining Co. v. Huggons (1886), 55 L. T. 284. 


1798. - Construction of document 
by court./—In 1890 pltf. effected a policy of 
insurance on his life with defts., relying upon the 
inducements of its agent that, inter alia, he would 
have to pay only a fixed periodical premium. 
In 1898 a claim was for the first time made on 
pltf. for payment of an increased premium. 
Pitf., being desirous not to forfeit his policy, paid 
the amount demanded under protest. In Apr. 
1898, he issued a plaint in the county ct. to recover 
& sum as an overpayment, but the county ct. 
judge in May, 1898, decided that he was not 
entitled to succeed. Meetings of policy holders 
were held from time to time in 1900, when it was 
resolved to bring an action in the name of pltf. 
against defts. But it was subsequently deter- 
mined to await the decision of the ct. in an action 
which had been instituted against defts. by 
another policy holder. 

That other action was tried in July, 1902, when 
the judge held that defts. had no right to increase 
the premiums as the age of the assured increased. 
Defts. appealed, & the Ct. of Appeal took a different 
view, but held that the policy was tricky & could 
be rescinded. The House of Lords in July, 1904, 
affirmed the decision of the Ct. of Appeal. In 
he 1904, pltf. issued his writ in the present 
action, claiming rescission of his policy on the 
ground of misrepresentations :—Held: the county 
ct. judge having in May, 1898, decided what was 
the true meaning of the policy, & his decision not 
having been appealed from, pltf. must be taken to 
have known at that date what was the nature of 
the contract between defts. & himself & all the 
facts which would have enabled him to bring an 
action for misrepresentation ; & Statute of Limita- 
tions was therefore a bar to the present action, 
the period at which the statute began to run being 
that at which pltf. knew the facts & not that at 
which he ascertained the proper construction to be 
placed upon them.—MoLLoy v. MUTUAL RESERVE 
LIFE INSURANCE Co. (1906), 94 L. T. 756; 22 
T. L. R. 525, C. A. 

Annotation :—Gonsd. Oelkers v. Ellis, [1914] 2 K. B. 139. 
Wrongful taking of minerals.|—See Sub- 
sect. 2, B., post. 














B. Wrongful Taking of Mwerals. 

See, generally, MINES. 

1794. What amounts to concealment of fraud — 
Omission to keep plans of working.|—Pltfs., the 
owners of coal mines, discovered in 1872 that 
defts. more than six years previously had, when 
working an adjoining colliery, worked a large 
quantity of pitts.’ coal by breaking their boundary. 
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There had been no subsidence of the surface or 
anything to put pltfs. on inquiry, & defts., in plans 
which they kept of the workings in their own mine, 
had not marked the illegal workings :—Held: the 
omission in the plans was not sufficient to consti- 
tute a case of concealed fraud so as to entitle 
plitfs. to an account & damages.—DAWES v. 
BAGNALL (1875), 23 W. R. 690. 

Annotation :—Consd. Re Astley & Tyldesley Coal Co. & 

Tyldesley Coal Co. (1899), 80 L. T. 116. 

1795. Negligence.] — The encroachment 
upon the bounds of, & abstraction of coal from, an 
adjoining mine by underground working, although 
tortious, does not, when the arbitrator finds mere 
negligence on the one side, & no laches on the 
other, raise such an inference of fraud or con- 
cealment of fraud as to oust the operation of 
Statute of Limitations.—Re AstLEY & TyLDESLEY 

JoOAL & Sart Co. & TYLDESLEY CoaL Co. (1899), 
68 L. J. Q. B. 252; 80 L. T.116; 15 T. L. R. 154, 
D.C. 

Annotation :—Refd. Cayzer, Irvino v. Board of Trade (1928), 

95 L. J. K. B. 1054. 


1796. When time begins to run—Fraudulent 
taking—From discovery of taking.]|—Where, by 
underground working, deft. had taken the coal of 
his neighbour, the ct. limited the account to six 
years, but intimated that the amount wrongfully 
abstracted being proved, the onus of proof would 
lie on the wrongdoer to show that it was not taken 
within the six years. Semble: the account would 
not be so limited, if the coal had been abstracted 
intentionally, & steps had been taken to conceal 
the fact & prevent discovery.—DEAN v. THWAITE 
(1855), 21 Beav. 621; 52 EK. R. 1000. 

Annotations :—Consd. Eccl. Comrs. for England v. N. E,. 
Ry. (1877), 4 Ch. D. 845. Expld. Bulli Coal Mining Co. 
», Osborne, [1899] A. C. 351. efd. Vane v. Vane (1873), 
8 Ch. App. 383; Dawes v. Bagnall (1875), 23 W. KR. 690 ; 
‘frotter v. Maclean (1879), 13 Ch. D. 574; Re Astley & 
Tyldesley Coal & Salt_Co. & Tyldesley Coal Co, (1899), 
68 L. J. Q. B. 252. Mentd. Powell v. Aiken (1858), 4 
K. & J. 343; Rains vc. Buxton (1880), 43 L. T. 88. 

1797. —_—- ——— ———.]—The owner of a mine 
commenced to work from his own mine into an 
adjoining mine vested in trustees, in the bond fide 
belief that he was about to obtain from them a 
contract authorising him so to work, & gave to 
one of the trustees notice that he was about to 
commence working :—Held: the working, though 
no contract was afterwards entered into & the 
trustees had no power to make one, ought to be 
treated on the same footing as if it had been com- 
menced inadvertently, & in taking an account of 
the minerals gotten without authority deft. was 
allowed the cost of severing them, as well as the 
cost of bringing them to bank. But, from the 
time that notice was given to deft. that no con- 
tract would be made with him authorising him to 
work, his working was treated as fraudulent, & 
he was allowed only the cost of bringing the 
minerals to bank. So long as a wrongful working 
is to be treated as inadvertent Statute of Limita- 
tions applies, & the account will only be directed 
for six years from the issue of the writ. But 
the onus is on deft. to show that minerals gotten 
by him were gotten before the six years. 

The provisions of Statute of Limitations, 1623 
(c. 16), in respect of a vrespass apply to proceedings 
in the Ch. Div. of a like nature, unless there is 
some equitable circumstance which repels the 
application of the statute, such as fraud.— 
TROTTER v. MACLEAN (1879), 13 Ch. D. 574; 
sub nom. TROTTER v. MACLEAN, TROTTER v 
VAUGHAN, TROTTER v. FLETCHER, 49 L. J. Ch. 256 ; 
42 L.T.118; 28 W. R. 244. 


Annotations :—Consd. Bulli Coal Mining Co. v. Osborne, 
[1899] A.C, 351. Refd. Rains v, Buxton (1880), 14 Ch. D, 
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Sect. 1.—Claims in equity: Sub-sect. 2, B. Sect. 2: 
Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 

537; Re Astley & AP acest Coal & Salt Co. & Tyldesley 


Coal Co. (1899), 68 . B. 252. Mentd. Joicey v. 
Dickinson (1881), 45 L. T. 643. 


1798. In absence of laches of 
plaintiff.;—Although cts. of equity are not within 
the words of Statute of Limitations, yet they are 
within its spirit & meaning, & have uniformly 
adopted its rules. 

Where applits. had furtively for a series of years 
taken resps.’ coal by means of a wilful & secret 
underground trespass; & no laches was attribut- 
able to resps. in not discovering the existence of 
the wrongful workings by applts.:—Held: on a 
summons issued by the latter in the winding up 
of applt. co., they were entitled to recover from 
applts. the market value of all the coal worked & 
gotten by them from resps.’ land, no allowance 
being made for the cost of working. 

To such a claim Statute of Limitations has no 
application. So long as there has been no laches 
by the party defrauded it is immaterial whether 
or not there have been on the part of the wrong- 
doer active measures to prevent detection.— 
BULLI CoaL MINING Co. v. OSBORNE, [1899] A. C. 
351; 68 L. J. P. C. 49; 80 L. T. 430; 47 W. R. 
5645; 15 'T. L. R. 257, P. C. 

Annotation :-—Expld. OelKers v. Ellis, [1914] 2 K. B. 139. 

1799. Inadvertent taking—From date of 
working.|—Dran v. THWAITE, No. 1796, ante. 

1800. —— ——- ———.]—TROTTER v. MACLEAN, 
No. 1797, anie. 

180 




















From date of discovery.}— 
Plitfs., who were owners of a coal mine, claimed 
damages against the owners of an adjoining mine 
for having broken their barriers & worked their 
coal. The wrongful acts were committed in 1863 
while the adjoining mine was being worked by 
the Hartlepool Ry. co. The boundaries of the 
two mines were settled by mutual agreement 
in 1862, & after some lengthy negotiations a 
release was executed in 1864, by which all previous 
wrongful acts were condoned & released on both 
sides. An Act of Parliament was passed in 1863 
by which the Hartlepool Ry. co. were to sell their 
mines within five years ; & in 1865 the said railway 
co. was amalgamated with deft. co., & all their 
assets & liabilities were transferred to them :— 
Held: Statute of Limitations only commenced 
to run from the time of the discovery of the 
wrongful acts, there being no laches attributable 
to the pltfs. for not having discovered the damage 
peor to 1870, two years before the filing of the 
ill.— ECCLESIASTICAL COMRS. FOR ENGLAND v. 
NortTH EASTERN Ry. Co. (1877), 4 Ch. D. 845; 
47 L. J. Ch. 20; 36 L. T. 174. 
Annotations :—Expld. Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 296. 
Consd. Re Astley & Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co. & Tyldesley 
Coal Co. (1899), 68 L. J. Q. B. 252 ; Bulli Coal Mining Co. 


v. Osborne, [1899] A. C. 351. Refd. Trotter v. Maclean 
(1879), 138 Ch. D. 574. 


Sect. 2.—SIMPLE CONTRACTS AND TORTS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—FRAUD AND FRAUDULENT 
MISREPRESENTATION. 


See Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & 
generally, MISREPRESENTATION & FRAUD. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 1. 


the person defrauded.—Twyrorp vy, 


or ACTIONS. 


1802. Whether fraud bar to operation of statute.] 
—~BREE v. HOLBECH, No. 1804, post. 

1803. .|—Pltf. employed deft. in 1808 to 
lay out money for him in the purchase of an 
annuity, & discovered in Feb. 1814, that the 
security provided by deft. was void with deft.'s own 
knowledge at the time of the purchase. In Jan. 
1820, pltf. sued deft. in assumpsit for breach of an 
implied contract to provide good security :—Held: 
the action proceeding on the contract & not on 
the fraud, the Statute of Limitations was a good 
bar.—BRowN v. HOWARD (1820), 2 Brod. & Bing. 
73; 4 Moore, C. P. 508; 129 E. R. 885. 

Annotations :—Consd. Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 46 L. T. 248. 
Refd. Davis v. Bank of England (1824), 2 Bing. 393; 
Granger v. George (1826), 5 B. & C. 149 ; Howell v. Young 
(1826), 5 B. & C. 259; Philpott v. Kelley (1835), 3_ Ad. 

El. 106; East India Co. v. Oditchurn (1849), 7 Moo. 

P.C.C. 85; He Triston (1850), 1 L. M. & P, 74. 
Fraudulent concealment of causes of action. | 
—See Nos. 1814-1819, post. 

1804. Fraud must be of party invoking statute.|— 
A personal representive having found among the 
papers of deceased a mtge. deed & having assigned 
it more than six years ago for the mtge. money, 
affirming & reciting in the deed of assignment that 
it was a mtge. deed made or mentioned to be made 
between the mtgor. & mtgee. for that sum, the 
assignee shall not recover back the mtge. money, 
although it shall turn out that the mtge. was a 
forgery, & that the assignee did not discover the 
forgery till within six years before he brings his 
action, unless the assignor knew it to be a forgery. 

There may be cases which fraud will take out 
of the Statute of Limitations (LORD MANSFIELD ).— 
BREE v. Ho.prci (1781), 2 Doug. K. B. 654; 99 


EK. R. 415. 

Annotations :—Consd. Brown v. Howard (1820), 2 Brod. & 
Bing. 73. Apld. Re Baillie & Jaffray, Hx p. Bolton (1832), 
1 Deac. & Ch. 556. Consd. Gibbs v. Guild (1881), 8 rd B.D. 
296. Refd. Clark v. Hougham (1823), 2 B. & C. 149. 
Mentd. Cripps v. Reade (1796), 6 Term Rep. 606; Jones 
v. Ryde (1814), 5 Taunt. 488; Edwards v. M‘Loay (1815), 
Coop. G. 308; Clare v. Lamb (1875), L. R..10 C. P. 334 ; 
Allen v. Richardson (1879), 13 Ch. D. 524; Joliffev. Baker 
(1883), 11 Q. B. D. 255. 


1805. ——.]—TuHoRNE v. I[eaRD, No. 1535, ante. 

1806. From when time runs—From discovery of 
facts entitling action to be brought.]—-The exors. 
of the obligor in a bond, who have paid the interest 
on the principal sum, secured thereby in full, 
without deducting the property tax, during the 
existence of that tax. under a misrepresentation, 
that that was required by the terms of the bond, 
whereas it, on the contrary, provided for such 
deduction, are entitled to have the whole amount 
of that duty refunded, on the closing of the account, 
notwithstanding a space of more than six years 
had elapsed since the last of the payments; & 
the master having, on a reference to him to 
ascertain what was due for principal & interest 
on the bond, disvllowed this claim of the exors., 
the account was referred back to him by the ct. 
But such claim cannot be sustained in respect of 
a payment of the tax by the obligor himself, with 
a knowledge of the law & the facts.—SMITH v. 
ALSOP (1824), M‘Cle. 622; 13 Price, 823; 148 
E. R. 261. 

1807. ——.]—HAcKNEY v. KniautT (1891), 


7T. LR. 254. 
1808. Or when by due diligence fraud 
would have been discovered.|—Under the Statute 


(1885), 18 L. KR. Ir. 475.—IR. 




















1802 i. Whether fraud bar to operation | BISHOPRIC (1914), 28 W. L. R. 934; 1802 D SANDER 
of statute.}—FREEMAN v. DE BLOIS ZW. W. R. 102; 20 D. L. R. 871.— ‘e i Os AS C. aa 
(1912), 11 B. L. R. 573.—GAN. CAN. AR ee Ger ere 


1802 ili, ——.]— Bank OF MapRAs v. 





1802 ii. -l—Nolengthoftimeisa | MULTAN CHAND KANYALAL (1904), 1. From he time rune.]—In 
bar to relief in the case of fraud, in | 1. L. R. 27 Mad. 343.—IND. case of fraudulent pisrepreasntation, 
the absence of laches on the part of 1802 iv. -}—BARBERv. Houston | the Statute of Limitations begins to 





Part VIJJ.—-Fraup AND THE SratuTEs oF LIMITATION. 


lof Limitations] delay deprives a man of his right 
to rescind on the ground of fraud, & the only 
question to be considered is from what time the 
delay id to be reckoned. Jt had been decided & 
the rule was adopted by the statute, that the 
delay counts from the time when by due diligence 
the fraud might have been discovered (JESSEL, 
M.R.).—REDGRAVE v. HuRD (1881), 20 Ch. D. 1; 


ee ae J. Ch. 113; 45 L. T. 485; 30 W. R. 251, 


Annotations :—Refd. Hughes v. Twisden (1886), 55 L. J. 
Ch. 481; Aaron’s Reefs v. Twiss, [1896] A. C. 273; 
Merino v. Mutual Reserve Life Insce. (1904), 21 T. L. R. 
167. Mentd. Mathias v. Yetts (1882), 46 L. T. 497; 
Mullens v. Miller (1882), 31 W. R. 559: Roote v. Snelling 
(1883), 48 L. T. 216; Smith v. Chadwick (1884), 9 App. 
Cas, 187 ; Smith v. Land & House Property Corpn. (18 d; 

28 Ch. D.7; Newbigging v. Adam (1886), 34 Ch. D. 582; 

Re Liberian Government Concessions & Exploration 

Co. (1892), 9 T. L. R. 136; Re Metropolitan Coal Con- 

Bumers’ Assocn., Karberg’s Case, [1892] 3 Ch. 1; Davis 

v Ohrly (1898), 14 T. L. R. 260; Whittington v. Seale- 

Hayne (1900), 82 L. T. 49; Re Law, Law v. Law (1904), 

74 L. J. Ch. 169; Nash v. Calthorpe, [1905] 2 Ch. 237; 

Mair v. Rio Grande Rubber Estates, [1913] A. C. 853; 

Wells v. Smith, [1914] 3 K. B. 722; Armstrong v. Jackson, 

f[1917] 2 K. B. 822; Goldroei, Foucard v. Sinclair & Rus- 

sian Chamber of Commerce in London, [1918)1 K. B. 180; 

Compagnie Chemin de Fer Paris-Orleans v. Leeston 

Shipping Co. (1919), 36 T. L. 2. 68; Dawsons v. Bonnin, 

[1922] 2 A.C. 413. 








1809. —— ——-—.]—GIBBS v. GUILD, No. 
1819, post. 
1810. As between partners—Time does not 


run till circumstances arouse suspicion.]—B. & W., 
who were partners in a bank, agreed to take R. 
into partnership with them. W., who took no 
actual part in the business, & was known to R. 
not to do so, joined with B. in producing to R., 
during the negotiations, as a true account of the 
affairs of the bank, a paper stating the amount 
in which it was indebted to customers to be 
£11,000, the amount being in fact £26,000. R, 
entered into the partnership without examining 
the books & continued in it for four years, taking 
no ee in the business & never examining the 
books. At the end of that time the bank turned 
out to be insolvent. R. then filed a bill against 
B. & W.’s exors., asking to have the partnership 
agreement rescinded, & to have an indemnity 
against the debts of the concern :—Held ; the lapse 
of time was no bar to pltf., for that although 
he had means of ascertaining the representation to 
be untrue, he was entitled as between him & the 
persons who made it to believe it to be true, & 
was not bound to make inquiry until there was 
something to raise suspicion RAWLINS v. WICK- 
HAM (1858), 3 De G. & J. 304; 28 L. J. Ch. 188; 
5 Jur. N.S. 278; 44 E. R. 1285; sub nom. Raw- 
LINS v. WICKHAM, WICKHAM v. BAILEY, 32 L. TT. 
O.S. 2813; 7W. RR. 145, L. JJ. 
<innotations :—Apld. Betjomann v. Betjomann, [1895] 2 Ch. 
474, Refd. Redgrave v. Hurd (1881), 20 Ch. ip! 1. ; entd. 
Scholefield v. Tompler (1859), John. 155; Conybeare v. 
New Brunswick & Canada Ry. (1860), 1 Giff. 339; Gor- 
such v. Cree (1860), 8 O. B. N.S. 574; Davies v. Marshall 
1861), 10 C. B. N. 8. 697; Kvans v7. Robins (1863), 11 
.'T. 211; Graham v, Wickham (1865), 2 De G. J. & Sm. 
497; Hallows v. Fernic (1867), L. R. 3 Eq. 520: Re 
Overend, Gurney, Er p. Oakes & Peek (1867), L. 1.3. 
576; Re Reese River Silver Mining Co., Smith’s Case 
(1867), 2 Ch. App. 604; Overend, Gurney 2», Gurney 
(1869), 17 W. KR. 719; Peek v. Gurney (1873), L. kh. 6 
H. L. 377; A.-G. v. Ray (1874), 9 Ch. App. 402, n.; 
fe Royal Victoria Palace Theatre Syndicate, Moore & 
De la Torre’s Case (1874), L. 1. 18 Eq. 661; Panama & 
South Pacific Telegraph Co. », Indla Rubber, Gutta 
Percha & Telegrap orks Co. (1875), 10 Ch. App. 
520, n.; Lacey v. Hill, Leney v. Hill (1876), 4 Ch. D. B34 : 
Hart v. Swaine (1877), 7 Ch. D. 42; Edwick v. Hawkes 
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(1881), 18 Ch. D. 199; Mathias v. Yetta (1882), 46 L. T. 

497; Joliffo v. Baker (1883), ne B. D. 255; Re Mount 

Morgan West Gold Mine, kz p. West (1887), 56 L. T. 622 ; 

Adam v. Newbigging (1888), 13 App. Caa. 308; Lagunas 

Nitrate Co. v. Lagunas 5 har ae , (1899) 2 Ch. 392; 

Hindle v. Brown (1907), 98 L. T. 44. 

1811. .|—BETJEMANN v. BETJE- 
MANN, No. 17438, ante. 

1812. Fraud discovered during bankruptcy 
proceedings—Time runs on cessation of bank- 
ruptey.]—C., a broker, sold without authority bonds 
left with him by A., a customer, for safe custody, 
& misappropriated the proceeds. C. became bkpt., 
& the sale being then discovered A. proved for the 
value. The creditors passed a resolution under 
Bkpcy. Act, 1869 (c. 71), 8. 28, accepting a proposal 
that T., a friend of the bkpt., should pay a composi- 
tion of 6d. in the pound on all the debts in due 
discharge thereof, & on such payment the bkpcy. 
should be annulled. A. received the composition 
but did not otherwise assent to the arrangement. 
In Aug. 1880, the bkpcy. was annulled. In May, 
1886, an order in the Ch. Div. was made for 
administration of an estate of C., who had died 
in the interval :—Held: as the debt was incurred 
by fraud which was not discovered till after the 
adjudication & an action could not be brought 
while the bkpcy. was in force the Statute of Limita- 
tions did not begin to run till the bkpcy. was 
annulled & as an order for administration was made 
within six years from that time A. was entitled to 
prove in the administration for the unpaid part 
of his debt.—Re CROSLEY, MUNNS v. BURN (1887), 
35 Ch. D. 266; 57 L. T. 298; 35 W. R. 790, C. A. 
aie :—Consd. Rte Benzon, Bower v. Chetwynd, [1914] 














1813. ——— Misrepresentation by directors in 
prospectus—Time runs from date of subscription. |— 
(1) Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 3, which 
provides that ‘‘ all actions for penalties, damages 
or sums of money given to the party grieved by 
any statute’? must be brought within two years 
after the cause of action, applies only to penal 
actions—i.e. actions for penalties, or damages or 
sums of money in the nature of penalties, & 
does not apply to an action by a shareholder in a 
co., under Directors Liability Act, 1890 (c. 64), 
s. 3, to recover from the directors compensation 
for loss or damage sustained by him by reason of 
untrue statements in the prospectus of the co. on 
the faith of which he subscribed for his shares. 

(2) Sembie: the cause of action in such a case 
accrues at the time when the shares are sub- 
scribed for, & the action must, under Statute of 
Limitations (c. 16), be brought within six years 
from that datc.—THOMSON v. CLANMORRIS (LORD), 
[1900] 1 Ch. 718; 69 L. J. Ch. 837; 82 L. T. 277 ; 
48 W. RK. 488; 16 T. L. R. 296; 44 Sol. Jo. 346 ; 


8 Mans. 51, C. A. 
Annotations :-—As to (1) Apld. Shinman v. Lyons (1922), 
geen ee 560; Jarvis v. Surrcy County Council, (1925) 
. . 5d: ry 


SuUB-SECT. 2.—FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT OF 
CAUSE OF ACTION, 

1814. Whether fraud bar to operation of statute— 
At common law.|—Plitf. after six years is entitled 
to a discovery of a fraud. A fraud is a bar to the 
Statute of Limitations at law.—WoORTHINGTON v. 
WILKINSON (1729), Mos. 244; 25 E.R. 375, L. C. 


_— eee 


run from the time of the misrepresenta- 
tion, not from the time of its discovery, 
by pltf., nor from the time that damager 
accrued.— DICKSON v. JARVIS (1838), 5 
oO. S. 694.—CAN,. 


m. ——.]— B 


OGARDUS_w. 
LINGTON (1900), 27 A. R, 530.—CAN. 


PART VIII. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 
n. Whether fraud bar to operation 


of etatute,}—-LARKIN v. Goop (1823- 
1900), 2 Ont. Dig. 2852.—CAN, 


o. ——.}-The Statute of Limita- 
tions will not be allowed to run again 


WEL- 
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Sect. 2.—Simple contracts and torte: Sub-sect. 2. 
Sect. 3: Sub-sects. 1 & 2.] 


1815. .]—It is no answer to a plea of 
the Statute of Limitations that pltf. was prevented 
by the fraud of deft. from knowing of the cause of 
action until after the time of limitation had 
expired. 

A count stated, that defts. bored into certain 
gas pipes of pltfs., & affixed gas pipes of defts. 
thereto, & kept them so affixed for a long time, 
without the knowledge of pltfs., by means whereof 
large quantities of pltfs.’ gas flowed out of their 
pipes; that defts., maliciously contriving to 
prevent pltfs. from discovering the trespasses so 
committed till six years should have elapsed, 
fraudulently & without pltfs.’ knowledge, cut off 
from pltfs.’ gas pipes, the gas pipes of defts. so 
affixed thereto, & fraudulently, & without pltfs.’ 
knowledge, stopped & plugged up the gas pipes 
of pltfs. where the gas pipes of defts. had been so 
affixed ; by means whereof pltfs. were prevented 
from discovering the trespasses until six years 
from their commission had elapsed, & thereby 
the remedy of pltfs. by action became barred :— 
Held: the count disclosed a good cause of action.— 
IMPERIAL Gas Licut & CoKE Co. v. LONDON GAS 
Licgut Co. (1854), 10 Exch. 39; 20. L. R. 1230; 
23 L. J. Ex. 8303; 18 Jur. 497; 2 W. RR. 527; 
156 E. R. 346. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Gibbs v. Guild (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 59. 
Apld. Armstrong v. Milburn (1885), 54 L. T. 247. Consd. 
Osgood v. Sunderland (1914), 111 L. T. 529. Refd. 
Bonomi v. Backhouse sree e)s 27 L. J. Q. B. 378; Trotter 

1 


v. Maclean (1879), 13 574: Bulli Coal ; 
v. Osborne, {1899} A. C. 351. eee 


1816. -———.]—-To a plea of the Statute of 
Limitations, in an action of trespass or trespass on 
the case for making excavations & taking 
carrying away coal, etc., pltf. will not be allowed 
to reply as an equitable answer, under C. L. P. 
Act, 1854 (c. 125), that the trespasses, etc., were 
underground, & had been fraudulently concealed 
from pltf. till within six years before suit.— 
HUNTER v. GipBons (1856), 1 H. & N. 459; 28 
L. T. O. 8S. 200; 2 Jur. N.S. 1249; 5 W. RB. 91; 
156 E. R. 1281; sub nom. HUNTER v. GIBBONS, 
DUDLEY v. GIBBONS, 26 L, J. Ex. 1. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Gibbs v. Guild (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 
Apld. Arinstrong v. Milburn (1885), 54 L. T. 247. 
Osgood v. Sunderland (1914), 111 L. T. 529. 
Comrs. for England v. N. E. Ry. (1877), 4 Ch. D. : 
Bulli Coal Mining Co. v. Osborne, [1899] A. C. 351. 
Mentd. Reis v. Scottish Equitable Lifo Assce. Soc. (1857), 
2H. & N. 19; Wheelton v. Hardisty (1857), 8 K. & B. 
232; Bartlett v. Wells (1862), 1 B. & S. 836; Thames 
Iron Works & Ship Building Co. v. Royal Mail Steam 
Packet Co. (1862), 13 C. B. N. 8. 358. 

1817. - -]—In an action against a solr. 
for negligence where the Statute of Limitations 
is pleaded a reply stating that owing to the action 
& deliberate fraud of deft. pltf. did not discover & 
did not have the means of discovering deft.’s 
negligence, until within six years next before the 
action was brought, is no answer to the plea of 
the statute.—ARMSTRONG v. MILBURN (1885), 64 
L.T.27; 2 T. L. R. 222, D. C.; affd. (1886), 54 
L. T. 7233 2 T. L. R. 615, C. A. 
amon /—Folld. Osgood v. Sunderland (1914), 111 L. T. 


1818. —— -|—Deft. did certain work for 
pltf. in 1904. In 1912 pltf. discovered that the 
work was defective, & not as specified in the 
contract. Pltf. now brought an action for breach 
of contract, alleging fraudulent concealment. 
Deft. denied liability, & in addition pleaded the 
Statute of Limitations. On the evidence the 

















or ACTIONS. 


judge held that the work had been badly done & 
that steps had been taken to conceal it. On the 
question of law deft. submitted that in an action 
such as the present which before Jud. Act, 1873 
(c. 66), could be brought only in a common law 
ct., a plea of the Statute of Limitations could not 
be met by a reply of fraudulent concealment :— 
Held: in a purely common law action the plea 
of the Statute of Limitations was an absolute 
defence.—OsGooD v. SUNDERLAND (1914), 111 
L, T. 629; 30 T. L. R. 530. 

1819. Effect of Judicature Acts.|—In an 
action to recover by way of damages money lost 
by the fraudulent representations of deft., a 
reply to a defence of Statute of Limitations that 
pltf. did not discover & had not reasonable means 
of discovering the fraud within six years before 
action, & that the existence of such fraud was 
fraudulently concealed by deft. until within such 
six years :—Held: good. 

I understand the cts. of equity to deal with the 
Statute of Limitations as they deal with every other 
legal right, whether existing by statute or common 
law, not by abrogating it, but by saying, on 
principles well understood in those cts., that in 
some particular cases it is unjust that the party 
should be allowed to exercise those rights. They 
say that where the cause of action & the knowledge 
of the cause of action are contemporaneous, there 
the statute runs in cts. of equity as it runs at 
common law, but that where the existence of the 
cause of action is concealed from the person who 
ought to take advantage of it, by the fraud of the 
person who creates it, such person shall not take 
advantage of the wrong which he himself has done, 
& that a fresh cause of action accrues from the 
moment that the fraud is discovered, & that to 
that fresh cause of action the Statute of Limitations 
will be applied by the cts. of equity (Lorp 
COLERIDGE, C.J.). 

I am of opinon that Jud. Act, 1873 (c. 66), 
did not alter or touch Statute of Limitations 
at all, & that that statute still applies to the 
circumstances which constituted the actions 
named in it, that is to say, that if the circumstances 
would have constituted an action on the case or an 
action of trespass, although the action which 
involves the remedy sought would not now be 
called an action on the case or an action of trespass, 
yet, notwithstanding, Statute of Limitations 
applies to it, if the facts are such as would have 
supported an action on the case or an action of 
trespass (BRETT, L.J.). 

In cases in which the only remedy was in the 
cts. of equity, but where the transaction was such 
as was within the meaning of the Statute of Limita- 
tions, it is admitted & cannot be denied that the 
cts. of equity, whether by analogy or whether 
they considered themselves bound by the statute, 
. . . did recognise the binding authority of the 
statute (BRETT, L.J.).—GIsBs v. GUILD (1882), 9 
Q. B. D. 59; 51 L. J. Q. B. 313; 46 L. T. 248; 
30 W. R. 591, C. A. 


Annotations :—Expld. Armstrong 7. Milburn (1885), 54 
L. T. 247. Consd. Betjomann v. Betjemann, [1895] 2 Ch. 
474; North American Land & Timber Co. v. atkins 
aay 73 L. J. Ch. 626; Baker v. Courage (1909), 79 

. J. K. B. 313; Ocelkers v. Ellis, [1914] 2 K. B. 139; 

Osgood v. Sunderland (1914), 1i1 L. T. $29. Refd. 

Moore v. Knight, [1891] 1 Ch. 547; Thorne v. Heard, 

{1894} 1 Ch. 599; Rachefoucauld v. Boustead nee 66 

L. J ris : Re Gallard, Hx p. Gallard (1897), 66 L. J. 


Q. B. 4 Re Astley & Tyldesley Coal & Salt Co. & 
Wate ce Coal Co. (1899), 68 L. J. Q. 





B. 252; Bulli Coal 
ining Co. v. Osborne, [1899] A. C. 351; Beer v. Prudential 


floes afecin aocaaieced the Rumery Papomyligna? Piak Ty ARNE UME! Waal” ® 
overe .L. R. . . W. R. : . il. . ° 
because of the alleged concealed fraud 18 Sask. L. a! 360; affg., (1923) 4 ce 
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Assoe, (1902), 66 J. P. 
Life Insce. (1906), 94 L. 
Sal. Jo. 653. 

1820. Active measures of concealment—Neces- 
sity for.)—Pltf. claimed to set aside certain 
transactions between himself & deft. relating to 
the purchase of shares in a mining co. & to recover 
moneys paid by him to deft. in respect thereof. 
The ground of the claim was the fraud of deft. in 
pretending to act as pltf.’s stockbroker while in 
fact selling to pltf. deft.’s own shares. The trans- 


29; Molloy v. Mutual Reserve 
T. 756; Palmer v. S. (1907), 51 


actions took place in & before Aug. 1906. PIitf. 
did not discover the fraud until July, 1912. The 
action was commenced in Nov. 1912. Deft. used 
no means to conceal the cause of action. Pltf. 


was guilty of no laches or other default in failing 
to discover the fraud earlier :—Held: Statute of 
Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), was no bar to the action. 
—OELKERS v. Eviis, [1914] 2 K. B. 139; 83 L. J. 
K. B. 658 ; 110 L. T. 332. 


Annotations :-—Distd. Osgood v. Sunderland (1914), 111 L. T. 
529. Refd. Armstrong v. Jackson, [1917] 2 K. B. 822. 


Sect. 3.—LAND OR RENT. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

See Keal Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8s. 26. 

1821. ‘*‘ Bona fide purchaser for value ’’—Pur- 
chaser without personal notice of fraud——-Purchase 
from agent with notloe.|— VANE v. VANE, No. 1827, 
post. 

1822. Party sued must be privy to fraud.]— 
Aarne McCauLiuoM v. McCativuM, No. 1777, 
ante. 


SuB-sEect. 2.—WHAT AMOUNTS TO FRAUD. 


Be Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
. 26. 

1828. Concealed fraud.]|—RaAins v. BUXTON, No. 
1055, ante. 

1824. ———- What amounts to—Procuring con- 
veyance from lunatic.|—-A., a person of unsound 
mind, living in the family of M., became entitled 
as heiress-at-law to certain lands. M. received 
the rents & profits of such lands for thirteen years 
during the life of A., & eleven years after her death, 
when M. died. M. had procured A. to execute a 
will devising part of her estate, & also indentures 
for conveying other parts, to M. & her heirs :— 
Held: (1) M. had founded her title upon the instru- 
ments which she had procured A. to excute in her 
favour; her claim to the lands in question must 
be deemed to be under, & not against A., & 
there was, therefore, no adverse possession as 
against A. or those claiming under her; 
(2) Semble : procuring instruments of conveyance 
& devise to be executed by a person of unsound 
mind was a fraud within Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8s. 26; (3) after issues had been 
directed, on motion, to try the validity of the 
instruments executed by A. & whether she was of 
sound mind, the order being submitted to, it was 
no longer open to those claiming under M. to 
insist, at the hearing, that the claim of the heirs 
of A. was barred by Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27).—Lewis v. THomas (1843), 3 Hare, 
26; 67 E.R. 283. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Refd. Manby v. Bewicke (1857), 3 
K.& J. 342. 


PART VIII. SECT. 8, SUB-SECT. 1. 
. Possession obtained by fraud— 
Ww, statute runs. )—BUTTERFIELD 


5 


—— 
r. 


a. —— ——.]—MoLURE v. BLACK 
(1890), 20 O. R. 70.—CAN. 


t. we ——~. J—J 
——.] — HARGOVANDAS ! BON (1850), 13 I. Eq. 
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1825. ——- ——— Procuring compromise from 
person mentally incapable—Though not in fact 
saree ie prove that a fraud was concealed 
within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 26, which enacts that the right of a person to 
recover land of which he has been deprived by a 
concealed fraud, shall first accrue at & not before 
the time at which such fraud should or might with 
reasonable diligence be discovered, it is not 
sufficient to show that he was in such an imbecile 
& uncultivated condition of mind that it was 
scarcely possible, though the alleged fraud was by 
an aa act, that he should have discovered the 
fraud, if the condition of his mind was not that 
of actual lunacy; for the ct. cannot possibly 
estimate for this purpose the chance which the 
state of mind & education of a man may afford of 
his making such discovery, & is, therefore, com- 

elled to assume that every one not actually a 
Innatic is competent to judge of & to obtain advice 
concerning his rights, & to assert them if necessary. 
Therefore a suit cannot be maintained to set aside 
a compromise of an action to recover large estates 
made cighty years before, upon the ground that 
the compromise was a fraud upon pltf. in the 
action, & that he was a man of such dull intellect 
that, though cognisant of all the facts, it was 
necessarily a concealed fraud as to him. Any 
man who is not a lunatic must be considered 
competent to agree to a compromise of litigation 
in which he is engaged, the circumstances under 
which the compromise was made not being such 
as to afford evidence of fraud.—MANBY v. BEWICKE 
(1857), 3 K. & J. 342; 29 L. T. O. S. 276; 69 
E. R. 1140. 

1826. -—_-- --— Bankrupt’s omission of estate 
from assets.|—In 1825 <A. on his insolvency, 
omitted from his schedule, which he verified on 
oath, an estate to which he was entitled. In 1853 
his assignee filed his bill against the assignees under 
a subsequent bkpcy. & others for the recovery of 
the property :—Held: the claim was not barred 
by Statute of Limitations, the case coming within 
the exception of Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 26, there having been “ a concealed 
fraud.’’—STURGIS v. MORSE (1857), 24 Beav. 541; 
53 H.R. 466; affd. (1858), 3 DeG. & J. 1, L. JJ. 
Annotations :—Consd. Vance v. Vane (1872), 8 Ch. App. 

388, n. Refd. North American Land & Timber Co. v. 

Watkins (1904), 73 L. J. Ch. 626. 

1827. ———- Misrepresentations as to rights 
of succession.|—Plitf., by his bill, stated to the 
following effect :—That an estate being limited 
to pltf.’s father for life, remainder to his first & 
other sons successively in tail, the father in 1797 
intermarried with a woman who had been his 
mistress, & had just borne him a son; that after 
the marriage the parents agreed to pass off the 
son as legitimate, & he was always recognised as 
such; that pltf., who was born ten years after- 
wards, was the eldest, but was brought up in 
the belief that he was the second, legitimate son ; 
that when the illegitimate son came of age he was 
informed by the father that he was illegitimate, 
& with that knowledge joined the father in suffering 
a recovery to bar the entail; that on the marriage 
of the illegitimate son in 1823, he & the father made 
an ante-nuptial settlement of the estates, which 
was hegotiated by the wife’s father, as her agent, 
& on her behalf, with full knowledge that the 
husband was illegitimate ; that the father died in 
1832, upon which the illegitimate son entered into 





LAKHSMIDAS v. BAJIBHAI JIJIBHAI 

(1890), I. L. R. 14 Bom. 222.—IND, 
OHNSTON v. Howl: 

R. 463.—IR, 
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Sect. 3.—Land or rent: Sub-sects.2 & 3. Part IX. 
Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1, 2 & 3.] 


possession, & remained so till his death in 1842, 
ever since which time his eldest son had been in 
possession ; that pltf. had never until 1866 believed 
or suspected, or had any reason to believe or 
suspect, that his elder brother was illegitimate ; 
& the bill prayed for a declaration that pltf. was 
entitled to the estates, & defts., who claimed under 
the settlement of 1823, might be ordered to give 
up possession to him :—Held: (1) the designedly 
bringing up pltf. in the belief that he was the 
second legitimate son was a case of concealed 
fraud within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), s. 26, & time did not begin to run against 
the plitf.’s right to sue in equity until the time when 
he might first, with reasonable diligence, have 
discovered the fraud; (2) a purchaser for value 
who, though not having any personal notice of 
the fraud, contracted through an agent who knew 
of the fraud could not protect himself under the 
saving in s. 26 as ‘‘ a bond fide purchaser for value, 
who at the time of the purchase did not know & 
had no reason to believe that any such fraud had 
been committed,’’ & therefore the persons claiming 
under the settlement of 1823 could not sustain 
this defence.—-VANE v. VANE (1873), 8 Ch. App. 
383; 42 L. J. Ch. 299; 28 L. T. 320; 21 W. KR. 
252, L. JJ. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Consd. Willis rv. Howe, [1893] 2 
Refd. Lawrance v. Norreys (1888), 39 Ch. D 


Ch. 545. 4 
ri i gar McCallum, McCallum v. McCallum, [(1901] 1 
1828, ——— Wrongful entry under false 





claim.}—-Pltf. brought an action of ejectment in 
1892, & alleged by his statement of claim that he 
was the heir-at-law of W., who died intestate in 
1798, & that on his death his real estate was 
wrongfully taken possession of by the mother of G., 
an infant, in his name under the false pretence that 
G. was the heir-at-law of W.; that G. died an 
infant, & that his mother continued to hold 
possession of the estate in the name of R., an 
infant, whom she falsely asserted to be the brother 
of G., but who was really a supposititious child ; 
that R. held possession of the estates after he came 
of age, & that he & his successors in title, including 
deft., fraudulently concealed these facts from the 
true heir of W.; that pltf. & his predecessors in 
title had been deprived of the estates by such 
concealed fraud, & that the same could not with 
reasonable diligence be discovered before 1879, 
when they became partially known; that pitf. 
was an infant at that time, & did not attain his 
majority until 1887. Deft. moved to have the 
statement of claim struck out as frivolous & 
vexatious & filed an affidavit showing that the 
story of R. being a supposititious child was 
publicly spoken of in newspapers & otherwise as 
early in 1853, & had been made the ground of 
previous unsuccessful actions of other claimants 
against deft. & his predecessors:—Held: the 
allegations in the statement of claim as to the 
entry in 1798 on behalf of G. did not show a case 
of concealed fraud within Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), 8. 26, but only a wrongful entry 
under a false claim; the statute began to run 
against pltf.’5 predecessors in title in 1798, & as 
the possession had been adverse to pltf. & his 
ities ever since, the operation of the statute 

ad not been suspended by the alleged fraud in 
1805; & pltf. or his predecessors might with 
reasonable diligence have discovered the concealed 
fraud, if any, more than twelve years after the 
commencement of the action.—Winuis v. Howp 
(EARL), [1893] 2 Ch. 545; 62 L. J. Ch. 690; 69 


or ACTIONS. 


L. T. 358; 41 W. R. 438; 9 T. L. R. 415; 2K. 


427,C. A 


Annotations :—Consd. Thorne v. Heard, [1894] 1 Ch. 599; 


Re McCallum, McCallum v. McCallum, [1901] 1 Ch. 143. 
Apld. fe Tevesley, Goodwin v. Levesley (1915), 32 
t, L. R. 145: Re Coole, Coole v. Flight, [1920] 2 Ch. 536. 
Roefd. Re Lands Allotment Co. [1g94) 1 Ch. 616; Johnson 
®. Brock, [1907] 2 Ch. 533. Mentd. Vinson v. Prior Fibres 
Consolidated (1906), 51 Sol. Jo. 81. 


1829. Suppression of voluntary con- 
veyance.|—Re McCaLttumM, McCaLLum v. McCAL- 
LUM, No. 1777, ante. 

1830. ——— Undelivered deed of gift-——Sub- 
sequent sale & devise by donor.]—In 1900 testator, 
a North Sea skipper, by a deed of gift gave his 
sons W. & F. in fee simple in equal moieties certain 
land at P. & at S. In July, 1901, he sold the land 
at S. & bought additional land at P. In Aug. 
1901, W. died. Testator by his will, dated 1918, 
gave to IF’. all the land at P., & his residence to the 
children of a deceased son. Testator received 
the rents of the land at P. down to his death in 
1914, the sons never having known of the deed of 
gift. F. died in 1915 :—Held: as testator might 
have thought the deed non-effective until com- 
municated to his sons, there had been no 
‘‘ concealed fraud’’ by him, & therefore he had 
not become a trustee for W. & F., & in the case 
of the land at P. Real Property Limitation Act, 
1883 (c. 27), s. 26, did not apply & Statute of 
Limitations ran & the representatives of W. & F. 
were not entitled to the land at P. under the deed 
of gift—Re LEVESLEY, GOODWIN v. LEVESLEY 
(1915), 32 T., L. R. 145; 60 Sol. Jo. 142. 

1831. —_— ——— Dealing by executor with realty 
—No acknowledgment to heir.|—In 1881 a woman 
seised in fee simple of two freehold houses & 
possessed of a long-leasehold shop, but not in 
either case to her separate use, married a solr. 
On May 10, 1883, she purchased the freehold 
reversion of the shop. She died in 1897 without 
ever having had any issuc, having by her will, made 
in 1888, devised ‘‘ all’ her ‘‘ freehold shop ”’ to her 
trustees upon trust for sale & to pay a sum of 
£1,300 out of the proceeds to certain named persons, 
& ‘all the residue of the real estate over which ”’ 
she ‘‘ had a disposing power ’’ to her husband for 
life, to whom she also bequeathed all other her 
personal estate absolutely, & from & after his death 
she devised ‘‘ all other’ her “ real estate ’’ to her 
trustees upon trust for sale & to pay & divide the 
net proceeds as therein mentioned. The husband, 
the sole surviving exor. & trustee, proved the will 
& elected to pay & paid estate duty on the real 
estate passing on his wife’s death. He went into, 
& remained in, possession of all her real estate until 
his death in 1917, without giving any acknowledg- 
ment of the title of the heir-at-law. He appointed 
pltfs. exors. of his will, which contained a devise 
& bequest of his real & residuary personal estate. 
Upon a summons for the determination of the 
parties entitled to the properties in question :— 
Held: as to the two freehold houses on the facts 
the husband had not been guilty of any concealed 
fraud within Real Property Limitation Act, 
1833 (c. 27), s. 26, & the claim of the wife’s heir at 
law was barred.—e CooLE, COOLE v. FLIGHT, 
[1920) 2 Ch. 586; 89 L. J. Ch. 519; 124 L, T. 
61; 36 T. L. RK. 736; 64 Sol. Jo. 739. 

18382. ——— Such as to deprive plaintiff of rights.] 
—-LAWRANCE v. NORREYS (LORD), No. 1836, post. 











SUB-sSECT. 3.—WHEN TIME BEGINS TO Run. 


rs Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
8. 26. 


Part [X.—Prnaut Actions AND OTHER PROCEEDINGS. 


1888. Discovery of fraud—With reasonable dili- 
gence—Fajilure to use diligence—Limitation opera- 
tive.]-—Pitf. sued to recover property to which his 
predecessor, as he alleged, became entitled in the 
year 1769, & insisted that a register book con- 
taining a certificate of marriage, forming the 
principal link in his title, had been fraudulently 
mutilated in order to prevent him or his ancestors 
from obtaining evidence of the marriage :—Held : 
by reasonable diligence, evidence of the marriage 
might have been ascertained within twenty years 
after the alleged fraud had been committed; & 
pltf. had not brought his case within Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 26.—CHETHAM v. 
GA L. R. 9 Eq. 571; 39 L. J. Ch. 376 ; 


Annotations :—Consd. Vance v. Vane (1872), 8 Ch. App. 388, n. 
Refd. Re Jennens, Willis v. Howe (1880), 50 L. J. Ch. 4. 

















1834. _—— .|—WILLIS v. HOWE 
(EARL), No. 1828, ante. 

1835. ——-.|—VANE tv. VANE, No. 1827, 
ante. 

1836. ——— -|-—(1) In a case of concealed 


fraud within Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 
(c. 27), 8. 26, it is not enough to prove a concealed 
fraud ; pltf. must show that he or some person 
through whom he claims has been by such fraud 
deprived of the land sought to be recovered, & 


529 


that the fraud could not with reasonable diligence 
have been known or discovered more than the 
statutory period before the action was brought. 
(2) In such an action general averments of 
fraud are not sufficient, the statement of claim 
must contain precise & full allegations of fact & 
circumstances leading to the reasonable inference 
that the fraud was the cause of the deprivation, 
& excluding other possible causes. In default 
of such allegations the ct. may, by virtue of its 
inherent jurisdiction, dismiss the action as an 
abuse of the procedure, where the claim is incapable 
of proof & without any solid basis.—-LAWRANCE v. 
NorrEYs (LoRp) (1890), 15 App. Cas. 210; 59 
L. J. Ch. 681; 62 L. T. 706; 54 J. P. 708; 38 
W.R. 753; 6T. L. R. 285, H. L. 
Annotations :—-As to (1) Expld. & Apld. Willis v. Howe, 


[1893] 2 Ch. 545. efd. ‘Thorne v. Heard, [1894] 1 Ch. 
599; Betjemann v. Betjemann (1895), 73 L. T. 23 c 
McCallum, McCallurn v. McCallum, [1901}] 1 Ch. 143; 


Saulaman v. Secretary of State in Council of India, [1906] 
1K. B. 613. 438 to (2) Expld. Bruce v. Ailesbury (1892), 
36 Sol. Jo. 865. Folld. Willis v. Howe, [1893] 2 Ch. 545. 
Consd. Salaman v. Secretary of State in Council of India, 
(1906]1 K.B. 613. Refd. Haggard v. Pelicier, [1892] A.C. 
61; Kellaway v. Bury (1892), 66 L. T. 599; Fletcher v. 
Bethom (1893), 68 L. TT. 438; Remimington v. Scoles, 
J1897) 2 Ch. 1; Woods wv. Lyttelton (1909), 25 T. L. L.. 
665. Cenerally, Mentd. Re Thomas, Jaquess v. ‘Thomas 
(1894), 10 T. LL. &. 367; Dunlop Pnemnatic Tyre Co. v. 
Rimington (1900), 17 HR. 1. C. 6653; Shackleton v. Swift 
(1913), 108 L. T. 400. 


Part IX.—-Penal Actions and Other Proceedings. 


Secr. 1.—PENAL ACTIONS. 

Svus-sEcT. 1.—PROCEEDINGS BY THE CROWN. 

See 31 Hliz. c. 5, 8. 53; Crown Suits Act, 
(c. 104), ss. 6, 8, 10. 

1837. Information must be within two years of 
offence.]|—By 31 Hliz. c. 5, information on penal 
statutes must be within two years after the offence 
committed.—SToweE’'s Cask (1620), Cro. Jac. 603 ; 

Kk. RR. 515. 


SUB-SECT. 2.-- PROCEEDINGS BY PARTY 
GRIEVED. 

See Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), ss. 3, 4. 

1838. Who is ‘‘ party grieved ’’—Not officer of 
Goldsmiths Company.|— Rouinson v. Currey, 
No. 1844, post. 

1839. Person suing for damage by riot— 
Riot Damages Act, 1886 (c. 38).|—-In an action 
against the police authority under above Act for 
damages caused by a riot, the cause of action is 
the refusal or failure of the authority to fix 
compensation. Such an action is not an action 
‘‘ for penalties, damages, or sums of money given 
to the party grieved, by any statute ’’ within the 
Civil Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42), s. 3, therefore 
the period for bringing an action limited by the 





-JARVIS v. SURREY CouNTy CouNcIn, [1925] 1 
K. B. 554; 94 L. J. K. B. 609; 132 L. T. 745; 


saan 1 89 J.P. 513 41 T. L. R. 2283 69 Sol. Jo. 327; 


3.---VPROCEEDINGS BY 


1840. Suing for whole penalty—-Whether limited 
to one year.|—Qu.: if a statute give a penalty to 
the party grieved within three months, &, on his 
neglecting to sue for it within that timc, to any 
person who will sue for same, whether a stranger 
who sues for the whole penalty, be a common 
informer within 31 Isliz. c. 5, & thereby bound to 
bring his action within a year ? but if so, suing out 
a latitat within the year is a sufficient commence- 
ment of the action. —CULLIFORD v. BLANDFORD 


(1692). 4 Mod. Rep. 129; Holt, K. B. 522; 12 
Mod. Rep. 26; Comb. 1943; Carth. 2825 87 


E. R. 302; sub nom. CALLIFORD v. BLAWFORD, 

1 Show. 353. 

4 nnotations :—Consd. Chance v. Adams (1695), 1 Ld. Kaym. 
77; Robinson v. Currey (1881), 7 %. 13. D. 465. Refd. 
Brown v. Babbington (1703), 2 Ld. Raym. 880; Hardy- 
man v. Whitaker (1748), 2 EKast, 573,n.; Johnson v. 
Smith (1760), 2 Burr. 950; Foster v. Bonner (1776), 2 
Cowp. 454; Fife v. Bousfield (1844), 6 Q. B..1003; Dyer 
v. Best (1866), L. R._1 Iuxeh. 152. entd. Norris », 


sect. in respect of those actions is not applicable. 


PART VIII. SECT. 3, SUB-SECT. 3. 


1833 i. Discovery of fraud —- With 
reasonable diligence—Failure to use 
diligence — Limitation operas] —_ 
oa v. CLARK (1882), 8 V. L. KR. 303. 


1833 ii. ——--—-——- —_- ——-.]-— MER - 
CHANTS BANK v. MCKENZIE (1900), 13 
Man. J. Rh, 19.—CAN. 


a. -——.] —- JUGALDAS vs. AMBAS- 


J ——VOL. XXXII e 


HANKAR (1888), I. L. It. 12 Bom. 501. 
—IND. 


-——.]—PUNNAYIL Kurru_ v. 
RAMAN NAIR (1907), I. L. R. 31 Mad. 
230.—IND. 


ce. ——.]—MEDLICOTT v. O’DONEL 
(1809), 1 Ball & B. 156, 166.—IR. 

d. .] — RocuE v. O’BRIEN 
(1810), 1 Ball & B. 330.—IR. 


e. ——--.] —YOUNG v. HARPER (1889), 
8 N. Zz. L. R. 179.—-N.Z,. 


Mawiditt (1695), 5 Mod. Rep. 311 ; Karver v. James (1741), 
Willes, 255 ; Lewis v. Davis (1875), 39 J. P. 148. 





PART IX. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3. 

1840 i. Suing for whole penalty— 
Whether limited to one year.}—PItt. 
filed his Information to forfeit land sold 
by lottery, more than five years after 
the sale complained of :—Held: too 
late, for the case came within 31 Eliz. 
c. 5, by which he was limited to one 
year.—-MEWBURN v. STREET (1862), 21 
U. C. R. 498.—CAN, 

ft. Penalty to be divided.}—BARRETT 
. JOHNSON (1836), 2 Jo. Ex. Ir. 197.— 


e 
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Sect. 1.—Penal actions: Sub-sect. 3. Sect. 2: Sub- 
sects. 1,2,3&4. Sect. 3: Sub-sects. 1,2 & 3. 
Sect. 4: Sub-sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10. 
Part X. Sects. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 & 10.) 


AOI Ae | DEC s 29 O59 Us 29 2 fs Se Se 
1841. ——- ——.]—Where the whole penalty in 

a popular action is given to the informer he is 

not bound to bring such action within a year after 

the cause of action accrued.—CHANCE v. ADAMS 

(1696), 1 Ld. Raym. 77; 91 K. RR. 948. 

Annotations :—Refd. Dyer v. Best (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 152. 
Mentd. Doe d. Burtwhistle v. Vardill (1840), 6 Bing. N.C. 
385; Nixon v. Nanney (tal 1 Q. B. 747; Coomber v. 
Berks JJ. (1882), 9 Q. B. D. 17. 

1842. ——- ——..}—- Look uP v. FREDERICK 
(1766), Bull. N. P. 190; on appeal, sub nom. 
FREDERICK v. LOOKUP (1767), 4 Burr. 2018. 
Annotations :—Consd. Dyer v. Best (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 

152. Refd. Robinson v. Currey (1881), 7 Q. B. D. 465. 

Mentd. Avery v. Hoole (1778), 2 Cowp. 825; Evans v. 

Stevens (1791), 4 Term Rep. 224; A.-G. v. Sheriff (1801), 

For. 43; Taylor v. Willans (1826), 11 Moore, C. P. 448. 

1843. .J—31 Eliz. c. 5, s. 5, applies to 
every class of actions or statutes imposing penalties, 
& a person suing for a penalty for himself alone, 
must therefore bring his action within a year after 
the offence is committed in the same manner as 
though he sued as an informer qui fam.—DYER v. 
Brst (1866), L. R. 1 Exch. 152; 4H. &C.189; 35 
L. J. Ex. 105; 18 L. T. 758; 30 J.P. 151; 12 
Jur. N.S. 142; 14 W. R. 336. 

Annotations :—Consd. Robinson v. uy E81), 7 Q. B.D. 
465. Refd. Lewis v. Davis (1875), L. RK. 10 Ex. 86; 
Forbes v. Samuel (1913), 109 L. T. 599. 


1844. .|—An action by an officer of 
ore of the Co. of Goldsmiths mentioned in Gold 
& Silver Wares Act, 1844 (c. 22), for penalties under 
sect. 3 of that Act, is not an action by a common 
informer within 31 Eliz. c. 5, nor is it an action 
by a ‘party grieved ”’ within Civil Procedure Act, 
1833 (c. 42), & consequently can be brought more 
than two years after the cause of action accrued. 

31 Eliz. c. 5, in terms is applicable only to 
proceedings by the Crown & to proceedings qui 
fam, & it was held... in Culliford v. Blandford, 
No. 1840, ante, that that statute did not apply to 
the ordinary action of a common informer suing 
for his own benefit. Well, if that be so (& that 
decision was confirmed in the Hxch. Chamber & 
remains unimpeached) it would cover this case, 
even supposing the co. were suing as common 
informers, because there would be no Statute of 
Limitations applicable to them except Civil 
Procedure Act, 1833 (c. 42). It is said is it con- 
ceivable that there is no Statute of Limitations 
applicable to any action of debt by a common 
informer ? A common informer must make an 
oath that the cause of action arose within a year 
(BRAMWELL, L.J.).— ROBINSON v. CURREY (18381), 
7Q. B.D. 465; 501L. J. Q. B. 561; 45 L. T. 368 ; 
46 J. P. 148; 30 W. R. 39, C. A. 

Annotations :—Consd. Thomson v. Clanmorris, [1899] 2 

Ch. 523; R.v. Canadian Northern Ry., [1923] A. C. 714. 

Mentd. Saunders v. Wiel, (1892) 2 Q. B. 321. 

















SEcT. 2.—CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS, 
Sus-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 

Limitation of time for criminal ribs 
See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., pp. 151-153, Nos. 
1259-1283. 

——- Commencement of prosecution.] — See 
CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XIV., pp. 154, 155, Nos. 
1285-1300. 

Information at instance of private person— Undue 
delay in application.|—-See CrimINAL Law, Vol. 
XIV., p. 352, No. 3710. 





or ACTIONS. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—EXTRADITION. 

See, generally, EXXTRADITION, Vol. 
pp. 868 et seq. 

Time within which evidence must be produced— 
Treaty with Germany.]—See EXxTRApDITION, Vol. 
XXIV., p. 879, No. 62. 

Time within which surrender may be ordered. |— 
ae ayaa Vol. XXIV., pp. 887, 888, Nos. 


XXIV., 


SUB-SECT. 3.—OFFENCES RELATING TO GAME. 
Commencement of prosecution.]~—See GAME, 
Vol. XXV., pp. 374, 375, Nos. 235-240. 


SUB-SECT. 4.—SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS. 
Se Sect. 4, post. 


Sect. 3.—CROWN PRACTICE. 
SuUB-SECT. 1.—CERTIORARI. 

Certiorari gencrally, sce CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 398 el seq. 

Time for application—Certiorari to remove for 
trial.|—Sce Crown Practice, Vol. XVI., p. 446, 
Nos. 3136-3138. 

Certiorarito quash.|—-Sce CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 460, 461, Nos. 3345-3360. 

—_—- Certiorari to remove orders on case stated.] 
—See CROWN PrRacticr, Vol. XVI., pp. 479, 480, 
Nos. 3612, 3613. 








SUB-SECT. 2.—MANDAMUS. 


Mandamus generally, see CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., pp. 276 et seq. 

Prerogative writ.|—See CROWN PRACTICE, Vol. 
XVI., p. 293, No. 1055. 
Time for application.|—See CROWN PRAc- 
TICE, Vol. XVI., pp. 324-327, Nos. 1370-1407. 

Action for mandamus.|—See CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 321, 322, Nos. 1331-1337. 





SUB-SECT. 3.—QUO WARRANTO. 
Quo warranto generally, see CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 353 ef seq. 
Time for application.|—See CROWN PRACTICE, 
Vol. XVI., pp. 365, 366, Nos. 1981-1996. 


Sect. 4.—SUMMARY PROCEEDINGS. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—IN GENERAL. 
See Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848 (c. 43), 
s. 11; &, generally, MAGISTRATES; PUBLIC 
HEALTH ; SEWERS & DRAINS. 


SuB-SECT. 2.—AFFILIATION PROCEEDINGS. 
Application for summons.]—See BAsTaRpy, Vol. 


III., p. 389, Nos. 272-274. 
Issue of summons.]—See BasTarpy, Vol. III., 


p. 391, Nos. 291-298. 


Part X.—SprecraL PERIopS oF LIMITATION. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—CoOMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND. 

Assessment of purchase price & compensation— 
Procedure before justices.]—-See CoMPULSORY PuR- 
CHASE OF LAND, Vol. XI., p. 189, Nos. 688-691. 

—— Interests omitted to be purchased.]—Sce 
COMPULSORY PurRcHASE oF LAND, Vol. XI., 
p: 282, Nos. 2103, 2104, 2106. 

—— Special provisions for metropolis.]— See 
COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND, Vol. XI, 
p. 295, No. 2249. 


SuB-secr. 4.—FAcTORY AND WorxkKSIIOP 
OFFENCES. 
Time within which proceedings must be taken.]— 
Sce FacTorigs, Vol. XXIV., p. 941, Nos. 286-289. 


SUB-SECT. 5.—FISHERIES. 


Time for making complaint.|—Sce FISHERIES, 
Vol. XXV., p. 62, No. 517. 


SuB-sEcT. 6.—Foop AND Dnkvuas. 
Food & Drugs generally, see Foop & DruGs, Vol. 
XXV., pp. 70 et seq. 
Limitation of time for proceedings.|—Sce Foop 
& Druas, Vol. XXV., p. 101, Nos. 241-243. 
Institution of proceedings.|——See Foop & Druas, 


Vol. XXV., pp. 101, 102, 125, 189, Nos. 247-249, 
469, 565. 
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SUB-SECT. 7.—FRIENDLY SOCIETIES. 


Proceedings against officers.|—See FRIENDLY 
SociETIES, Vol. XXV., p. 331, Nos. 328, 329. 

Proceedings against members.|—See FRIENDLY 
Societies, Vol. XXV., p. 335, No. 367. 


SUB-SECT. 8.—ILIGHWAYS. 

Highways gencrally, sce Highways, Vol. XXVI., 
pp. 260 et seqg.; Mrtropouis ; PUBLIC HEALTH. 

Non-observance of building line.|— Sce HiGuH- 
WAys, Vol. XXVI., pp. 509, 562, Nos. 2138-2141, 
2567, 2572. 

New street.]|—See Hiciways, Vol. XXVI., pp. 
513, 515, Nos. 2170, 2185. 

Extraordinary traffic.|—See Hiaguways, Vol. 
XXVI., pp. 471-474, Nos. 1841-1845, 1850-1865. 

Recovery of apportioned expenses.|—Sce HiGu- 
WAYs, Vol. XXVI., pp. 499, 500, 518, 535, 552, 
Nos. 2074-2077, 2203, 2204, 2343-2351, 2480- 
2483. 

Encroachment on highways.|—See HiagHways, 
Vol. XXVI., p. 459, Nos. 1756-1758. 


SUB-SECT. 9.—MINES. 
See, generally, MINES. 


SuB-SEcr. 10.—SEPARATION AND MAINTENANCE 
ORDERS. 
See HusBAND & WIFE, Vol. XXVII., pp. 560, 
561, 568, Nos. 6161-6169, 6256. 


Part X.—Special Periods of Limitation. 


Sect. 1.—ACTS DONE UNDER STATUTORY 
AUTHORITY. 


See PUBLIC AUTHORITIES, 


Sect. 2.—ARBITRATION. 


Application to set aside award—Time for.|— 
See ARBITRATION, Vol. II., pp. 556-559, Nos. 1870- 
1912. 


SEcT. 3.—CARRIERS. 
Undue preference.|—-See CARRIERS, Vol. VIII., 
p. 198, No. 1224. 
Carriage of goods by sea.]—See Carriage of 
Goods by Sea Act, 1924 (c. 22), Sched., Art. ITI., 
r. 6. 


Secr. 4.—COMMONS. 


Award of inclosure commissioners.|] — See 
Commons, Vol. XI., p. 76, No. 984. 
Appeals to quarter  sessions.} — See 


Commons, Vol. XI., pp. 86, 87, Nos. 1052-1057. 


Sect. 5.—CONSTABLES. 
Protection of constables.|—See PUBLIC AUTHO- 
RITIES ; POLICE. 


Sect. 6.—CUSTOMS OFFICERS. 
See PUBLIC AUTHORITIES ; REVENUE. 


Srct. 7.—ECCLESIASTICAL MATTERS. 
Proceedings in offences of clergy.| —- See 
EccLesiastTicaL Law, Vol. XIX., pp. 3386, 337, 
Nos. 1483-1486. 


Sect. 8.—FATAL INJURIES. 


Under Fatal Accidents Act, 1846 (c. 93).]|—See 
NEGLIGENCE. 


Scr. 9.—JUSTICES. 
See MAGISTRATES ; PUBLIC AUTHORITIES. 


SEctT. 10.—MARITIME CONVENTIONS ACT, 1911. 
See SHIPPING. 
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Sect. 11.--MERCHANT SHIPPING ACTS. 
Sce SHIPPING. 


Sect. 12.—MILITARY AUTHORITIES. 
See PUBLIC AUTHORITIES ; ROYAL FORCES. 


SECT. 13.—PRIZE LAW. 
See, generally, PRizi Law. 


oF ACTIONS. 


Sect, 14.—PUBLIC AUTHORITIES PROTEC- 
TION ACT, 1893. 
See PUBLIC AUTHORITIES. 


Sect. 15.—-RECQVERY OF DEBTS FROM POOR 
LAW GUARDIANS. 


Sec Poor Law. 


Sect. 16.—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT. 
Sce MASTER & SERVANT. 


Part Xl——Process to Prevent Statutory Bar. 


Sizctr. 1.—COMMENCEMENT OF ACTIONS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS. 

1845. Claim in winding up.]—A railway co. 
having been projected in 1845, seven hundred 
persons signed the subscribers’ agreement & 
Parliamentary contract, by which it was stipulated 
that the majority of the managing committee 
should have power to bind all the members as to 
payment of solrs. & others employed by them. 
No Act of Parliament was obtained, & this inchoate 
co. amalgamated with two other cos. in the same 
position, at which time it was agreed that a specific 
sum should be set apart for payment of the expenses 
incurred by the original co. The solrs. of this 
co., who had been employed by the committee of 
management, applied to the amalgamated co. 
for payment of their bill of costs. The liability 
was denied, & upon the winding up of the co. in 
1849, the solrs. carried in their claim before the 
master. -No decision having been then come to, 
the matter stood over, & the solrs. after the expira- 
tion of six years sought for payment of their debt 
from the general body of shareholders, the fund 
set apart upon the amalgamation having been 
already expended :—/J/eld: all the members of 
the inchoate co. who had signed the subscribers’ 
deed & Parliamentary contract were liable for the 
debt, & as the claim had been carried in before the 
master within six years, the solrs. were not barred 
by Statute of Limitations—Re Warwick & 
WORCESTER Jy. Co. (1858), 27 L. J. Ch. 785; 31 
L. T. 0.8. 145; 6 W. RK. 433. 

1846. Action in inferior court.|—Brvin_ v. 
CHAPMAN (1664), as reported in 1 Sid. 228; 1 
Keb. 799; 82 E. R. 1074. 


Annotations :-—Retd. Story v. Atkins (1726), 2 Ld. Rayim. 
1427. Mentd. Kinscy v. Heyward (1698), 1 Ld. Raym. 


1847, .|—Action removed by habeas corpus, 
Statute of Limitations pleaded above, pltf. may 
reply, the suit below was within six years.— 
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1845 1. Claim in winding up.|—Re 
Acr XIX or 1857 & GANGES STEAM 
NAVIGATION Co., ROBERTSON’S CASE, 
2 ind. Jur. N. S. 180.—IND. 

1849 i. Scire facias.}—HUTCHINS Vv. 
O noo (1847), 11 I. Wg. R. 443. 


1849 ii. —-—-.]—The circumstance 
that a judgment creditor has, ar ae 
the suit, proceeded by sci. fa., is no 
sn0h i Perera of une suit by bim 

Ww sentitle him fro ying 
the suit as a thee es 


LopER & PUBLIO 


Kq. 41; 14 N. 
AUS. 
h. Petition 


of Limitati 


Ex p. SINGLETON (1898), 109 N.S 
S. W. W. N. 


under 
Act.J}—The filing of a petition under 
above Act is not such a proceeding 
as will save the rights of a 
testant, otherwise barred by the Statute 
ons. -~ LAING 4. 
(1867), 14 Gr. 33.—CAN. 


k. Claim to title of land.J—-DUMBLE 


MATTHEWS v. PoiLurps (1707), 2 Salk. 424; Y1 


E. kh. 369. 

Annotations :---Mentd. Murray v. East India Co. (1821), 5 
2B. & Ald. 204; Rhodes v. Smethurst (1840), 6M. & W. 351. 
1848. -|—~The commencement of an action 

in an inferior ct. will prevent Statute of Limitations 

from attaching upon the cause of action. In 
such case, the replication must show explicitly 
that the suits in the two cts. were brought for the 
same cause.—-STORY v. ATKINS (17286), 2 Ld. Kaym. 

1427; 2 Stra. 719; 1 Barn. K. B.2; 92 E. R. 428. 

Annotations :---Retd. Fievet v. Manby (1876), 35 L. T. 307. 
Mentd. Bruce v. Wait (1840), 1 Man. & G. 1. 

1849. Scire facias.|—A sci. fu. on a judgment is 
not a mere continuation of a former suit, but 
creates a new right. 

A judgment was obtained in 1813. It was 
revived by sci. fa. in 1828. A bill was filed in 
1838 in the Ct. of Exch. in Ireland, against the 
representatives of the debtor, praying for an 
account, & that the principal & interest due on 
the judgment might be satisfied out of debtor’s 
personal or real estate. Plea of Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 40 :—Held: the 
aci. Ja. created new rights, & the plea was no bar 
to the suit.—-FARRELL v. GLEESON (1844), 11 
4. & Fin. 702; 8 EK. R. 1269, H. L. 

1850. Chancery action—Absence beyond seas. |— 
When deft. is out of the jurisdiction, & the bill 
prays process against him, when he shall come 
within it, the operation of Statute of Limitations 
is suspended, though he has neither been served 
nor appearcd in the suit.—-HELE v. BEXLEY (LORD), 
WHITFIELD v. BOWYER, WHITFIELD v. KNIGHT 
(1855), 20 Beav. 127; 52 E. R. 551. 

1851. Petition in lunacy—Followed by report by 
master.|—A petition in lunacy, after the death of 
the lunatic, by his committee, & a reference to the 
master thereon, followed by a report, finding that 
a sum of money had been expended by the com- 
mittee in the maintenance of the lunatic, is not 





operation of the Statute of Limita- 
tions.— YOUNG v. HoBson (1879), 30 
C. P. 431.—CAN. 

m. Proceedings must be bond fide.) 
—-LACHMIPAT SING Roy BAHADUR wv. 
WaHID ALI (1869), 2 B. L. R. A. C. 
194; 11 W. I. 70.—IND. 

v. HIGGINSON 


n. ——.]) — Boyp 
1842), 51. Hq. Rh. 97.— IR, 
p. Application for order for sale.] 


—AJUDHIA PERSHAD v. BALDEO SINGH 
(1894), I. L. R. 21 Calc. 818.—IND, 


q. species oe to enforce decree— 


WORKS MINISTER, 


153.— 


Quieting Titles 


arty con- 


AVERY 


bar to the Statute 1. Kjectment action.J—In ejectment Where court no jurisdiction. -— 

RCE Eee ory pe v. DAROY py pitts. hall : pitts. could not Proceedings to enforce a decree taken 
S it : t @ Ht -—IR. recover; the commencement of the bond fide before a ct. which the party 

&. su o recover land.}J—- Re action of ejectment prevented the Lund fide believes to have jurisdiction 
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a proceeding which will take the claim of the com- 
mittee out of Statute of Limitations, as against 
the heir at law of the lunatic, who was not a party 
to the application—WILKINSON ¥v. WILKINSON 
Vora 9 Hare, 204; 22 L. J. Ch. 156; 68 E.R. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—DaTE OF COMMENCEMENT, 

1852. Suing out process—Information.]—-The 
sulng out of the process is to be considered the 
commencement of an information within Statute 
of Limitations ; semble: the memorandum on the 
record is not decisive evidence of the time when 
the information was commenced.—A.-G. v. BROWN 
(1801), For. 110; 145 BH. R. 1129. 

1853. Date of teste.|—BRAITHWAITE v. 
MONTFORD (LORD), No. 1861, post. 

1854. ---—- Proof of.]—(1) Deft. pleaded that the 
cause of action did not accrue within six years 
next before the commencement of the suit; pltf. 
replied that the cause of action did arise within 
six years, etc.:—Held: pltf. might prove a quo 
minus to have been issued within the six years, & 
to have been continued down to the time of deft.’s 
appearance. 

(2) On the trial of an issue, whether the cause 
of action arose within six years next before the 
commencement of the suit, pltf. produced the roll 
on which the continuances appeared to have been 
regularly entered up. It appeared from the writs 
themselves, that the second writ, which was an 
alias quo minus, was tested on a day subsequent 
to the day of the teste of the first’ writ :—Held : 
the roll being right, the ct. could not look to any- 
thing else to contradict it.— DICKENSON v. TEAGUE 
(1834), 1 Cr. M. & R. 241; 4 Tyr. 450; 3L. J. Ex. 
266; 149 EH. R. 1070. 

1855. Last writ served—Action not duly con- 
tinued.|—-Where a writ issued within six years 





is a proceeding within Limitation Act, NARANDAS v. 
8. 14.—JAFAR v. KAMALINI DEBI 
(1900), T. L. R. 28 Cale. 238; 5C.W.N. 


150.—IND hye, >The 


of the 





r. ——,.} — CONGREVE " 
POWER (1828), 1 Mol. 121.—IR, 

t. Suit for meane profits.|-—-Hayvs v. 
PADMANAND SINGH (1905), [I L. Wt. 


BAI 
J. L. R. 19 Bom. 320.—IND. 

date of the issue 
writ & not the date of the 
amendment of the statement of claim 
is to be taken to be the date of tho 
commencement of proceedings as far 
ak the operation of the Statute of Limi- 
tations is coneerncd. 
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after cause of action accrued has not been duly 
continued, pursuant to 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 39, s. 10, 
deft. is not bound to plead such non-continuance 
specially ; but may take advantage of it under the 
general plea, that the cause of action did not 
accrue within six years next before commencement 
of the suit; for, for this purpose, the last writ 
which is served is the commencement of the suit.— 
Pratr v. HAWKINS (1846), 15 M. & W. 399; 6 
L. T. O. 8S. 396; 153 E.R. 905. 

Annotations :—Refd. Higgs v. Mortimer (1848), 1 Exch. 711 ; 

Pritchard v. Bagshawe (1851), 11 C. 3B. 459. 

1856. Substitution of real for nominal plaintiff. ] 
~—After amendment of a writ by substitution of 
the real for the nominal pltf., the commencement 
of the action still reckoned from the original date. 
-—COOMBS v. BRISTOL & EXETER Ky. Co. (1858), 1 
F. he ¥F, 206; subsequent proceedings, 3 H. & N. 1, 
510. 

Annotation :—Refd. Clay v. Oxford (1866), 15 L. T. 286. 

Addition of defendants—Date of addition. |—.Sce 
Sect. 2, sub-sect. 1, C. (6), post. 


SUB-SECT. 3.---DELAY AFTER COMMENCEMENT. 

1857. Whether suit need be proceeded with.}-- 
LAKE v. Hayes (1736), West temp. Hard. 

Atk. 281; 26 EF. R. 180. 

1858. .|—The filing of a bill within six years 
after the accruer of the right to sue, although the 
subpana be not sued out until after the expiration 
of that period, is sufficient to prevent the operation 
of Statute of Limitations in a ct. of equity.— 
Morris v, ELLs (1843), 7 Jur. 413. 

1859. .| — DIXON v. GAYFERE (No. 1), 
FLUKER v. GORDON, No. 1502, ante. 








SUB-SECT, 4.—EFFECT OF COMMENCEMENT. 
1860. Saves statute only in action commenced.|- 
MANBY v. MANBY, No. 1911, post. 


an incumbrancer who has proved his 
demand in an administration action 
presents a petition for sale in pursuance 
of the judgment in that action, & car- 
rics on the proceedings to a sale, the 
Statute of Limitatious docs not run 
against his demand after the eom- 
Tneneement of the  udministration 
aclion.—-Fee KMBB’S Ksratm (1893), 3b 


PARSON (1895), 


This, of course, 


32 Calc. 118.—IND. 


PART XI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 2. 

a. Continuance between intermediute 
urits.}—MCLEAN v. KNOX (1847), 4 
U. Cc. R. 52.—CAN. 

b. Service of alias writ—Effect of.\-—- 
HOLMAN v. WELLER (1851), 8 U. C. Rh. 
202.—CAN. 

GILLIES 





——— oe 


a. -}—SMITH Jv. 

d. Date of decision of court.}—So 
long as an actual bond fide contest 
is going on in ct. as to the judgment, 
there is a pending ‘ proceeding ”’ 
within Act XIV of 1859, 8. 20, & 
the period of limitation is to be com- 
uted from the ct.’s decision.—DAITRAJ 

AHTAB CHAND BAHADUR v. BULRAM 
SING BaBoo (1870),5 B.L. R. 611; 14 
W. RR. P. C. ; 13 Moo. Ind. App. 
479.— IND. 

e. Amendment after expiry of period 
of limitation.] — BUGBEE v. CLERGUE 
(1899), 27 A. R. 96.—CAN. 

f. ——- ] — SAMINATHA  v. MUT- 


g- .}-For the purposes of 
limitation a suit must be considered 
to have commenced from the date 
on which the plaint was originally 
resented & not from the date of 
ts amendment.— PATEL MAFATLAL 





only applies when the amendment is 
one of form & docs not affect or pre- 
judice any substantial right of deft. 
-—TESSIER v. HARVEY (1899), 8 Nid. 
L. It, 149.—NFLD. 

k. Hiling of notice of motion.] — 
Where an ‘ application”’ is made to 
the ct. within the period of linitation 
prescribed by any Act it is deemed to 
be made for the purposes of limitation 
when the notice of motion is tirst 
filed in the proper office of the ct.—- 
VENKAPAIYA UV. NAZERALLY TYABALLY 
(1923), I. L. 2. 47 Bom. 764.-—IND. 

l. Filing of Obill.)--A_ bill filed 
within time will take the case out of 
the operation of the Statutes of Limita- 
tion, as against the parties to it, though 
they have not been served with sub- 
pona within the time.—PURCELL v. 
BLENNERHASSET (1845), 3 Jo. & Lat. 
24.—IR. 

m. Petition for sale in Chancery.|— 
The filing of a petition for sale in the 
Ch. Div. by an incumbrancer on land 
is a proceeding to recover money 
chareod on the land within Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, s. 8, 
& prevents Statute of Limitations 
from running from that date against 

etitioner until such petition has been 
ismissed.—Re STINSON’S ESTATE, La p. 
M‘MuNN (1892), 29 L. R. Ir. 490.—1R. 


n. Administration action.] — Where 


1. R. it. 95.—IR. 

o. Issue of summons.) -— The issne 
of summons on the very day on which 
the period of prescription would have 
been completed interrupts prescription 
notwithstanding the fact that the 
sunmimons was not actually served until 
a day or two later.—TARVEY v. LEACH 
(1901), 16 Ki. J). C. 6.—S. AF. 


PART XI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 3. 

p. Extension of time for service] 
—Leave to serve the statement of 
claim ought not to be given, if tho 
effect be to revive a cause of action 
barred by the Statute of Limitations 
at the time the application is made. 
—WATSON MANUFACTURING Co. 1, 
oe (1909), 18 Man. L. R. 425.— 


PART XI. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4. 

1860 i. Saves statute only in action 
commenced. |-—SRINATH MAZUMDAR *%. 
BRAJA NATH MAZUMDAR (1870), 4 
Bb. L. lt. Ap. 99 ; 13 WwW. h. 309,—IND, 


1860 ii. ———.}-—-Statute of Limita- 
tions ceases to run, pending a petition, 
against all claims properly put for- 
ward in that petition. It does not 
cease to run when the claim is made in 
some other independent suit or action. 
—IrRiss LAND COMMISSION 1. DAVIES 
(1891), 27 L. R. Ir. 334.— IR. 
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Secr. 2.—AMENDMENTS. 
Sunp-sEcT. 1.—OF WRIT. 
A. In General. 

See, generally, PRACTICE. 

1861. Alteration in description of defendant— 
Resealing of writ—-Whether amounting to re- 
issue.]|— Where a writ of summons, tested in time 
to save Statute of Limitations, was resealed in 
consequence of an alteration in the description of 
deft. & the country in which he resided, & was not 
served until after the six years had expired : —_ 
Held: the resealing did not amount to a re-issuing 
of the writ, & it was not necessary for pltf. to show 
when the resealing took place. 

We must take it for granted that the writ was 
sued out onthe day of itsteste. The action must be 
taken to have been then commenced (BAYLEY, B.). 
BRAITHWAITE v. MONTFORD (LORD) (1834), 2 Cr. 
& M. 408; 4 Tyr. 276; 3L. J. Ex. 91; 149 E. R. 
818. 


Annotations :—Refd. Gibson v. Varley (1856), 7 E. & B. 49. 
Mentd. Wippell v. Manley (1836), Tyr. & Gr. 672. 


1862. Or in number of defendants—Neces- 
sity for resealing.|—Pltf. may before service of a 
writ of summons in an action, correct a mistake in 
the name or the number Of defts., & cause it to be 
resealed without altering the teste of the writ.— 
GIBSON v. VARLEY (1856), 7 E. & B. 49; 26 
L. J.Q. B. 79; 28L. T. O. 8. 158; 3 Jur. N.S. 
290; 5W.R. 77; 119 BF. R. 1166. 

Annotation :—Refd. Clarke v. Smith (1858), 6 W. R. 260. 

1863. Extending term of demise—Negotiations 
for settlement.|—When in consequence of delay 
arising from negotiations between the parties the 
term of the demise as laid in the declaration had 
expired before the cause was tried the ct. permitted 
the declaration to be amended by increasing the 
term as Statute of Limitations would have been a 
bar to a fresh action.—DOoE d. RABBITS v. WELSH 
(1846), J] New Pract. Cas. 500; 15 1. J. Q. B. 312; 
10 Jur. 1056. 

Amendments as affecting commencement of 
action.|—See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, ante. 


B. As to Date. 

See, generally, R. 8. C., Ord. 28, r. 1. 

1864. Whether granted.|—Pltf. applied for a 
rule to alter the date in the first & alias writ of 
summons from the day on which they were 
respectively issued to a later date, in order that a 
pluries writ might issue within a month after the 
date of the alias as amended, for the purpose of 
saving Statute of Limitations :—Held : the ct. 

will not authorise any alteration in the date of a 
writ of summons; though without such alteration 
Statute of Limitations will be a bar to the action.— 
CAMPBELL v. SMART (1847), 5 C. B. 196; 5 Dow. 
& L. 335; 17 L. J.C. P. 68; 11 Jur. 1018; 136 
EK. R. 851; ; sub nom. SMART ?. CAMPBELL, 2 New 
Pract. Cas, 445; 10 L. T. O. S. 186. 

Annotations : -—Retd. Black v. Green ghee) 15 C. B. 262; 


Clarke »v. ae oe 30 L. T. O. 8. 291; Nazer v. Wade 
(1861), 1 B. & S. 728. 


1865. J—The ct. refused to amend the 
indorsement on a pluries writ of summons by 


PART XI. SECT, 2, SUB-SECT. 1.—A. 


q. General rule.) —- MAKARSKY v. 
CANADIAN PaciFiIo Ry. Co. (1904), 15 
ae L. R. 53.—CAN. 


J—The ct. should amend 
where the opposite party has not been 











1864 ii. 
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1864 i. Whether granted.}—COoMMER- 
CIAL BANK (PRESIDENT, ETO.) v. AETNA 
rN lc Co. (1863), 6 


-}—There is no power to 


or ACTIONS. 


making the day of the date of the first writ con- 

formable to the fact, although the debt would 

otherwise be barred by Statute of Limitations.— 

MEDLICOTT v. HUNTHR (1850), 5 Exch. 34; 19 

L. J. Ex. 191; 14 L. T. 0. S. 444; 155 E.R, 15. 

annotation :—Apld. Pritchard v. Bagshawe (1851), 11 C. B. 
59. 


1866. ——.|—Harris v. THompson (1850), 18 
L. T. O. 8S. 127. 

1867. ——-.|—-CLARKE v. SmITH, No. 1870, post. 

1868. ——— To true date.|—-The ct. has power, 
under C. L. P. Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8. 222, to amend the 
indorsement upon a pluries writ of summons, issued 
more than five months before Oct. 24, 1852, by 
altering the date of the first writ to its true date, 
in order to save Statute of Limitations. But the 
ct. refused to make a similar amendment in the 
copy of the pluries writ served upon deft.— 
CORNISH v. HOCKIN (1853), 1 E. & B. 602; 22 
L. J. Q. B. 142; 20 L. T. O.S. 284; 17 Jur. 1049; 
1 W. R. 164; 118 E. R. 563. 
Annotation :—Refd. Nazer v. Wade (1861), 1 B. & S. 728. 

1869. Penal action.]|—The ct. will not, in 
a penal action, alter the term of which a declaration 
is entitled, to a previous term, in order to bring it 
within the time limited for the action.—Woop- 
ROFFE v. WILLIAMS (1815), 6 Taunt. 19; 1 Marsh. 
419; 128 BE. WR. 939. 
sr ation :—Mentd. Bernie v. Read (1845), 14 L. J. Q. B. 


1870. No waiver of defendant’s objection.] 
—'The ct. has no power to alter the date of a writ 
of summons. Where such an alteration is made 
by a judge in order to prevent the operation of 
Statute of Limitations, deft. does not waive the 
objection by appearing to the writ after notice.— 
CLARKE v. SMITH Seeiee 2H. & N. 753; 27 
L. J. Ex. 155; 30 L. T. O. S. 291; 6 W.R. 260 ; 
157 E.R. 311. 

1871. —-—.]— BAILEY v. OWEN, No. 1912, post. 

1872. Formal amendment.]——-The ct. will 
amend alias & pluries writs of summons, by 
indorsing thereon the day of the date of the first 
writ of summons & of the return thereto, in order 
to save Statute of Limitations, notwithstanding 
the 2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 39, 8. 10.—CULVERWELL v 
NUGEE (1846), 4 Dow. & L. 30; 15 M. & W. 559 ; 
15 L. J. Ex. 308; 153 E. R. 971. 


Annotations :-—Refd. Christie v. Bell (1847), 16 M. & W. 669 ; 
Smart v. Campbell (1847), 2 New Pract. Cas. 445; 
Medlicott v. Hunter (1850), 5 Exch. 34: Cornish v. Hockin 
(1853),1 E. & B. 602; Nazerv. Wade (1861), 5 L. T. 604. 


C. As to Parties. 
(a) Plaintiffs. 

See R. 8S. C., Ord. 16, r. 11. 

1873. Description of plaintiff—Plaintiff suing in 
representative character.|—Pltfs. commenced an 
action against the deft., as administratrixes. 
Pleas, Statute of Limitations & that pltfs. were not 
administratrixes of deceased, at the time of the 
commencement of the suit. The letters of 
administration were not taken out till after the 
action was brought & Statute of Limitations would 
have been a bar to a new action. Pitfs. being 
surviving partners as well as administratrixes of 
ie oe out of oe Statute of Limita- 

—ARMS NG . oe (EARL) 
(800), 13 Ir. Tar. 85.—IR 
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6 All. 441.— 


misled or Sune au ually ured b ne alter the date of the process.— 1878 i. Description Oe a 
error. To RANK F HaMIL ION v. HUTHNANCE v. RALEIGH (TOWNSHIP) ui suing in representative character.}—~ 
Sea 280. L.R.175; 40. W. 1N. (1897), 17 P. R. 458.—CA ee HIMALAYA roe! 
; . R. 232.—CAN. 1864 iil. JA judge at Vist Prius Lae, (1896), I. L. R. 18 Al. — 
5 t. Rstending term of demise.)— has power to amend a variance of mere IND. 
OE d. Day” v. BENNETT (1862), 21 =+time, in stating the completion of a riking 


U. C. R. 405.—CAN. 


contract in the plaint, so as to take 


a. St out = plat -)— An 
amendment by striking out the name 
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the deceased, the ct. allowed the writ & declara- 
tion to be amended by describing them in their 
former character, on payment of costs by pltfs., 
& allowing deft. to plead de novo.—TaYLOR v. 
Lyon (1829), 5 Bing. 383; 2 Moo. & P. 586; 7 
I. J.O. S.C. P. 118; 130 H. R. 1089. 

1874. ——— Assignees of bankrupt.)—The ct. 
permitted pltfs., in order to save Statute of Limita- 
tions, to amend the writ of summons by describing 
themselves as assignees of a bkpt. & defts. as the 
registered public officers of a banking co-partner- 
ship.— CHRISTIE v. BELL (1847), 16 M. & W. 669 ; 
2 New Pract. Cas. 222; 4 Dow. & L. 690; 16 
L. J. Ex. 179; 9L. T. 0.8. 79; 153 E.R. 1358. 
anoiaiion :—Apld. Goodchild v. Lcadham (1848), 1 Exch. 


1875. Addition of plaintiff—Co-executrix.]|—The 
ct. allowed a writ of summons to be amended by 
inserting the name of a co-extrix. as a co-pltf., 
on the ground that the right of action would 
otherwise have been lost by Statute of Limitations. 
—LAKIN v. WATSON (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 685; 2 
Dowl. 633; 149 E. R. 9386; sub nom. LAKIN v. 
Massig, 4 Tyr. 839; 3 L. J. Ex. 208. 

Annotations :—Dbtd. Roberts v. Bate (1837), 6 Ad. & Kl. 
778, Expld. Brown v. Fullarton (1844), 1 New Pract. Cas. 
69. Dbtd. Campbell v. Smart (1847), 5 C. B. 196. Refd. 
Palmer v. Beale (1841), 5 Jur. 507; Rennie ». Bruce 
(1845), 14 L. J. Q. B. 207; Culverwell v. Nugee (1846), 
15 M. & W. 559; Christie v. Bell (1847), 16 M. & W. 669 ; 
Smart v. Campbell (1847), 2 New Pract. Cas. 445; Good- 
child v. Leadham (1848), 1 Exch. 706; Garrard v. Guibilci 
(1863), 13 C. B. N.S. 832. 

1876. Official assignee.|—The ct. allowed 
pltfs., assignees of a bkpt., to amend the writ of 
summons & subsequent proceedings, by adding 
the name of the official assignee as pltf., in order to 
save Statute of Limitations.— BROWN v. FULLERTON 
(1844), 2 Dow. & L251; 13M. & W. 556; 1 New 
Pract. Cas. 69; 14L. J. Ex.79; 4L.T.0.S. 214; 
153 HK. R. 235. 

Annotations :—Refd. Campbell v. Smart (1847), 17 L. J. 
C. P. 63; Christie v. Bell (1847), 16 M. & W. 669 ; Smart 
v. Campbell (1847), 2 New Pract. Cas. 445; Goodchild 
v. Leadham (1848), 1 Kxeh. 706; Garrard v. Guibilei 
ere ashe Cc. B. N. S. 832; Clay v. Oxford (1866), 15 


1877. Co-partners.|—Two members of a 
partnership firm having brought an action to 
recover the balance of an account, defts. proposed 
a reference of the subject matter of the suit; & 
pltfs. having agreed thereto, an arbitrator was 
appointed, but, after a delay of three years, the 
reference was abandoned by consent. Upon the 
eve of the action coming on for trial, it was dis- 
covered that other persons then living were 
interested in the firm at the time the debt accrued. 
It was sworn that Statute of Limitations would be 
a bar to a fresh action. The ct. allowed an 
amendment of the writ & all subsequent proceed- 
ings, by the addition of the names of the other 
parties as co-pltfs.—CARNE v, Matins (1851), 6 
Exch. 803; 2L.M. & P. 498; 20 L. J. Hx. 434; 
155 H. R. 770. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Nazer v. Wade (1861), 1 B. & S. 728; 

Clay v. Oxford (1866), 15 L. T. 286. 

1878. Rights of additional plaintifY barred 
at time of amendment.|—LarrpD v. Brieas (1881), 
as reported in 19 Ch. D. 22, C. A. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Symons v. Leaker (1885), 15 Q, B. D. 
toberts 
RAK CHAND v. 











629; Frampton v. White (1896), 40 Sol. Jo. 275 ; 
& Lovell v. James (1903), 89 L. T. 282. 


of the third pitt in order to save the 
Statute of Limitations, was refused.— 
BRICKER, BOOTH & BRICKER v. AN- 
CELL (1864), 23 U. C. R. 481.—-CAN. 


h. ——.]— CHISHOLM ¥v. 'Wopn- 
LENGER (1913), 26 W. L. R, 274; 6 
W. W. R. 793; 14 D. L. R. 805; 23 


Man. L. R. 828.—CAN. 
¢. Substitution of plaintiff.) — Ha- 


DENONATH SAHAY, 
BHAGBUT PROSAD SINGH v. DENONATH 
ai (1897), I. L. 
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Name.|—RYAN v. SHEEHY (1847), 12 
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1879. ——~ Saving of defendant’s rights.]|— 
Hupson v. FERNEYHOUGH (1890), 34 Sol. Jo. 228. 





(6) Defendants. 
See R. S. C., Ord. 16, r. 11. 


1880. Description of defendant—Name.]—In an 
action for damage by rioters under 7 & 8 Geo. 4, 
c. 31, the ct. will amend the writ & subsequent 
proceedings, by substituting the word ‘‘ borough ”’ 
for the word ‘“‘ hundred ”’ if pltf., by mistake has 
proceeded against the inhabitants of the hundred, 
instead of the borough & the time for bringing a 
new action has expired.—HorTON v. STAMFORD 
(INHABITANTS) (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 773; 2 Dowl. 
96; 1 Nev. & M. M. C. 261; 3 Tyr. 869; 2 
L. J. Ex. 274; 149 BE. R. 611. 
Annotations :—Apld. Lakin «. Watson (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 

685. Expld. Roberts v. Bate (1837), 6 Ad. & Kl. 778. 


Consd. Garrard v. Guibilei (1862), 11 C. B. N. 8. 616. 
Refd. Partridge v. Wallbank (18386), 5 L. J. Ex. 167. 





1881. ~—-—.|—- BRAITHWAITE v. MONTFORD 
(LorD), No. 1861, ante. 
1882. .|—In an action brought against 








three exors., the name of one appeared in the writ 
as H. instead of M. After the claim would have 
been barred by the statute as against M., who had 
acted as an exor., pltf. obtained an order to amend 
the writ by the substitution of M.’s name for I1.’s: 
—RHeld: M. had been properly joined as deft., & 
the case within the discretion vested in a judge 
by R.S. C., Ord. 16, r. 11.—CHALLINOR v. RODER 
(1885), 1 T. L. R. 527, D. C. 

1883. Capacity.|—-CuRIsTiE v. BELL, No. 
1874, ante. 

1884. Addition of defendant — After plea.]— 
Where parties have pleaded in abatement for 
non-joinder of a deft., this ct. will not set aside the 
plea, or allow the writ to be amended, on the 
ground that pitf. is barred by Statute of Limita- 
tions from bringing a fresh action; &, on motion 
for such amendment, the ct. refused to enter upon 
the consideration of facts stated on affidavit to 
show an equitable claim to the indulgence.— 

' ROBERTS v. BATE (1837), 6 Ad. & El. 778; Will. 
Woll. & Dav. 307; 1 Jur. 307; 112 E. QR. 298. 
Annotations :—Distd. Brown v. Fullerton (1844), 13 M. & W 

556. Consd. Campbell v. Smart (1847), oC. B. 196; Good- 

child v. Leadham (1848), 1 Kxch. 706. 

1885. ——.]—(1) In an action against two 
exors., the ct. refused, after plea, to amend the 
writ of summons, by adding the name of another 
exor., although Statute of Limitations had run 
since the commencement of the suit. Qu.: if 
the amendment would have been allowed before 
declaration or plea. 

(2) In order to save Statute of Limitations, the 
ct. will amend writs of summons in all cases where 
an amendment could have been made under the 
old process.—GOODCHILD v. LEADHAM (1848), 1 
Hxch. 706; 5 Dow. & L. 383; 17 L. J. Hx. 90; 
10 L. T. O. S. 348; 12 Jur. 838; 154 H. R. 300. 

1886. Date of commencement of action— 











| AS against added defendants.|—A bill for tithes 


having been filed within the period limited by 
Tithe Act, 1832 (c. 100), & amended after that 
period, for the purpose of adding another party :—~ 
Held; sufficient as against the last party inasmuch 
as the bill & amended bill formed but one record.— 


I. L. R. 44.—IR. 

1883 i. Ca ity. |—SAMINATHA 
v. MUTHAYYA (1892), 1. L. R. 15 Mad. 
417.—IND. 


d. Addition of defendant.) —It 
would be an improper joinder of 
parties to add a party deft. where the 
cause of action alleged was different 
from the one set up against other 





R. 25 Calc. 409.— 
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Sect. 2.-—Amendments: Sub-sect. 1, C. (b);  sub- 
sects. 2 & 3. Sects. 3, 4 & 5: Sub-sect. 1.] 


THORPE v. MATTINGLEY (1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 421; 
8 L. J. Ex. Eq. 9; 160 E.R. 461 ; varied, sub nom. 
PLOWDEN v. THORPE (1840), 7 CL. & Fin. 137, H. 1. 


Annotations :--—Mentd. Fellowes vr. Clay (1843), 4 Q. B. 313; 
Thorpe v. Plowden (1815), 14 M. & W. 520. 


1887. .|—A bill for tithes was 
filed against occupiers of Jands within the time 
prescribed by Tithe Act, 1832 (c. 100), & the bill 
was subsequently, & after the period limited by 
the Act. amended by making the owner a party :— 
Held: the original & amended bill were but one 
record ; &, therefore, the suit was instituted against 
the owner within the time prescribed by the 
statute.—PLOWDEN v. THORPE (1840), 7 Cl. & Fin. 
137; West, 42; 4 Jur. 211; 75. R. 1019, H. L.; 
varying. S. C. sub nom. THORPE v». MATTINGLEY 
(1837), 2 Y. & C. Ex. 421. 

«lnnotations :—Mentd. Fellowes 7. Clay (1843), 4 Q. B. 313 ; 
. Thorpe v. Plowden (1845), 14 M. & W. 520. 

1888. —-— .J—A bill for an account 
of tithes was filed against five defts., before the 
expiration of the time limited by Tithe Act, 1832 
(c. 100), 8.3; &, after the expiration of that time, 
was amended under orders of the ct., & four other 
persons were introduced as defts.:—Held: the 
suit, as against these latter defts., must be taken 
to have commenced at the date at which they were 
actually introduced into the bill; they could not, 
by relation backwards, be treated as defts. to the 
original bill, & they were consequently entitled 
to the protection of the provisions of the statute.— 
BYkon v. COOPER (1844), 11 Cl. & Fin. 556; 8 
Jur. 991; 8 EB. R. 1212, H. Li; revag. S. C. sub 
nom. COOPER v. BYRON (1839), 3 Y. & C. Ex. 467. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Cooper v. Hewson (1840), 4 Y. & 

C. Ex, 269; Waterford v. Knight (1844), 11 Cl. & Fin. 653. 

1889. Striking out defendants -—— Erroneously 
joined.J|—-The ct., to prevent the operation of 
Statute of Limitations, upon certain terms imposed 
upon pltf., set aside the non-suit, & gave him 
liberty to amend the declaration & all subsequent 
proceedings, by striking out the names of defts. 
erroneously joined in the action.—CRAUFURD v. 
Cocks (1851), 6 Exch. 287; 2 L. M. & P. 192; 
20 L. J. Ex. 169; 155 E. R. 551. 

1890. —-—- Failure to establish joint liability.|— 
The ct., for the purpose of saving Statute of 
Limitations, allowed pltf., before trial, upon pay- 
ment of costs, to amend the declaration & all 
subsequent proceedings by striking out one of 
defts., the other deft. being at liberty to plead 
the non-joinder of a co-deft. in abatement, & 
also to plead de nvoo, although it appeared that an 
action had been brought for some portion of the 
same subject-matter against the same defts.; in 
which action defts. obtained the verdict by reason 
of pltf. having failed to establish the joint liability 
of both defts.; & on a motion for a new trial in 
that cause on the ground of surprise, the affidavits 
In support of the motion stated, that pltf. could 
have proved the joint liability of both defts.; & 
though it further appeared that the application 
for an amendment by striking out the name of one 
of defts. in that case after the trial was refused by 
the ct., & that the evidence to be adduced in the 
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PART XI. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 2. 


statement of claim, 
W.N. appeared, an order may properly be 
Itfs. to amend the 
statement of claim 
claim for an entircly 
action, provided that it is a claim in 


or ACTIONS. 


present action would be very similar to that relied 
upon in the former.—COWBURN v. WEARING (1853), 
9 Exch. 207; 23 L. J. Ex. 81; 156 E. R. 88; 
previous proceedings, 21 L. T. O. S. 169. 


SUB-SECT, 2.--SETTING UP FREstI CAUSE OF 
ACTION. 

1891. General rule.}]-—Pltf. commenced two 
actions against defts., one in their representative 
capacity for work & labour in the lifetime of 
testator, the other in their personal character for 
work & labour after his death, & delivered a bill 
of particulars in each. It being found that items 
had been inserted in the particulars delivered in 
the action brought against them in their repre- 
sentative capacity :—Held : pltf. might amend the 
particulars delivered in the latter action, by the 
insertion of those items, as such insertion could not 
be said to take defts. by surprise as to the grounds 
of action, or operate as the introduction of a new 
demand: & as Statute of Limitations did not run 
when the action was brought against defts. in 
their personal capacity, but was estopped by the 
commencement of the suit. 

Pitf. does not seek to add a fresh cause of 
action to that on which he originally declared for 
work & labour; beyond this he does not seek to 
recover (ERSKINE, J.).—JONES v. CoRRY (1840), 
( Bing. N.C. 247; 8Scott,515; 91. S.C. P. 177; 
4 Jur. 248: 133 E. R. 97. 

1892. .|—Pitf. will not be allowed to amend 
by setting up fresh claims in respect of causes of 
action which since the issue of the writ have become 
barred by Statute of Limitations.—WELDON ». 
NeaL (1887), 19 Q. B. D. 394; 56 L. J. Q. B. 621 ; 
35 W. BR. 820, C. A. 

Annotations :—Apld. Hewett v. Barr, [1891] 1. Q. B. 98; 
Lancaster v. Moss (1899), 15 T. L. R. 476. Refd. Morris 
v. Carnarvon County Council, [1910] 1 K. B. 159; KR. ev. 
Wakeley, [1920] 1K. B. 688. 

1893. .|-—The judge has no power to give 
leave to amend the statement of claim by setting 
up a cause of action which has been barred by 
Statute of Limitations since the issue of the writ.--— 
LANCASTER v. Moss (1899), 15 T. L. R. 476, C. A. 

1894. 7 ea is necessary to note that the 
pleadings could not be amended so as to charge 
negligence, if amendment was necessary, since 
at the date of the suggested amendment such a 
charge would be statute-barred (LORD PARMOOR). 
NoctTon v. ASHBURTON (LORD), [1914] A. C. 
932; 83 L. J. Ch. 784; 111 1.7. 641; 30 TL, BR. 
602, H. lL. : 

1895. Changing nature of action.]—In an action 
of debt on bond, & for money paid, the ct. refused 
to amend the writ of summons, which had been 
sued out on promises instead of in debt, in order to 
save Statute of Limitations; imasmuch as the 
remedy on the bond would remain, notwithstand- 
ing the expiration of the six years.—PARTRIDGE 
v. WALLBANK (1836),1 M. & W. 316; 5 Dowl. 
93; 50. J. Ex. 167; 150 E. R. 453. 


Annotation :--Refd. Roberts v. Bate (1837), Will. Woll. & 
Dav. 307. 


1896, ——-..]—-The ct. will amend a writ of 
summons, although more than four months have 














& defts. have against their added claim, be placed 
in the same postion as if their action 
for the added claim had been brought 
at the date of the amendment.— 
HoG@aBooM v. MacCuLLocH (1897), 17 
P. R. 377.—CAN. 


by adding a new 
fferent cause of 


1891 i. General rule.}—Where a writ 
of summons in an action for a specified 
cause has been issued & served upon 
defts. out of the jurisdiction, with a 


respect of which leave to serve process 
out of the jurisdiction might have been 
obtained. Pltfs. should, in respect of 
the Statute of Limitations running 


1891 li. ——.}— K1sanpDaa RuPcuHAND 
v. RACHAPPA VITHOBA (1909), I. L. JR. 
33 Bom. 644.—IND., 


Part XJ.—Process To PREVENT STATUTORY Bar. 


clapsed since it was issued by altering the cause 
of action from debt to assumpsit, on an affidavit 
that if a fresh action were commenced, Statute of 
Jimitations would be a bar; but the ct. cannot 
amend the copy of the writ served as they have 
no power over it.—EccLEs v. CoLk (1841), 8 
M. & W. 5387; 1 Dowl. N.S. 34; 10L. J. Bx. 475; 
151 BK. R. 1151. 

annaialton :—Refd. Campbell r. Smart (1847), 17 L. JI. GP. 


1897. -|—The ct. will not alter a writ of 
summons from ‘‘ promises’’ to ‘‘ debt,’ to avoid 
the operation of Statute of Limitations.—PHILLips 
v., Lewis (1850), 1 L. M. & P. 156; 15 L. T. O.S. 
26. 








SuB-SECT. 3.—OTHER AMENDMENTS. 


1898. Promise laid as made to testator-—By 
amendment laid as made to executors.|—Pltfs. 
declared as exors. on a promise to their testator ; 
& issue was joined on a plea of Statute of Limita- 
tions. ‘Then pltfs. moved to amend, by laying the 
promise to have been made to themselves ; the ct. 
ordered the amendment, on payment of costs & 
liberty for deft. to plead de novo.- -MARLBOROUGH’S 
(DUKE) ExEcuUTORS v. WIDMORE (1731), 2 Stra. 
890; 938 HK. R. 920; sub nom. MARLBOROUGH 
(DUCHESS) v. WHITMORE, 1 Barn. K. B. 418; 
Vitz-G. 193. 

-{nnotations :-—Consd. Bank of Ingland v. Morice (1734), 
Kel. W. 165. Expld. Tenour v. Smith (1754), 1 Keny. 
141. Refd. R. v. Kilamms (1734), Ridge. temp. H. 8&7: 
Aubeer v. Barker (1746), 1 Wils. 149; Bennet 7 Smith 
(1757), 2 Keny. 82; Doe d. Hardman v, Pilkington 
(1769), 4 Burr. 2447; Mace v. Lovett (1772), 5 Burr. 
2833; Seales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638. 

1899. Statute operating between filing of bill & 
demurrer.|—Where the time for suit or action 
allowed by Statute of Limitations, had elapsed 
between the filing the original bill & the argument 
of the demurrer, leave to amend was refused.— 
ALLISON v. HERRING (1839), 9 Sim. 583; 8 L. J. 
Ch. 223; 59 KH. R. 483. 

1900. Difficult point of law—-Decided in case 
extending over expiry of statutory period.|—On 
Jan. 2, 1837, pltf. commenced an action of trover 
against the collector of customs for the port of 
Jondon, to recover the value of certain tobacco, 
the bill of entry of which deft. had refused to sign 
s0 as to enable pltf. to obtain it on payment of 
the lesser duty payable on wrecked goods. The 
time limited for bringing such an action expired 
on Feb. 10. On May 13, the facts were stated on 
both sides in a case for the opinion of the ct., one 
of the questions in the case being whether or not 
pitf. was Jiable in this form of action. Pitf. 
suspended his proceedings, to await the decision of 
the Ct. of Q. B. in a case pending in that ct., 
which involved a similar question. That ct., 
having in June, 1839, decided that an action on the 
case would lie for the non-feasance, pltf., in the 
following Michaelmas Term, applied for leave to 
amend his declaration by adding a count in case ; 
the ct., under the special circumstances, allowed 
the amendment.— LEGGE v. Boyn (1840), 6 Bing. 
N. C. 240; 8 Dowl. 272; 8 Scott, 502; 9 L. J. 
C.P.170; 4 Jur. 271; 1338 E. R. 95; subsequent 
proceedings, 1 Man. & G. 898. 

1901. Amendment of distringas.] — The ct. 
refused to amend a distringas tor the purpose of 
preventing the operation of Statute of Limitations. 
—-NORMAN v. WINTER (1839), 5 Bing. N. ©. 279; 
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e. Amending by additional de- 
fence. J|--PATTERSON v. CENTRAL CANA- 
DA SavINGs & LOAN Co. (1897), 17 


P. R. 470.—CAN. 
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7 Dowl. 304; 7 Scott, 251; 8 L. J. C. P. 1793 


3 Jur. 147; 132 BE. R. 1112. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Launceston & Victoria Ry. v. Bren- 
nan (1839), 3 Jur. 196; Bromage v. Ray (1841), 10 L. J. 
Q. B. 238: Pearce v. Swain (1841), 7M. & W. 543; King 
». Hopkins (1845), 2 Dow. & L. 637; Peyton vr. Wood 
(1846), 15 M. & W. 608; Brough v. Nisenberg (1849), 
I9L JS. Q. B. 2. 


SicT. 3.—SETTING ASIDE WRIT AND SERVICE. 

1902. Writ in form where defendant resides 
abroad-—Defendant within jurisdiction.|—A_ writ 
of summons in the form prescribed by ©. L. P. 
Act, 1852 (c. 76), 5. 18, where deft. is a British 
subject residing abroad, was issued, & from time 
to time renewed, though deft. had never been 
abroad, & had entered an appearance to the action. 
The ct. refused to set aside such writ & service, 
in order to make Statute of Limitations an avail- 
able defence.—GREEN v. BRADDYLI (1856), 1 
H. &N. 693 271. T.O.S.8L; 4 W. R. 4875 156 
a. RR. 112° 


Sect. 4.--CONCURRENT WRIT. 

See R.S. C., Ord. 6, rr. 1, 2. 

1903. For service out of jurisdiction --Enlarge- 
ment of time.|—Under R. S. C., Ord. 6, rr. 1, 2, 
the ct. has power to give leave for the issuc of a 
concurrent writ for service out of the jurisdiction, 
although the original writ was issued for service 
within the jurisdiction & has been renewed, & 
although there is only one deft. to the action ; 
& where the writ has been renewed such leave 
may be given, notwithstanding that the cnlarge- 
ment of time for issuing a concurrent writ may 
affect the operation of Statute of Limitations.---- 
SMALPAGE v. TONGE (1886), 17 Q. B. 1D. 644: 55 
L. J. Q. B. 518; 55 L. T. 44; 34 W. RR. 768; 
sub nom. Hx p.S., 2 'T. L. R. 828, ©. A. 

Annotation :—Refd, The Exspanoleto, [1920] P. 223. 


a4 


Secr. 5.—RENEWAL OF WRIT. 
SuB-sECT. 1,—IN GENERA. 

See hw. S. C., Ord. 8, vr. 1. 

1904. Time for renewal-—How period calculated.| 
—Qu.: whether the six months for which the 
renewed writ under ©. LP. Act, 1852 (c. 76), 8. 11, 
is to be available are to be reckoned inclusively 
or exclusively of the date of the renewal? The 
officer, assuming the former to be the proper con- 
struction of the statute, having declined to seal 
a writ which upon that assumption was tendered 
a day too late, the ct., without expressing any 
opinion as to whether or not he had rightly con- 
strued the Act, directed him to seal the writ nune 
pro tunc.—BLACK v. GREEN (1854), 15 C. B. 262 ; 
139 K. R. 422; sub nom. ANON., 3 C. L. R. 38; 
24L.J3.0.P.1; 241.7. 0.8.61; 18 Jur. 1017; 
sub nom. Ex p. ——, 3 W. BR. 10. 








Annotations :-—Folld. Anon. (1854), 3 C. L. R. 78. Refd. 
Nazer v. Wade (1861), 31 L. J. Q. B. 5; Anon. (1863), 
1H. & C. 664. 

1905. |—A writ of summons was 


issued, dated Nov. 7, 1853, with a view to save 
Statute of Limitations. It was renewed on May 6, 
1854. On Nov. 6, following, pltf. applied to the 
officer of the ct. to renew the writ again; but the 


DOMINION BANK (1892), 15 BP. R. 
affd. (1893), 22 8. C. R. 130.— CAN 

g. —-——.}-—-CaIRNS v. AIRTH (1894), 
16 P. RR. 100.—-CAN. 
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latter refused, considering it too late, & that the 
six months had expired. The ct., without deciding 
that the renewal would be valid, directed that the 
writ should be renewed as of Nov. 6, nune pro 
tunc, as the dates would appear on the record.— 
ANON. (1854), 3 C. L. R. 78; 24 L. J. Q. B. 23; 
24L.T.0.8.185; 18 Jur. 1104; 3 W. BR. 74. 
Annotation :—Refd. Anon. (1863), 1 H. & C. 664. 

1906. |—(1) The ‘six months ”’ 
limited by C. L. P. Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 11, are to 
be reckoned inclusively. 

Where a writ of summons, originally: issued, 
with a view to save Statute of Limitations, on 
Jan. 23, 1861, was successively renewed on three 
several occasions, the last of which was on July 19, 
1862, & on Monday, Jan. 19, 1863, application was 
made to the officer to renew it again, but he 
refused to do so, as he considered that the six 
mionths had expired, & the application was too 
late ; upon motion for a rule directing him to seal 
the writ, the ct. refused to grant the rule, on the 
ground that the application to renew the writ 
had been made too late; notwithstanding Black 
v. Greene, No. 1904, ante, & Anon. (1854), No. 1905, 
ante, in which a similar rule had been granted. 

(2) Semble: the last day having fallen on a 
Sunday, the application to renew should have been 
made on the previous Saturday.—ANOoN. (1863), 
1H. & C. 664; 1 New Rep. 331; 32 L. J. Ex. 88; 
71. T. 718; 158 BK. R. 1051. 

1907. ——— Application of rule—To writs issued 
before Judicature Act, 1873 (c. 66).)—H. 8. ©., 
Ord. 8, r. 1, as to the renewal of writs, applies to 
writs issued before as well as after above Act, & 
subsequently renewed. 

A writ issued in 1861 was renewed in the manner 
prescribed by C. L. P. Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 11, until 
1890, when it was served, no leave of a ct. or judge 
to renew it having been obtained under R. S. C., 
Ord. 8, r. 1:—-Held: the writ was no longer in 
force, & the service must be set aside.—HUME v. 
SOMERTON (1890), 25 Q. B. D. 239; 59 L. J. Q. B. 
420; 62 L. T. 828; 55 J. P. 38; 38 W. R. 748; 
67. L. R. 374, 

Annotation :-—Mentd. Re R., [1906] 1 Ch. 730. 

1908. Extension of time—Power of court.] 
—Semble: the time for renewing a writ of sum- 
mons cannot be extended under It. S. C., Ord. 57, 
r. 6, where pltf.’s claim would, in the absence of 
such renewal, be barred by Statute of Limitations. 
—DOYLE v. KAUFMAN (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 340, C. A. 
Annotations :—Consd. Smalpage v. Tonge (1886), 17 Q. B. D. 

644. Folld. Hewett v. Barr, [1891] 1 Q. B. 98. Refd. 

Carter v. Stubbs (1880), 43 L. T. 746; ‘The Espanolcto, 

[1920] P. 223. 

1909. ——— Exceptional circum- 
stances.|—-The rule of practice is not to extend 
the time for renewing a writ of summons after 
the expiration of the twelve months from the date 
of the writ, where pltf.’s claim would, in the absence 
of such renewal, be barred by the Statute of 
Limitations. Semble: there would be a discre- 
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1908 i. Lime for renewal—Extension 
of time—Fower of court.}—Where 
orders were made from time to time 
renewing a writ of summons, & it 
appeared that pltf. all the time knew, 
but did not disclose, where deft. could 
be served, & the Statute of Limitations, 
had, but for the renewals, barred pltf.’s 
claims, the orders were rescinded.— 
Maik v. CAMERON (1899), 18 P. BR. 




















action had in t 


its 





months from its issue, & the cause of 
he meantime become O. W 
barred by the Statute of Limitations, 
the ct. refused to extend the time for 
renewal. MAGEE 2. 
(1891), 28 L. R. Ir. 288.—IR. 

1909 i. ——- —— 
circumstances.]} — The limitation 
twelve months allowed for service of a 
writ should not be idle, & 
can properly be renewed there must 
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tion to extend the time in such a case under 
exceptional circumstances.—HEWETT v. BARR, 
(1891]1Q. B. 98; 60 L. J. Q. B. 268; 39 W. R. 
294, O. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. The Espanolcto, [1920] P. 223. 

1910. Necessity for proof of renewal.|—-Upon a 
plea of Statute of Limitations, pltf. cannot avail 
himself of a writ issued within the six years, 
unless service of it within the six years or regular 
continuances are proved.—MANN v. WALKER 
(1850), 20 L. J. C. P. 165, n.; 15 L. T. O.S, 250. 
Annoialion :—Refd. Pritchard v. Bagshawe (1851), 11 C. B. 


1911. Effect of renewal—Action kept alive in 
particular court.|——Where an action of debt has 
been commenced in a common law ct. within six 
years from the debt accruing, & the writ has been 
duly renewed, pursuant to C. L. P. Act, 1852 
(c. 76), 8. 11, the renewal of the writ keeps alive 
the debt, but only for the purposes of the par- 
ticular action, & not for the purpose of taking 
proceedings in another ct. 

In Mar. 1869, A. died, indebted to pltf. In 
Jan. 1875, within six years from the death of A., 
pitf. commenced an action for debt against deft., 
the administrator of A., by issuing a writ out of 
the Ct. of Common Pleas. This writ was never 
served upon deft. nor renewed. In July, 1875, 
while the writ remained in force, but more than 
six years from the death of A., pltf. took out 
a summons against deft. to administer the estate 
of A.:—Held: as at the date of the summons the 
debt was kept alive, by virtue of the writ, only 
for the purposes of the action in the Ct. of Common 
Pleas, & not for the purpose of taking proceedings 
in another ct., Statute of Limitations was a 
complete bar to pltf.’s claim.—MANByY v. MANBY 
(1876), 3 Ch. D. 101; 40 J. P. 789; sub nom. 
FIEVET v. MANBY, 35 L. T. 307. 

Issue of concurrent writ.]—See Sect. 4, 
ante. 

Issue of new county court summons.] — Sce 
County Courts, Vol. XIII., p. 492, No. 429. 

Under Maritime Conventions Act, 1911 (c. 57), 
s. 8.|—See ADMIRALTY, Supp. I., No. 683a. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—WHEN REFUSED. 

See, generally, R. S. C., Ord. 8. 

1912. Omission to reseal before expiry—Mistake 
of party or attorney.|—The ct. will not allow a 
writ resealed too late to take a cause out of Statute 
of Limitations by mistake of the attorney to be 
rescaled nunc pro tunc for this purpose.—BAILEY 
v. OWEN (1860), 9 W. R. 128. 

Annotation :—Refd. Doyle v. Kaufman (1877), 3 Q. B. D. 7. 

1918. -]—On the day of the expira- 
tion of a writ of summons issued under C. L. P. 
Act, 1852 (c. 76), pltfs.’ attorney attended at 
the office for the purpose of having it renewed, & 
paid the fee; but being suddenly called away 
omitted to get the seal impressed in pursuance of 








PLEYARD 0. 
R. 657; 3 0. W 943; 3 


MULLIGAN ary 21 
D. L. R. 288.—CAN. 





1900 Moe 
HASTINGS Markey v. DOWDELL (1852), 2 I. C. 

Exceptional Us Bs 117 TR 
Pp of ho] v. BROTMAN 


. — CURRY 
(1900), 4 Terr. L. R. 369.—CAN. 


before a writ .]—DicKson v. Cares (1860), 


ees 
111.0. L. 


484.—CAN. be some real “excuse for the delay. Ad 334.—IR. 
Renewal is by no means a matter of 1. Necessity for proper form.}--FoRD 
1908 ti. —— ———.}—When @ course, & should only be granted under v. MCGOEY (1855), 12 U. C. R. 506.— 
writ was not served within twelve very exceptional circumstances.—APp- CAN, 
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sect. 11, & did not discover the mistake until it 
was too late to keep the writ alive by resealing, 
80 as to save Statute of Limitations :—Held: 
(1) the ct. had no power to direct the officer to 
impress the seal on the writ as of the day when 
the attorney applied to have it renewed; (2) it 
would have been otherwise if the omission to 
reseal the writ had been occasioned by a fault of 
the officer of the ct.—NAZER v. WADE (1861), 1 
B. & 8S. 728; 31L.5.Q.B.5; 5 L. T. 604; 8 
Jur. N.S. 134; 121 E.R. 885. 
Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Anon. (1862), 31 L. J. 
gla Apid. Davies v. Garland 


vans v. Jones (1862), 
Kaufman (1877), 47 L. J. Q. B. 26 


1914. Office closed on last day.|]— 
Where a pitf. has by inadvertence allowed the time 
for resealing a writ of summons to elapse without 
having the writ resealed, the ct. will not order it 
to be done nunc pro tunc, unless it can see that there 
has been some default in the conduct of one of 
its officers. 

The last day for resealing a writ of summons, 
so as to save Statute of Limitations, expired on 
Saturday Dec. 28, within the Christmas holidays. 
A party who attended at the office on that day for 
the purpose found it shut, & the officer having 
refused to reseal the writ on the following Monday, 
Dec. 30, the ct. refused to order him to do it after- 
wards, nune pro tunc.—EVANS v. JONES (1862), 
2B.&S8.45; 51. T. 673; 8 Jur. N.S. 641; 121 
E. R. 991; sub nom. Anon., 31 L. J. Q. B. 61. 
aan :—Refd. Davies v. Garland (1876), 1 Q. B. D. 


1915. Default in conduct of officer of court.] 
—NAZER v. WADE, No. 1913, ante. 

1916. Original writ lost—Sealing of verified 
copy.|—Where an original writ of summons, issued 
in Jan. 1875, & renewed in July, has been lost, 
the ct. has no power to allow a renewal of it, 
under C. L. P. Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 11, by ordering 
a verified copy to be sealed.—DAVIES v. GARLAND 
(1876), 1 Q. B. D. 250; 45 L. J. Q. B. 1387; 33 
L. T. 727; 24 W. R. 252; 2 Char. Pr. Cas. 200. 

-.|—See, now, R. S. C., Ord. 8, r. 3. 


Q. B. 
(1876), 1 Q. B. D. 250. 
2 B. & 8S. 45; Doyle v. 











Sect. 6.—GRANT OF NEW TRIAL. 

1917. Writ to save statute not returned—Objec- 
tion too late.|—The issue, as set out in a writ of 
trial, stated the suing out of a former writ of 
summons, to meet a plea of Statute of Limitations. 
Pitf. having obtained a verdict, upon an issue 


taken on the accrual of the action within six years, . 


the ct. refused to grant a new trial, upon an affi- 
davit that no such writ had ever been returned, 
& that no continuances had been entered on the 
roll, & that the issue delivered contained no notice 
of a former writ.—HARPER v. PHILLIPPS (1844), 7 
Man. & G. 397; 8 Scott, N. R.115; 3L. T. 0.8. 
102; 135 E. R. 166. 

a :—Refd. Pritchard v. Bagshaw (1851), 20 L. J. 
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1919 i. Hjectment.|—When the verdict 
is against evidence in an action of 
ejectment, & the Statute of Limitations 
may defeat pltf. before he can bring 
@ second action, the oct. will grant a 
new trial.—DoE d. ESTABROOKS Uv. 
HUMPHREY (1867), 12 N. B. R. (1 Han.) 
104.—CAN. 

m. Title to land.J—A defence under 
the Statute of Limitations against a 
clear legal title is not one to be 
favoured, especially in cases between 
relations ; & where the jury have leaned 
against such defence in support of the 


237.—CAN. 


honesty of the case, & there has been 
no misdirection, deft. must show very 
strong ground to entitle him to a new 
trial on the evidence.—HEMMINGWAY 
v0 HEMMINGWAY (1854), 11 U. C. 


PART XI. SECT. 7. 


n. Entry of suggestion by judge.)-—— 
The entry of a suggestion under C. L. P. 
Act is a judgment of the ct. & gives a 
now starting point for the Statute of 
Limitations.—McCULLOUGH v. SYKES 
(1885), 11 P, R. 337.—CAN, 


o. Proceedings in Incumbered Ea- 
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1918. Ulterior proceedings in prospect—Nonsult 
in action for crim. con.]—Pltf. in an action of 
crim. con. having been nonsuited in consequence 
of the accidental absence of his attorney the ct. 
granted a new trial on payment of costs, as between 
attorney & client, it appearing that another action 
might be barred by Statute of Limitations, & pltf. 
be thereby precluded from taking ulterior pro- 
ceedings.—AYLING v. GOLDRING (1845), 1 C. B. 
635 ; 1385 E. R. 690. 

1919. Ejectment.|—Dor d. GoopwIN v. JOYCE 
(1851), 16 L. T. O. S. 343. 

1920. Action stayed pending winding up—De- 
fendant given benefit of statute in winding up.]— 
Testator, in 1846, performed certain alleged 
services for a railway co., for which he brought an 
action against one of the directors. On Apr. l, 
1848, a verdict was given for deft. In the Easter 
Term following, a rule was obtained for a new 
trial, but it was not immediately proceeded with. 
On May 28, 1849, a winding up order was obtained 
against the co., &, a notice having been served by 
pltfs.’ attorney that the trial would then be pro- 
ceeded with, on Aug. 1, 1851, the judge made an 
order that all proceedings should be stayed until 
such proof should have been made or exhibited, 
as required by Winding-up Acts, deft. being sued 
as a partner in or contributory to the said co. On 
Oct. 7, 1852, testator’s extrix. lodged a claim in 
the master’s office, which claim was disallowed by 
the master, on the ground that it was barred by 
Statute of Limitations :—Held: considering the 
order of Aug. 1, 1851, the extrix. was not barred 
by the statute from having a new action to deter- 
mine whether or not she was a creditor of the co. ; 
& the master’s order was discharged, with leave 
given to the extrix. to bring such action as she 
might be advised, the official manager to have 
leave to defend the action, & any judgment 
recovered in the action to be dealt with as the ct. 
should direct.—Re LONDON & BIRMINGHAM EXTEN- 
SION & NORTHAMPTON, DAVENTRY, LEAMINGTON 
& Warwick Ry. Co., Kz p. Hiaarns (1856), 26 
L. T. O. S. 270; 2 Jur. N.S.178; 4 W. R. 277. 


SEcrT. 7.--OTHER PROCESS. 

1921. Whether defendant restrained from plead- 
ing statute—Inequitable plea of infancy.] —A 
woman at the time of her marriage was indebted 
on two promissory notes. After the marriage, the 
husband gave his bond for the amount to the 
creditor, who thereupon delivered up the notes. 
The bond having been put in suit the husband 
pleaded his infancy at the time of giving the bond. 
On a bill filed in this ct. for relief, the ct. ordered 
the notes to be returned to pltf. with directions 
that deft. should not plead Statute of Limitations 
to any action pltf. should bring on the notes or 
any other plea which deft. could not have pleaded 
at the time the bond was given. But this ct. 


tates Court.j—Re COLCLOUGH (1858), 
8 I. Ch. Rh. 330.—IR. 

p. Proccedings in Land Commis- 
sion.J—An order of the Land Com- 
mission sanctioning an advance to 
a tenant to enable him to purchase his 
holding under Purchase of Land 
(Ireland) Acts, 1885-1890, does not 
prevent the Statute of Limitations 

m running so as to extinguish a 
rentcharge issuing out of the lands.— 
he alan aha ESTATE, (1895) 21. R. 


it. 





q. .}—A vesting order made 
by Land Commission under Purchase 
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Sect. 7.—Other process. 
sects. 1 & 2.] 


will not order the immediate payment of the 
money.-—CLARKE v. COBLEY (1789), 2 Cox, Hq. 
Cas. 173; 30 E. R. 80. 

Annotations :—Mentd, Stikeman ». Dawson (1847), 1 De 

(i. & Sm. 90; Leslie v. Shoill, [1914] 3 K. B. 607. 

1922. On setting aside interlocutory judg- 
ment.|—The ct. will not restrain deft. from 
pleading Statute of Limitations on setting aside 
a regular interlocutory judgment.—MADDOCKS v. 
JioLMEs (1798), 1 Bos. & P. 228; 126 E.R. 875. 

1923. —— Plea of statute by solicitor—Summary 
jurisdiction of court.]—The ct. will not, in the 
exercise of its summary jurisdiction, prevent an 
attorney, who is deft. in an action at the suit of his 
client, suing as administratrix, from pleading a plea 
not directly to the merits, such as the plea of 
Statute of Limitations, even though the accrual of 
the statute may have been owing to his neglect in 
‘not advising pltf. to take out the letters of adminis- 
tration earlier. 

Action by the administratrix of D. for money | 
had & received by deft., who was an attorney, 
to the use of D. in his lifetime. Plea, Statute of 
Limitations: replication, that D. was beyond the 
seas when the cause of action accrued, & did not 
return to England before his death, & that until 
the grant of administration, there was no one to 
sue, & that the action was brought within three 
days after administration granted. Rejoinder, 
that before & at the time of the death of D., pltf. 


LIMITATION 


Part XJI. Sect. 1: Sub- 
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E. was his wife, & might within a reasonable time 
after his death, have obtained administration of 
his effects ; but that she suffered more than seven 
years to elapse after the death of D. before she 
took out letters of administration :—Held: if 
there were circumstances which at law prevented 
deft., being an attorney, from setting up the 
defence of Statute of Limitations, in an action on 
a money demand at the suit of this client, the 
proper way for pltf. to avail herself of them was 
by a surrejoinder, & not by calling on the ct., on 
affidavit, to interpose its summary jurisdiction 
& prevent deft. from pleading Statute of Limita- 
tions.—Re TRISTON (1850), 1 L. M. & P. 74; 15 
L. T. O. S. 70. 

1924. Leave to serve writ on agent refused.|— 
The ct. will not allow process to be served at the 
house of the agent of deft. out of the jurisdiction, 
in order to save Statute of Limitations ; but pltf. 
must proceed according to the provisions of 2 & 3 
Will. 4, c. 39, s. 10.—FrRiItH v. DONEGAL (LORD) 
(1834), 2 Dowl. 527. 

1925. Refusal to draw up rule nisi for earlier 
day.]—The ct. refused to allow the rule nisi to be 
drawn up for an earlier day than by the ordinary 
practice it would be drawn up, upon a suggestion 
that the period limited by Country Bankers Act, 
1826 (c. 46), for proceedings against former mem- 
bers, had nearly expired.—F1eLD v. MACKENZIE 
(1847), 4 ©. B. 705; 5 Dow. & L. 172; 16 L. J. 
C. P. 203; 136 E. R. 685. 

Annotation :~Mentd. Dodgson v. Scott (1848), 6 Dow. & L. 

OT; 
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SEcT. 1.—PLEADING. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—IN GENERAI. 

1926. Whether particular statute need be pleaded ' 
—Action in High Court.}—Apams v. Barry, No. 
826, ante. 

1927. -J}—Where an action to which 
Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893 (c. 61), 
applies is brought in the county ct., & defts. desire 
to rely upon the fact that the action was not 
commenced within the time thereby limited it is 
sufficient to raise that defence by a notice in the 
form given in Form 85, of the County Ct. Forms, 
1903, ‘‘ that the claim is barred by a Statute of 
Limitations ’’ without specifying the year, chapter 
& sect.. or the title of the statute. 

By the High Ct. rules it is required that where 
a statute of limitations is pleaded the pleading 
should state which of such statutes is relied on 
(PICKFORD, J.).—GREGORY v. TORQUAY CORPN., 
[1911] 2 K. B. 556; 80 L. J. K. B. 981; 105 
L. T. 188; 75 J. P. 446; 55 Sol. Jo. 582; 9 
L. ne R. 772, D. C.; affd., [1912] 1 K. B. 442, 
C. A. 

Annotation :—Refd. The Llandovery Castle, [1920] P. 119. 








of Land (Ireland) Acts, 1885-1891, 
stops Statute of Limitations running as 
from its date, in favour of all persons 
hav charges on the lands in respect 
of which the vestin 


order is madec.— 
te SMITHWICK’S STATE, [1896] 2 
1. KR. 401. 


r. S Glee ee an ab- Pe eel 
solute order for sale, made on an 
incumbrancer’s petition, the owner can  0¢ 
create a valid incumbrance on the 
lands ordered to be sold; & such 
incumbrance is protected by the 
absolute order for sale against the 


I. R. 157.—IR. 


operation of the Statute of Limitations. c 
—-Re SWANTON’S EStTatn, 


t. ——.}+-Re MORRISON’S ESTATE, 
[1907] 1 I. R. 15.—IR 


a. Whether particular statute need 
pleaded.}|—-BANKS 
(1880), 27 Gr. 342.—CAN. 
b. Whether cause of action must be 
admitted.J—MEYRR v. BURKE (1843), 
3 Ont. Dig. 5343.—CAN. 





1928. Action in county court.|—In an 
action in the county ct. a notice of the special 
defence of Statute of Limitations is sufficient if 
the statement in the notice follows, without any 
addition, C. C. lt., 1895, Appendix, Form 95a, 
which is, ‘‘that the claim for which deft. is 
‘* summoned is barred by a Statute of Limitation,’’ 
& deft. need not specify the particular statute on 
which he intends to rely.—HEATON v. TAPLEY, 
[1899] 1 Q. B. 953; 68 L. J. Q. B. 688; 80 TL. T. 
797; 47 W. R. 463; 43 Sol. Jo. 458, D.C. 

1929. ——.] — GreGoRY v. TORQUAY 
Corpn., No. 1927, ante. 

1930. Need not plead continuance of writ.]— 
PRATT v. HAWKINS, No. 1855, ante. 

1931. Joint & several debts—Necessity for sepa- 
rate plea.J|—In 1800 A., B. & OC. entered into 
partnership as attornies, upon certain terms 
expressed in a memorandum. In 1808 A. died 
leaving B. his exor. & residuary legatee, & then 
B. & C. formed a partnership & agreed to share 
the profits equally. In Dec. 1825, their partner- 
ship was dissolved by consent. During the former 
partnership A. & B. had made advances, both 











: JA plea to an avowry, 
which amounts in one portion of it toa 
pee of the Statute of Limitations, & 
n another portion which amounts to a 
plea of waiver :—Held: bad, upon 
general demurrer.—DaLY v. BLOOM- 


{1898} 1 


1, SUB-SECT. 1. 


d. Facts barring statute—Time for 
pleading.}~The Full Ct. has power 
to allow, on terms, an amendment for 
the first time of a pleading by setting 
up a fact which would, if proved, be a 
good answer tu a plea of the Statute 


v, BELLAMY 
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jointly & severally, for C.’s private use; & during 
the latter partnership B. made similar advances. 
In 1827 B. became bkpt. No settlement of 
accounts having taken place between any of the 
parties, in July, 1831, B.’s assignees filed a bill 
against B. & C. for an account of the dealings 
of both partnerships, & of all the advances made 
by A. & B. C. pleaded Statute of Limitations, 
1623 (c. 16), & Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), to so much of the bill as related to 
such advances :—Held: as the plea extended to 
the joint advances of A. & B. during the first 
partnership, it covered too much, & was, therefore, 
bad.—ROBINSON v. FLELD (1831), 5 Sim. 14; 

58 H.R. 2438. 


Sus-secr. 2,—NECEsSITY 'rO PLEAD STATUTE. 

See, now, R. 8. C., Ord. 19, r. 15. 

1932. General rule—Statute must be pleaded— 
Though right to relief appear from plaintiff’s 
pleading.|-— Deft. cannot take advantage of Statute 
of Limitations upon pltf.’s own showing; but 
must plead it in bar, or demur to the declaration.— 
TRANKERSLEY v. ROBINSON (1629), Cro. Car. 163 3 
79 E.R. 742. 

1933. |\—-In assumpsit Statute 
of Limitations must be pleaded, though the 
declaration allege a promise six years before.— 
py v. WARREN (1629), Cro. Car. 159; 79 
K 738. 


Annotations :—Refd. Chapple v. Durston a 830),1Cr&JI.1; 
Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. C. 5 


1934. Although it appear 
upon the proceedings that an action was not 
brought within the time of limitation, yet deft. 
cannot take advantage of it on motion, but must 
plead the statute.—HAWKINGS v. BILLHEAD 
(1635), Cro. Car. 404 ; 79 E. R. 951. 

Annotation :—Reld. Chapple v. Durston (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 1. 

19385. -|—-To an action upon an 
executory promise deft. cannot plead non assump- 
sit infra sex annos. It is no objection to a declara- 
tion that it appears upon the face of it that the 
time prescribed by Statute of Limitations for 
bringing the action had elapsed before the declara- 
tion was delivered or filed.—GoULD v. JOHNSON 
(1702), 2 Ld. Raym. 838; 2 Salk. 422; 92 E.R. 
rete sub nom. Bootu v. Jounson, 7 Mod. Rep. 
1 3 
Annotations :--—Consd. Chapple v. Durston (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 

1; Irving v. Veitch (1837), 3M. & W. 90. Refd. STENT 


v7. Walker (1737), Willes, 27; Leaper v. Tatton (1812), 1 
Kast, 420; Tanner v. Smart (1827), 5L.J.0.8, K. B. 21 ts 


1936. .|—Assumpsit on a promise 
twenty years before, no benefit of the statute 
without pleading it.—LEE v. Rogers (1663), 1 
Lev. 110; 1 Keb. 566, 578; T. Raym. 86; 83 
Li. R. 322. 

Annotations :—Refd. Cole v. Hawkins Mee ee od en 


348; Chapple v. Durston (18 oO); 1 entd 
Serle v. Pe ig) (1695), 1 Ld ee 120" Rh. v. Paty 









































ae ), Raym. ee Somerset v. Fogwell (1826), 
J. O. 8 K. i 4 ’Gledstane v. Hewitt (1831), 

1 dy. & J. 565. 

1937. -|}—If the Statute of Limita- 


tions be neither pleaded nor insisted on by the 


of Limitations. —JONES v DAVENPORT ao oo of punltations 
0 be en aval of mus e 
a 


ee 7 B.C. R. 452.—CAN, 


Plea 
tion Act, 1833 i: 27)—N eccastty to rebut 
statutory exceptions. ]—A plea of sect. 40 
of above Act ought to negative the 
exceptions contained in Saree sect.— 1936 iii. 
MOLONY v. O’BRIEN (1842), 5 1. L. R. 


—~ ee 
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1936 i. General rule—Statute must be 


1936 v. 








ae 
fone e861), 11 C. P. 490.— CAN, 





-}—Ca 
ery Faia (1873), 6P. R. 28.—CAN, 
carey 4 N.S. S. R. 514.—CAN. 





SINGH v. BHAJAN Rat (1885), I. L. R. 
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answer, you cannot have the benefit of such bar.— 
PRINCE v. HEYLIN (1737), 1 Atk. 493; 26 E. R. 
312, L. C. 


Annotation :—Mentd. Goodtitle d. Roebuck v. Oxley (1826) 
7 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 535. 


1938. .}—An administrator cannot 
resist a creditor’s bill for an account, on the 
ground of length of time, without either pleading 
or claiming the benefit of Statute of Limitations. — 
CockKsHUTT v. POLLARD (1817), Wils. Ex. 132 
159 HK. R. 851, Ex. Ch. 

1939. -|—The widow of testator, with 
the acquiescence of his heir, was let into possession 
of certain freehold houses, under an erroneous 
supposition that they passed by the will along with 
other property, in which a life interest was devised 
to her; & before the error was discovered or her 
right disputed, she died. On a bill filed by the 
heir against her personal representative, praying 
the delivery of title deeds & an account :—Held: 
as the defence of Statute of Limitations was not 
raised upon the pleadings, the account should be 
taken from the time when pltf.’s title first accrued. 
—-MONYPENNY v. BRISTOW (18382), 2 Russ. & M. 
117: 39 BE. BR. 339, L. C. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Hughes r. 

666; Yarnold v. Wallis (1840), .& C. Ex. 1603 Doo 

d. York v. Walker (1844), 12 uM. ie W. 591; Skinner vv. 

Ogle (1845), 4 Notes of Cases, 74; Hughes v. Hosking 

(1856), 11 Moo. P. C. C. 13; Re Earl’s Trust (1858), 4 

K, & J. 673; Phillips v. Homifray (1883), 24 Ch. D. 439. 

1940. —— J—A cestut que trust under a 
will brought an action against the administratrix 
& the heir-at-law of the sole trustee, who had died 
intestate, to make his estate lable for the loss 
which had accrued to the trust estate owing to a 
breach of trust committed by him. Statute of 
Limitations was not pleaded, & at the trial an 
account was directed on the footing of the liability 
of the heir. He raised the defence of the statute 
on the further consideration :—Held: the statute 
should have been pleaded.—Re BuRGE, GILLARD v. 
LAWRENSON (1887), 57 L. T. 364; 52 J. P. 20. 

Cannot be raised at later stage.|— 
See Sect. 2, post. 

1941. Defence set up by affidavit.) — Upon 
motion for decree, where no answer had been put 
in, but deft. had filed an affidavit submitting that 
pltf.’s claim was barred by lapse of time & acquies- 
cence, but not expressly claiming the benefit of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), the ct. 
allowed the statute to be pleaded ore tenus.— 
GREEN v. SNEAD (1861), 30 Beav. 231; 31 L. J. Ch, 
320; 54 HK. R. 8773; sub nom. SNEAD v. GREEN, 5 
].. I. 801; 8 Jur. N.S. 4; 10 W. R. 36. 

1942. Foreclosure claim.]—Deft. in a claim [for 
foreclosure] may, at the hearing, avail himself of 
the Statute of Limitations, without pleading it.—- 
SNEED v. SNEED (1851), 20 L. J. Ch. 630; 18 
L. T. 0.8.86; 16 Jur. 72. 

1943. Penal action.|—In a penal action pltf. is at 
liberty to show the action commenced within a 
year, as well after as before the objection, that it 
does not appear on the record, is made.—_MAUGHAM 
v. WALKER (1792), Peake, 220; subsequent pro- 
ceedings (1793), 5 Term Rep. 98. 
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Sect. 1.—Pleading: Sub-sects. 3 & 4.] 


SUB-SECT. 3.-—ACKNOWLEDGMENT. 


1944. Whether acknowledgment or original 
cause of action pleaded.|—(1) A bill brought by 
a creditor of an intestate for £100 on note, charging 
that the administratrix promised to pay it, as 
soon as she could get in effects, to which she 
pleaded Statute of Limitations, & that she made no 
promise to pay the note, too general, for she should 
have pleaded she made no promise to pay out of 
assets. 

(2) If principal be barred, so is interest. 

(3) A plea of Statute of Limitations must say, 
the cause of action has not accrued within the six 
years, that deft. has not promised to pay within 
six years, is bad.— ANON. (1743), 3 Atk. 70; 26 
E. R. 843, L. C 

1945. 1 (1) In assumpsit against deft. as 
acceptor of a bill of exchange, & upon an account 
stated, evidence that deft. acknowledged his 
acceptance & that he had been liable, but said that 
he was not liable then, because it was out of date, 
& that he could not pay it, it was in his power to 
pay it:—Held: sufficient to take the case out of 
the statute, upon a plea of actio non accrevit infra 
sex annos. 

(2) Pltf. may declare on the original promise, 
although he relies on the subsequent promise to 
take the case out of Statute of Limitations.— 
rr Ce v. TATTON (1812), 16 East, 420; 104 E.R. 
1147 
Annotations :—As to (1) Refd. Hurst v. Parker Ae 

B. & Ald. 92; Clark v. Hougham (sae), 2 Pin . 149; 

A’Court 1. ross (1825), 11 Moore, C. P 8; Taaer v. 

Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603. 4s to (2) Ret. Irving v. 

Veitch (1837), Murp. & H. 313. 

1946. .|—Semble: when the recovery of a 
debt has been impeded by Statute of Limitations, 
& pltf. relies upon a new promise, he should declare 
on the new promise, & not on the original cause of 
action. At all events, he cannot reply such new 
promise, to a plea of ‘‘ action not accrued within 
six years.’’ Nor, if he take issue on such a plea, 
will a qualified or conditional admission entitle 
him to recover, if his declaration has proceeded on 
the original cause of action.—TANNER v. SMART 
(1827), 6 B. & C. 603; 9 Dow. & Ry. K. B. 549; 
5L. J.0.8. K. B. 218; 108 E. R. 5738. 


Annotations :—Consd. Haydon A watiems (1830), 7 Bi 
163; Brigstocke v. or $33), Cr. & M. oo Sy. 
Brydges v. Plumptre cane - 
Pierce v. Brewster (134 i) 1 
v. Stott (1828), 6 L. J. O. 8. K. B. 

Paey 2 Moo. & P. 5803 Fearn v. Lewis (1880), 4 Moo. 
& P. 1; Woodham v. oan (1833), 3 L. J 70; 
Kicke v. Nokes ae aoe & R. 359; Wilby v. 
Henman (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 658 Lineell v. Bonsor (1835), 
2 Bing. N. C. 241; Irving ’ v. Veitch (1837), 3M. & W. 90; 
Cheslyn v. Dalby (1840), 4 Y. & C. Ex. 238; Bateman 
v. Pinder (1842), 3 Q. B. 574; Gardner v. M‘Mahon 1842), 
3 Q. B. 561 ; art v. Prendergast (1845) 14M. & W. 741; 
Smith v. Thorne (1852), 18 Q. B Fordham v. Wallis 
(1853), 10 Hare, 217 ; Deacon v. v. Gridley (1858), 3C.L. R. 
129; Goate v. Goate (1856), 1 9; Sidwell v. 
ier (1857), 2H. &N. 306; Everett v. syoberegon (1858), 
1H. & BE. 16; Holmes v. Mackrell (1858), 3 C. B, 

789; Buckmaster v. Russell ee 10 Cc. B. N, sy 

Hales v. Sree enon (1862), 7 L. T. 317; 

BeOS) 9 ae N. 8. 307; Morgan v. Rowlands Gs 

.7Q. B. 493; Chagemore v. Wen (1875), L. R. 10 

Q. E 500; Quincey »v. Sharpe (1876), 1 Ex. D. 72; Skeet 
. Lindsay (ST), 2 Ex. D. 314; Meyerhoff v. Froehlich 

(i878), 4 C. 63; Green v. Humphreys (1884), 26 

Ch. D. 474; Ree Bothell > Bothell e. B ‘Bothell (1887), 34 1. D. 

eH 
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lapse of the time of tion, 
although not pleaded & dithough 

pleaded.}—-A action was founded 
cause of debt :—Held : or be in Sa 


oF ACTIONS. 


Hassard Beas ¢ 20 T. L. R. 31; Barrett v. Davies, 
Samet. Withers (1904), a L. T. 460; Cooper v. Kendall, 
{190 09} K. Brown v. Mackenzie (1918), 2 29 

810; fue’. Robertson 10st) 37 T. 1; 
eave v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 A. 


1947. -|—To a plea of Statute of Limita- 
tions, pltf. proved a promise by deft. to pay the 
debt due within six years, although the original 
cause of action accrued thirteen years before :— 
Held: a sufficient acknowledgment to take the 
case out of the statute, & pltf. need not declare 
specially on the subsequent promise.—UPTON v. 
Esk (1827), 12 Moore, C. P. 303; 5 L. J. O. 8. 
C. P. 108. 

1948. |—A declaration, on a promissory 
note, payable on demand, with interest, dated 
July 26, 1819, alleged, that deft. had not paid 
either testator in his lifetime, or the extrix. since 
his death, the amount of the note & interest, or 
any part thereof, except interest on the note at 
the rate of £5 per cent. from the day of the date of 
the note, up to a certain day within six eee 
next before the commencement of the suit. lea, 
that the cause of action did not accrue within six 
years. Upon special demurrer :—Held: the plea 
was good, & judgment should be for deft. inasmuch 
as the payment of interest, within six years, etc., 
set forth in the declaration, was not of itself a 
cause of action, but a species of evidence which was 
to be referred to a jury, & not decided by the ct.— 








HOuuis v. PALMER (1836), 2 Bing. N. C. 713; 
83 Scott, 265; 2 Hodg. 55; 5L. J.C. P. 264; 132 
E.R. 275. 

Annotations :—Consd. Marreco v. Richardson, [1908] 2 


co 584. Mentd. Hodgins v. Hancock (1845), 9 Jur. 
1949. .]—Tort v. STEPHENSON (OR STEVEN- 





SON), No. 901, ante. 

‘Specialty debt.]|—To a declaration in 
covenant for non-payment of money, deft. pleaded 
that the cause of action did not accrue within 
twenty years. Replication that it did accrue 
within, etc. :—Held: under Civil Procedure Act, 
1833 (c. 42), ss. 3, 5, pltf. could not, in support 
of this issue, give evidence of an acknowledgment 
by letter within the twenty years.—KEMPE v. 
GIBBON (1846), 9 Q. B. 609; 11 Jur. 299; 115 
E. KR. 1407; sub nom. KENT v. GIBBONS, 16 
L. J. Q. B. 120; 8 L. T. O. S. 903 subsequent 
proceedings (1848), 12 Q. B. 662. 

1951. Particulars of acknowledgment—Specialty 
debt.|—-In reply to a plea, that the cause of action 
on a specialty did not accrue within twenty years, 
it is sufficient, under Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), s. 5, to state the fact of a written acknow- 
ledgment within twenty years, without setting 
out the acknowledgment itself.—KEMPE v. GIB- 





BON (1848), 12 Q. B. 662; 17 L. J. Q. B. 208; 
12 Jur. 697; 116 EF. R. 1019. 
1952. /—To a declaration on a 








Lagoa deft. plea ed Civil Procedure Act, 1833 
(c. 42), 8s. 3, to which pltf. replied, ‘‘ that deft., 

before the commencement of the suit, made an 
acknowledgment that the debt remained unpaid 
& due to pltf. within the true intent & meaning 
of the Statute; & that the action was brought 
within twenty years after such acknowledgment :— 
Held: the replication was a pleading so framed as 
to prejudice the fair trial of the cause, within 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852 (c. 76), s. 52, 
& ought to be amended by specifying the mode of 
acknowledgment relied on.— FORSYTH v. BRISTOWE 
(1853), 8 Exch. 347; 22 L. J. Ex. 70; 20 L. T. 


answer to a plea of prescription & 

sumicient to establish pltf.’s claim. 
BERS CANISIUS v. 

(1907), T. 8. 901.—8. 
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‘O. S. 226; 17 Jur. 46; 155 E. R. 1380; sudse- 

quent proceedings, 8 Exch. 716. 

195 Conditional promise must be so 
leaded.]—(1) Where a written promise to pay a 
ebt barred by Statute of Limitations has been 

lost, oral evidence of the contents of the writing 

may be given. 

(2) Such a promise, if conditional, must be 
declared on as conditional, notwithstanding 
Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), 
& notwithstanding it was given within six years 
from the time of contracting of the debt.—-Haypon 
v. WILLIAMS (1830), 7 Bing. 163; 4 Moo. & P. 
811; 9L.J.0.8.C.P.16; 181 E. R. 63. 
Annotations :—As8 to (1) Consd. Read v. Price, [1909] 2 K. B. 

724, Refd. Baildon v. Walton (1847), 17 L. J. Ex. 357. 
As to (2) Refd. Irving v. Veitch ieee 3 M. & W. 90. 

Generally, Refd. Brigstocke v. Smith (1833), 1 Cr. & M. 

483; Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 539. 

1954. Whether proof of promise to legal personal 
representative sufficient—Acknowledgment to testa- 
tor or representative should be pleaded as such.}|— 
Promise laid as made to testator, who had been 
dead seven years. Deft. pleads non asswmpsit 
infra sex annos ; pltf. proves a promise to himself 
within four years; this does not maintain the 
issue.—GREEN v. CRANE (1705), 11 Mod. Rep. 37; 
2 Ld. Raym. 1101; 88 EK. R. 868; sub nom 
DEAN v. CRANE, 6 Mod. Rep. 309; 1 Salk. 28. 
Annotations :—Apld. Williams v. Gun (1710), Fortes. Rep. 

177. Consd. Stafford v. Forcer (1715), 10’Mod. Rep. 311. 
Folld. Hickman v. Walker (1737), Willes, 27; Sarell 

v. Wine (1803), 3 East, 409. Consd. Pittam v. Foster 
(1823), 1 B. & C. 248; Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 
638; Tannor v. Smart (1827), 6 B. & ©. 603. Reta. 
Skinner v. Rebow (1731), 2 Stra. 919. 

1955. -|—WILLIAMS v. GUN (1710), 
Fortes. Rep. 177; 92 E. R. 808. 

195 ——-.]—If deft. plead Statute of 
Limitations to an action brought by an exor. 
on a promise made to testator, & pltf. reply a 
subsequent promise to himself, it is a departure 
in pleading, & therefore bad.—HiIcKMAN v. 
WALKER (1737), Willes, 27; 125 E. R. 1037. 
Annotations :—Refd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638. 

Mentd. Rhodes v. Smethurst (1840), 9 L. J. Ex. 330. 

1957. .]—Evidence of an acknowledg- 
ment by deft. within six ycars of an old existing 
debt of above 6 years’ standing due to pltf.’s 
intestate, but which acknowledgment was made 
after the intestate’s death, will not support a 
count by the administrator, laying the promise 
to be made to his intestate.—SareLL v. WINE 
(1803), 3 Hast, 409; 102 KH. RR. 654. 

Annotations :—Refd. Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638; 
Tanner v. Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603 ; Napper v. Napper 
(1847), 9 L. T. O. 8. 80. 

1958. .|.—A statement by a debtor 
made to an exor. that testator always promised 
not to press deft. for a debt, is not evidence to 
prove a promise to pay, made to testator within 
six years.—WaARD v. HUNTER (1815), 6 Taunt. 210 ; 
128 BE. R. 1015. 

Annotations :—Consd. Pittam v. Foster (1823), 1 B. & C. 
248; Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638. Refd. lanner 
v. Smart (1827), 6 B. & C. 603. 

1959. .]—If a new promise arose under 
the circumstances, still that would be a promise 
by the exors. & not, as here alleged, by testator 
(PARKE, B.).—BROWNING v. PARIS (1839), 5 M. 
& W. 117; 7 Dowl. 398; 2 Hom & H. 65; 
8 L. J. Bx. 222; 151 B. R. 51. 

1960. To person subsequently appointed adminis- 
trator—Relation back of office.|——-In 1833, pltf. 
married, at which time his wife was the holder of 


1953 i. _Particulars of acknowledgment 

—Conditional promise muat 

oe —HUNTER v. HUNTER (1869), 
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a promissory note made by deft., & which had 
been given to her whilst sole. In 1834 pltf.’s 
wife died, after giving birth to a child. It was 
then agreed between pltf. (who claimed the note 
as the representative of his late wife) & deft., 
that the latter should maintain the child, & that 
in consideration thereof deft. should receive the 
rents of certain cottages which had been the pro- 
perty of pltf.’s wife, & that he should also retain 
the interest to become payable on the note. In 
1839, deft. signed an indorsement on the note, 
to the effect, that all interest upon the note was 
then paid. Deft. continued to maintain the child 
to the time of its death in 1848. In 1853, letters 
of administration were granted to pltf.; &, sub- 
sequently, in the same year, plitf. brought the 
nelign on the note:—Held: (1) the agreement 
between pltf. & deft., that the future maintenance 
of the child should be taken in part payment of 
the interest upon the note, & which had been 
acted upon within six years before action brought, 
was a sufficient payment of interest within the 
proviso of Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), s. 2; (2) the contract being with a 
person acting on behalf of intestate’s estate & 
for its benefit, the administration had relation 
back to what was done after the death of the 
intestate & before the grant of letters of adminis- 
tration, so as to entitle pltf. to sue as adminis- 
trator on a promise made to him as such.— 
BopGeEr v. ArcH (1854), 10 Exch. 333; 20. L. R. 
1491; 24L. J. Ex. 19; 24 L. T. O. S. 96; 156 
KE. R. 472. 


Annotations :—As to (1) Folld. Amos v. Smith (1862), 1 H.& 
C. 238. Apld. Maber v. Maber (1867), L. R, 2 Wxch. 153. 
As to (2) Gonsd. Baker v. Blaker (1886), 55 L. T. 723. 
Generally, Mentd. Kregor v. Hollins (1913), 109 L. T. 225. 


1961. By one of two joint debtors—Action 
against other debtor only.J—To a plea of Statute 
of Limitations in an action on a promissory note, 
pltf. replied that the note was made by deft. 
jointly with one P., & that within 6 years before 
suit P. paid pltf. interest on the note :—Held: 
assuming the payment to have been made before 
the passing of Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 
1856 (c. 97), the replication was bad on general 
demurrer.—RippD v. MoGGRIDGE (1857), 2 H. & 
N. 567; 157 E. BR. 233. 

1962. Amendment of reply—To introduce plea. | 
—The contention in question [plea of acknow- 
ledgment] was not raised on the pleadings, but 
I allowed the reply to be amended (WAR- 
RINGTON, J.).—Re FOUNTAINE, FOUNTAINE v. 
AMHERST (LORD) (1909),101 L. T. 83; on appeal, 
sub nom. Re FOUNTAINE, Re DOWLER, FOUNTAINE 
v. AMHERST (LORD), [1909] 2 Ch. 382, C. A. 


SuB-SECT. 4.—DISABILITIES, 


1963. Defendant need not aver that plaintiff 
under no disability.];—In pleading Statute of Limi- 
tations to a bill for an account, it is not necessary 
to aver that pltfs. have not been under any of the 
disabilities mentioned in the Act, unless the con- 
trary is to be inferred from any of the statements 
in the bill; but such an averment, though neces- 
sary, will not, if inserted, render the plea bad. 

Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), & Statute 
of Frauds Amendment Act, 1828 (c. 14), are to be 
taken as making together one law on the subject ; 
a plea, therefore, of both these statutes is not bad 
on the ground of being a double plea. 


PART XII. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT. 4. 


f. Particulars must be given-——Ab- 
senoe beyond seas— Return to this 


ODGE (1924), 57 
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Sect. 1.—-Pleading: Sub-sects. 4,5 & 6. Sect. 2.] 


A plea of Statute of Limitations need not 
negative the usual general allegation that deft. 
has in his custody documents relating to the 
matters contained in the bill. 

Where a bill for an account was filed by mer- 
chants against one of the joint owners of a plan- 
tation in the East Indies, stating that deft. & his 
partners, & also deft. personally, had an account 
with the merchants, the ct. would not, at the 
hearing of a plea of Statute of Limitations, assume 
that the particular accounts asked for were mer- 
chants’ accounts within that statute, in the absence 
of any allegation in the bill to that effect.— 
FORBES v. SKELTON (1837), 8 Sim. 385; 6 L. J. 
Ch. 159; 1 Jur. 117; 59H. R. 133. 

1964. Particulars must be given.| — Deft. 
pleaded forty years’ possession without account 
or admission of any debt to a bill, setting up an 
old mtge., & stating an account settled, & owing 
to infancy, coverture & other disabilities, pltfs. 

‘could not proceed: the plea was allowed. 

If infancy or coverture will avail pltfs., it is 
not enough to say gencrally, that there have been 
infancies & covertures; for it is so completely 
vaguc an allegation that no issue can be taken 
upon it (LorD LOUGHBOROUGH, C.).—BLEWIT?T v. 
THOMAS (1795), 2 Ves. 669; 30 E. R. 833, L. C. 

1965. Absence beyond seas—Material dates.] 
SHEVAL v. BEAUFORT (DUKE) (1843), 1 L. T. 








O. 8S. 108. 

1966, ——— ——~ ~—-.]—-ALEXANDER v. MARTIN 
(1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 77, 108. 

1967. —-—- —--— Return to this ‘‘ kingdom.’’]— 


ec v. BEAUFORT (DUKE) (1843), 1 L. T. O. S, 

&. 

1968. — — Coverture—Date of termination must 
be given.|—DPlea, Statute of Limitations. Re- 
plication thereto, that when the cause of action 
accrued to pltf., she was a feme covert, the wife 
of B., & so remained until his death, when she 
became discovert, & that the action was com- 
menced within six years after B.’s death. & Re- 
joinder, that the note was payable to the order 
of S., pltf.; that after it was made, & before it 
became payable, B., then the husband of;pltf., 
authorised her to indorse in her own name & 
deliver, & that she did by such authority indorse 
& deliver the note to F. for value by him paid ; 
that. when the note became due, it was in the 
hands of G., holder & indorsee thereof, & entitled 
to suc thereon, who then presented it for payment, 
& the note came into pltf.’s possession from G. 
by delivery, he being such holder & indorsce, & 
entitled to sue thereon. On special demurrer 
to the rejoinder :—Held: ill; because it was no 
answer to the replication, as it contained no 
denial of the death of B. within six years of the 
commencement of the suit.—SCARPELLINI v. 
ATCHESON (1845), 7 Q. B. 864; 14 L. J. Q. B, 
333 ; 9 Jur. 827; 115 E.R. 713. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Dalton v. Mid. Ry. (1853), 21 L. T. 
O. S. 102 ; Lowe v. Peskett (1855), 3 C. Li. Rt. 1264. 
1969. Lunacy—Person not so found—Plea of 

Statute by quasi-committee.}] —Solrs. appointed 

by the quasi-committee of a lunatic not so found 

by inquisition did work in respect of the lunatice’s 


* provinee,’’"}—HAMPSON vv. ABBOTT 


(1842), 1 Kerr, 490.—CAN. 


Where, in an action against trustees for 
breaches of trust, 


or ACTIONS. 


real estate, the costs of which were not paid to 
them inasmuch as all the lunatic’s income was 
applied for her benefit & there were no funds 
available. Some of these costs were, as against 
the quasi-committee, barred by lapse of time: 
—Held: the quasi-committee was the statutory 
agent of the lunatic & was not personally liable 
to the solrs. appointed by him to act for the 
lunatic ; the cost of the solrs. were payable out 
of the estate of the lunatic; the relation of solr. 
& client did not exist between the solrs. & the 
quasi-committee, therefore the question of Statute 
of Limitations could not be raised by him; &, 
if it might be raised by the judge, in the present 
case it ought not to be pleaded.—Re E. G., [1914] 
1 Ch. 927; 83 L. J. Ch. 586; 111 L. T. 95; 58 
Sol. Jo. 497, C. A, 


SuB-SECT, 5,—CONCEALED F’rRAUD. 

1970. Answer to plea of statute—May be 
pleaded in reply—Action for damages for fraud.]— 
GIBBS v. GUILD, No. 1819, ante. 

1971. Must be stated with particularity.|-— 
SoutTH SEA Co. v. WYMONDSELL, No. 1764, ante. 

1972. -|—In such a case as this, where 
pltf. seeks to escape from Statute of Limitations 
on the ground of a concealed fraud, he ought to 
state his case with extreme particularity, so as 
to enable deft. to meet the case without disclosing 
all his title. In this case the alleged settlement 
should have been stated so as to enable deft. to 
raise the defence that such a settlement never 
existed. . . . Pitf. had not stated his case in such 
a way as to enable deft. to meet it without embar- 
rassment & without disclosing all his title... . 
Under R. S. C., Ord. 19, r. 27, I think that the 
ct. has jurisdiction to strike out the whole of a 
statement of claim if the whole of it be embarrass- 
ing (CoTTon, I..J.)—RIDDELL v. STRATHMORE 
(EARL) (1887), 3 'T. L. R. 3829, C. A. 

1973. -}—LAWRANCE vt. NorrEYS (LORD), 
No. 1836, ante. 

See, generally, Part VIIL., ante. 








SUB-SECT. 6.—SET-OFF AND COUNTERCLAIM. 


See, generally, SeT-OFF. 

1974. Statute must be pleaded in reply.j|— 
Statute of Limitations must be replied specifically 
to a plea of set-off, & cannot be taken advantage 
of under the general replication of nil debet.— 
CHAPPLE v. Durston (1830), 1 Cr. & J. 1; 148 
K. R. 13811. 

Annotations :-- Refd. Beatson v. Nicholson (1842), 6 Jur. 

620; Courtenay v. Williams (1844), 3 Hare, 539; Francis 

v. Dodsworth (1847), 4 C. B. 202; Rawley v. Rawley 

(1876), 1 et B. D. 460; Dingle v. Coppen, Coppen v. 

Dingle, [1899] 1 Ch. 726, entd. Ford v. Dornford 

(1846), 8 Q. B. 583. 


1975. Set-off must be barred when action brought 
—Not at date of plea of set-off.|—In cases under 
Statute of Limitations, 1623 (c. 16), s. 3, the 
statute is not a bar to a set-off, unless the six years 
have expired before the action is brought. There- 
fore where to a plea of set-off, pltf. replied that the 


IBBOTSON (1902), 28 V. L. BR. 688.— 
the defence of the AUS. 


Statute of Limitations was raised :— 
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g. Answer to plea of statute ~ 
Must be pleaded in reply— Action for 
damages for fraud.]-—BARBER v. HoUs- 
TON (1884), 14 L. R. Ir. 273; 18 L. R. 
Ir, 475.—IR. 


h. Necessity for specific plea, J— 


Held: au answer to such defence, that 
time should not run against the bene- 
ficiaries as to any 
trust fraudulently concealed by render- 
ing of false accounts to them until such 
breach of trust was discovered, must 
be specifically pleaded. —BUCKLAND 2, 


k. Statute may be nleaded in 
reply.J—WATERHOUSE ENGINE WORKS 
are v. BaLL (1903), 7 Terr. L. R. 


of the breaches of 


— 
. 
® 


1. Set-off must be barred when action 
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cause of set-off did not accrue within six years 


of the commencement of the suit or the pleading 
of the plea, the replication was held bad on special 
demurrer.—WALKER 1». CLEMENTS (1850), 15 
Q. B. 1046; 16 L. T. O. 8. 170 ; 117 E. RR. 755. 
1976. ——- ——.]—Re Ba tarp, LovELL v. 
FORESTER, [1890] W. N. 64. 
1977. Cross demands accruing at about same 


time—Plaintiff saving statute by issuing process.|— 


When there are cross demands between parties, 
which accrued at nearly the same time, for which 
bills are given, both of which would be barred by 
Statute of Limitations, & pltf. has saved the 
statute by suing out process, but deft. has not, 
deft. may nevertheless set off these demands.— 
ORD v, RUSPINI (1797), 2 Esp. 568, N. P. 

1978. Form of plea—Defence as to part barred 
by statute—As to remainder payment.}—Pltf., on 
a replication of Statute of Limitations to a plea 
of set-off, cannot on the trial reduce the amount 
of the set-off by showing payment of part; the 
payment of part ought to have been replied.— 
Moore v. Woop (1842), 2 Mood. & R. 407, N. P. 

1979. —-—-.]—To a plea of set-off in 
debt on simple contract, pltf. replied, as to 
£49 16s. 10d., parcel of the debt, that the causes 
of set-off, so far as the same related to £49 16s. 10d., 
did not accrue within six years, concluding with 
a verification ; & as to the residue of the causes 
of action, pltf. says, that he was not nor is indebted, 
modo et forma; concluding to the country :— 
Held: the replication was bad; pitf. should in 
such case reply, that part of the subject matter 
of the set-off is barred by the statute, & that 
he is not indebted to deft. in any sum which, 
excluding the part so barred, equals the amount 
of pltf.’s demand.—MEap v. BAsHFORD (1851), 5 
Exch. 336; 2 1.°M. & P, 238; 20 L. J. Ex. 190; 
155 BH. RR. 147. 

1980. ~~— As to remainder never indebted. | 
—To a declaration in asswmpsit, deft. pleaded a 
set-off for £400, alleging that the sum so due to 
deft. was to be paid by pltf. to deft. on request, 
& exceeded the damages mentioned by pltf. by 
the non-performance of the promises in the declara- 
tion mentioned ; to which pltf. replied, that the 
causes of set-off, so far as they related to £234. 
did not, nor did any of them, accrue to deft. 
within six years before the commencement of the 
suit; & that pltf. was not nor is indebted to deft. 
in the residue of the said sum of £400, or any part 
thereof, modo et forma, concluding with prayer 
of judgment. Semble: the replication was bad 
in form.—FAIRTHORNE v. DONALD (1844), 13 
M. & W. 424; 2 Dow. & L. 675; 14 L. J. Ex. 
205; 153 KB. R. 177. 

A inalauion :—Consd. Mead +. Bashford (1851), 5 











ixch. 


1981. Amendment of reply to plead statute— 
Particulars of set-off delivered after issue joined.]— 
In an action for goods bargained & sold, where 
deft. pleaded a set-off, the particulars of which 
had not been delivered till after joinder of issue 
on the part of pltf., the judge considered he had 
no power to allow pltf. at the trial to reply Statute 
of Limitations to deft.’s set-off.—BRANCKER v. 
CROZIER (1867), 16 L. T. 391. 
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1982. Discontinuance of action—After counter- 
claim.|—By discontinuing an action after a 
counterclaim has been delivered, pltf. cannot put 
an end to it so as to prevent deft. from enforcing 
against him the causes of action contained in the 
counterclaim. 

Jf the argument for pltfs. were right, they 
might draw on deft. to rely upon obtaining re- 
dress by means of a counterclaim, & then by dis- 
continuing their action & pleading the Statute 
of Limitations to any action brought by. him 
might deprive him of the rights set up by him in 
the counterclaim. This objection is imperfectly 
met by the suggestion that deft. at the time of 
-delivering a counterclaim may issue a writ in a 
cross action, & thereby defeat pltf.’s defence of the 
Statute of Limitations (BRETT, M.R.).—McGOWwaNn 
v. MIDDLETON (1883), 11 Q. B. D. 464; 52 L. J. 
Q. B. 355; 31 W. 1. 835, C. A. 
ztnnotations :—Mentd. Re Brown, Ward v. Morse (1883), 

52 L. J. Ch. 524; Caroli v. Hirst (1883), 48 L. T. 759; 

Fraser v. Cooper, Hall (1883), 31 W. KR. 714; Sykea v. 

Sacerdote (1885), 53 L. T. 150; Lewin v. Trimming 

(1888), 21 Q. B. D. 230; Amon v. Bobbett (1889), 22 

Q. B. D. 543: Delobbel Flipo v. Varty (1893), 62. L. J. 
Q. B. 398; Alcoy & Gandia Ry. & Harbour Co. v. Green- 
hill, Greenhill v. Alcoy, ete. Co., Trustecs, Exors., & 
Securities Insce. Corpn. v. Alcoy, ete. Co. (1895), 73. L. 'T. 
ie ent coun Council v. Folkertone Corpn. (1905), 
4 de . e oe HY . 


Srct. 2..-AT WHAT STAGE DEFENCE 
MAY BE RAISED. 

By plea in defence-—Necessity to plead statute. |— 
See Sect. 1, sub-sect. 2, ante. 

1983. By amendment of defence.]—-The ct. re- 
fused to permit a deft. to add the plea of Statute 
of Limitations.—Cox v. Ror (1761), 2 Wils. 
253; 95 BK. R. 795. 

1984. —-— At late stage---Costs not entire com- 
pensation to plaintiff.;—Circumstances in which 
the et. refused defts. leave to amend their points 
of defence by pleading Public Authorities Pro- 
tection Act, 1898 (c. 61), where the application 
for leave to amend was made at a very late stage 
of the proceedings & where costs would not have 
been an entire compensation to pltf. if leave were 
granted.—ARONSON v. LIVERPOOL CoRPN. (1913), 
77 J. P.176; 29 T. L. R. 325. 

1985. On motion—Must be pleaded.|-—Statute 
of Limitations must be pleaded, & cannot be taken 
advantage of on motion.—STILE v. Fincir (1634), 
Cro. Car. 381; 79 FE. R. 932. 

Annotations :—Consd. Spencer v. Hemmerde, [1922] 2 a . 


507. Refd. Chapple v. Durston (1830), 1 Cr. & 
Mentd. Clerk v. Withers (1704), 6 Mod, Rep. 290. 


1986. On demurrer — Must be  pleaded.|— 
Semble: the objection of Statute of Limitations 
cannot be taken by demurrer, but statute must be 
pleaded.—JACKSON v. ROWE (1826), as reported 
in 4 lL. J. O. S. Ch. 118; on appeal (1828), 4 


Russ. 514, L. C. 

Annotations :-—Mentd. Neesom v. Clarkson (1842), 2 Hare, 
163; Jones v. Smith (1843), 1 Ph. 244; West v. Reid 
(1843), 12 L. J. Ch. 245; Hewitt v. Loosemore (1851), 9 
Hare, 449: Phillips v. Phillips (1862), 31 L. J. Ch. 321; 
Wilson v. Hart (1865), 2 Hem. & M. 551. 


1987. .) Statute of Limitations must, 
under the new procedure, be pleaded, & cannot 














brought.|—BINASE v. MAKLUTSHANA 1983 ii. ——-.])—MREEHAN v. BERRY, 1983 vi. -——.])—BONE v. SMITH 
(1907), 24 S. C. 452.—S. AF, 22 Cc. L. T. 237.) CAN, (1868), I. R. 2 C. L. 244.—IR. 
1982 i. Discontinuance of action— 1988 iii, ——.}-LACHAPELLE v. LE- m. On demurrer.) ——- When it ap- 


After counterclaim.J—ISAAC v. 
(1898), 17 N, Z. L. R SOON 


PART XII. SECT. 2. 


1988 iv. 





MAY (1907), 17 Man. L. R. 161.—CAN. 


.}—BECK v. ANDERSON 
(1913), 26 W. L. R. 144; 5 W. 


pears on the face of the pleading that 
the cause of action accrued more than 
six years before the commencement of 


Ww. the action, the Statute of Limitations 


R. 


1983 i. By amendment of defence.p— | 1023 14 D. L. R. 798.—CAN, may be taken advantage of by de- 
ROBERTS », WARD (1894), 26 N.S. R. 1988 v. ——.]--ARCHBOLD v. HowTn | murrer.—MULLIGAN _v. M‘DONAGH 
463.—CAN. (EARL) (1864), 15 I. C. L. R. 420.~—IR. | (1860), 2 L. T. 136.—IR. 

J.—-VOL. XXXII. N N 
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Sect. 2.—At what stage defence may be raised. Sects. 
3 & 4.) 


be raised by demurrer.—WAKELEE v. 
(1876), 25 W. R. 60. 
Annotations :—N.F. Noyes v. Salas 1878), Oy Ch. D. 31. 

Refd. Dawkins v. Penrhyn (1877), 6 Ch. D. 318. 

1988. At hearing— Must be pleaded.] — Under 
Legacy Duty Act, 1795 (c. 52), s. 27, a copy of an 
entry in the Stamp Office books, of payment of 
the duty on a legacy, is evidence of payment of 
the legacy: but the copy must be proved in the 
usual way. 

A deft. who has answered cannot have the 
benefit of Statute of Limitations at the hearing, 
unless he has insisted on it in his answer.— 
HARRISON v. BORWELL (1839), 10 Sim. 380; 9 
L. J. Ch. 72; 4 Jur. 245; 59 EH. R. 662. 

1989. ——— |—In a suit against exors., 
instituted fifteen years after the death of their 
testatrix, claiming, as cumulative, a personal 
annuity given by a codicil, there being one of like 
amount given to pltf. by ‘the will, the exors., by 
their answer, did not set up Statute ‘of Limitations ; : 
& admitted assets for the payment of the annuity : 
—Held: the ct. being of opinion that the annuity 
was cumulative, pltf. was entitled to the arrears 
which had accrued since the death of the testa- 
trix. 

Real Property Limitation Act, 1833 (c. 27), 
s. 42, does not apply to arrears of a mere personal 
annuity. 

Where Statute of Limitations is not set up by 
plea, demurrer or answer, it cannot be made use 
of at the hearing.—ROcH v. CALLEN (1848), 6 
Hare, 531; 17 L. J. Ch. 1443; 12 Jur. 112; 67 
E, R. 1274. 

1990. .]-—A_ bill was filed against a lunatic 
& his committee, in respect of a pecuniary claim 
against the lunatic, & the answer was filed in June 
1848. The lunatic died in June 1849, & a bill 
of revivor & supplement was filed against his 
administrator in Sept. 1849, whose answer was 
filed in Dec. 1849, in which the benefit of Statute 
of Limitations was claimed. In Mar. 1849, while 
witnesses were in the course of being examined, 
a motion was made that a supplemental answer 
might be put in to the original bill, claiming the 
benefit of Statute of Limitations. The motion 
was refused. 

Qu. : whether the benefit of Statute of Limita- 
tions might be claimed at the hearing of the 
causes under the above circumstances.—PERCIVAL 
v. CANEY (1850), 20 L. J. Ch. 423; sub nom. 
PERCIVAL v. CANEY, PERCIVAL v. STANTON, 14 


Davis 








LIMITATION OF ACTIONS. 


, Jur. 473; 


subsequent 5 proceedings, sub nom. 
SEATON v. PERCIVAL ( 


1854), 6 H. L. Cas. 257, 


Pee :—Mentd. Barbat v. Allen (1852), 21 L. J. Ex. 
155: Stapleton scale one 18 Q. B. 367; M‘Neillie 
v Acton 853), 2 


1991. Re Wil tian: 
LYAMS, No. 1529, ante. 

1992. On further consideration.] — Morris v. 
Morais (1905), 49 Sol. Jo. 236. 

1993. .|}—Re WILLIAMS, 
LIAMS, No. 1529, ante. 

1994. On motion in arrest of Jjudgment.]|—Non- 
joinder of co-exor. as deft., must be pleaded in 
abatement, & cannot be moved in arrest of judg- 
ment, though it appear on the declaration. 
Statute of Limitations is no ground of motion in 
arrest of judgment. Nor is an action of debt 
against exor. on a simple contract.—GooDWIN 
v. WICKINS (1670), 1 Freem. K. B. 6; 89 E.R. 7. 

1995. After interlocutory judgment—Adminis- 
tratrix de bonis non.|—The ct. set aside an inter- 
locutory judgment to enable deft., an adminis- 
tratrix de bonis non, cum, etc., to plead Statute 
of Limitations ; the original testator having died 
seven years ago, & no proceedings being then 
pending against him, nor taken against the inter 
mediate exor.—JONES v. ScotTT (1824), 2 L. J. 
O. 8. C. P. 67. . 

1996. Not after final judgment.]—Defendant 
not allowed to plead Statute of Limitations after 
a regular judgment set aside. —-LEAVER v. WHICHER 
(1737), Cooke, Pr. Cas. 189 ; 2 Com. 561; Barnes, 
253; 125 EH. R. 1009. 

1997. .|—The ct. will not set aside a judg- 
ment, so as to allow the deft. to plead Statute of 
Limitations. —WILLET v. ATTERTON (1748), 1 
Wm. BI. 35; 96 BH. R. 19. 


JONES v. WIL- 





JONES vw. WIL- 








Sect. 3.—ONUS OF PROOF. 

1998. On plaintiff—To prove cause of action not 
barred by statute.]|-Trespass for breaking & enter- 
ing coal mines & taking away coals. Plea, actio 
non accrevit infra sex annos. To which piltf. 
replied in the affirmative. At the trial no evidenco 
was given to show that the trespass was actually 
committed within six years :—Held: evidence of 
a promise to make compensation, made by deft. 
before the commencement of the action, & when 
he was threatened with an action for taking away 
coals, was not sufficient to support this issue ; 
by which pltf. was bound to prove the affirmative, 
that he had a good cause of action within six 


1988 i. At hearing—Must be pleaded. } 
—McKINLEY v. BOWBEER (1853), 11 
U. OC. R. 86.—CAN. 

1991 i, .+—-Re M ek MESTON 
v. aes fat ) ee 4D. L. R. 887; 
[1925] 3 W. W. 656.—CAN. 

1996 i. Not a aaa apd }—A 

art of the claim in this case extended 

eyond six years, but no application 
was made at the trial for leave to plead 
the Statute of Limitations as to this. 
The ct. refused to grant a new om to 
enable this defence to ‘be set up.— 
Ae v. GRANT (1882), 32 C. P. 611.— 


n. On appeal—Not where time for 
appealing expired.}—Where a party 
Bppiicd for leave to appeal after tho 

for ap ae or for giving notice 
thereof, had expired, in order to enable 
him utc bet : rein Statute of Limitations 
in creditors’ claims, the 

ct. etna the application.— BRIGHAM 
v, ena Seo ee Ch. 313.—CAN. - 
-}~-Held: although the ob- 
ection that the right of action has 








been prescribed is taken for the first 
time on the argument in appeal, the ct. 
is bound to entertain it give effect 
to it if properly raised..— DORION v. 
rigadr ree a 86), Cass. Dig., 2nd ed. 


ee 

ee by court itself.}— 
An “Appe Nate Ct. can ipso motu raise 
the quetion of limitation for the first 
time, where it pr pears on the face of 
the plaint that the suit is barred.— 
MOZAFFUR ALI ¥v. GIRISH CHANDRA Das 
tb.” L. R. A. C. 25; 10 W. R. 


Second eal.] — Where 
the: uestion of limite ion was raised 
for the first time on second appeal :— 

Held: it could not be decides against 
Pt .—-SHIVAPA v. DoD NAGEKYA (1887), 
L. R. 11 Bom. 114.—IND. 

At new trial. 
PownLL (1853), 10 U. GC. R. 
CAN. 

t. Defence set up 
answer.) — Order mi supplemental 
supplemental answer to We filed 





J]— GRANTHAM 2. 
306.— 


ting 


up the Statute of Limitations.—SBATON 
v. ge (1877), 7 P. R. 146.—CAN. 

After appointment of receiver.) 
ows. v. BURKE (1845), 9 I. EG. 
R. 83.—IR. 

b. On motion for new trial.]—~A 
deft. in eJjectment who does not at the 
trial set up a title under the Statute 
of Limitations, cannot rely on the 
statute upon the argument of a new 
trial motion.—_LATOUCHE v. PENNICK 
& SLOANE (1865), 13 L. T. 151.—IR. 
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19981. On plaintif7—To 0 
action not barred by statute. When 4 
on, 


deft. ie onus 


nesta i = on pltf.—Gossain Doss 
. SIROO KOOMARER DEBIA 
(1873), OD "3. L. R. 219: 19 W. R. 


192. meee ND. 


ees —_—, st URNA CHAN DEA 
ANUKUL Biswas (1909), 
LL. R38 Cale. 654.—IND. sabia 


0. On defendant— To prove facts 


Part XIJ.—PLEApING AND PRACTICE. 


years before the commencement of the suit.— 

Hurst v. PARKER (1817), 1 B. & Ald. 92; 2 

Chit. 249; 106 E. R. 34. 

Annotations :—Refd. Tanner v. Smart (1827). 6B. & GC. 
603. Mentd. Pittam v. Foster (1823), 1 B. & C. 248; 
Scales v. Jacob (1826), 3 Bing. 638; flby v. Henman 
tate Cr. & M. 658; Spencer v. Hemmerde, (1922] 2 


1999. -]|—The onus of taking a case 
out of Statute of Limitations is upon pltf. 
(BAYLEY, J.).——-BEALE v. NIND (1821), 4 B. & 
Ald. 568; 106 E. R. 1044. 
streets :—Refd. Frost v. Bengough (1823), 1 Bing. 














ane. entd. Fearn v. Lewis (1830), 8 L. J. O. 8S. CG. P. 
2000. -|—To debt for goods sold & 


delivered, etc., deft. pleaded the general issue, 
& that the action did not accrue within six years. 
Pitf. replied that the action did accrue within 
six years. At the trial, a witness on behalf of 
pltf. proved that he had taken a letter to deft. 
from pltf.’s attorney, & that deft., having read 
the letter, promised to pay the debt, & mentioned 
a certain amount as the sum due; but deft. added 
that he had had no dealings with pltf. for cight or 
nine years. No evidence was given to show when 
the debt was contracted, & deft. called no wit- 
nesses :—Held; it was incumbent upon pltf. to 
prove the affirmative of the issue raised on the 
plea of Statute of Limitations, by showing either 
that the cause of action arose within six years, 
or that the subsequent acknowledgment or pro- 
mise was made in some writing signed by deft., 
pursuant to Statute of Frauds Amendment Act, 
1828 (c. 14), & no such proof having been given, 
a non-suit ought to be entered.—-WILBY v. HEN- 
MAN (1834), 2 Cr. & M. 658; 4 Tyr. 957; 4 L. J. 
Ex. 262; 149 KH. WR. 924. 

In action for recovery of land.] 
post. 





See Sect. 4, 


Sect. 4.—-ACTIONS FOR RECOVERY OF 
LAND 


2001. Statement of claim—-Must show good title 
—Not barred by statute.|—-DAWKINS v. PENRHYN 
(LoRD), No. 1463, ante. 

2002. Defence—No necessity to plead statute— 
May plead possession only.]|—-Deft. does not plead 
the statute, he is not bound to do so according to 
the new rule. He puts in a defence according to 
the general form which the rule entitles him to 
do, but pltfs. must have known perfectly well that 
they had been out of possession all this time & 
unless they were under\some misapprehension 
as to the foreclosure orders, they must have 
known every defence is open to a deft. as against 
anybody who seeks to turn him out (LINDLEY, J.). 
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—HEATH v. PucH (1881), 6 Q. B. D. 345; on 
appeal, sub nom. PUGH v. HEATH (1882), 7 App. 
Cas. 235, H. L. 


Annotations :—Refd. Harlock v. Ashberry (1882), 19 Ch. D. 
539; Badeley v. Consolidated Bank (1886), 34 Ch. D. 536 ; 
Re Yake’s Trusta (1890), 63 L. I. 416; Ie Owen, [1894] 
3 Ch. 220; Thornton v. France, [1897] 2 3 B. 1433 
London & Midland Bank v. Mitchell, [1899] 2 Ch. 161; 
Re Lloyd, Lloyd v. ee (1903) 1 Ch. 385; Williams v. 
Thomas (1909), 100 L. T. 630; Re Witham, Chadburn v. 
Winfield, [1922] 2 Ch. 413. Mentd. Wood v. Wheater 
(1882), 22 Ch. D. 281; Fowke v. Draycott (1885), 29 
Ch. D. 996; Huntington v. I. R. Comrs., [1896] 1 Q. B. 
422 : Matthews v. Usher (1899), 68 L. J. Q. B. 988 ; United 
Realisation Co. v. I. R. Comrs., [1899] 1 Q. B. 361; 
Re Lovoll & Collard’s Contract, [1907] 1 Ch. 249 ; Cope- 
Parag ey eas {1908} 2 Ch. 10; Turner v. Walsh, [19 


2003. ——. ——.]—In an action for the 
recovery o« land a statement of defence alleging 
that deft. is in possession operates, by virtue of 
R. S. C., 1875, Ord. 19, r. 15, as a denial of the 
allegations in pltf.’s statement of claim, & re- 
quires pltf. to prove them.—DANFORD  v. 
McANULTY (1883), 8 App. Cas. 456; 62 L. J. 
Q. B. 652; 49 L. T. 207; 31 W. R. 817, H. L. 

2004. Grant of new trial—To save statute.|— 
DoEd. GOODWIN v. Joyce (1851), 16 L. T. O.S. 348. 

2005. Onus of proof.|—In an ejectment by the 
lord of a manor to recover certain land late waste 
of the manor, pltf. proved that S., the then owner 
in fee of the manor, made her will in 1800, devising 
the manor, etc., to V. for life, remainder to T. for 
life & to his heirs in tail. She died in 1808. V. 
died without issue in 1819, & T. then entered into 
possession, & with his son H. suffered a common 
recovery, whereby the manor was settled to T. 
for life, remainder to H. for life, remainder to his 
heirs in reversion in tail. T. died in 1855, & H. 
in 1857, & the present pltf. then came into posses- 
sion as tenant in tail. To support Statute of 
Limitations, deft. attempted to prove possession 
prior to the death of S., but the jury thought such 
proof insufficient. The learned judge who tried 
the cause directed that the onus of proof of posses- 
sion before the commencement of the life estates 
was on deft. :—Held: such ruling was right.— 
CoLE v. HEYDON (1860), 1 L. T. 489. 

2006. Action by Crown—Against person in pos- 
session for over twenty years—Crown must show 
title In first instance.]|—The title of the Crown to 
lands of which it has been out of possession for 
twenty years may be tried in the information of 
intrusion itself, & need not be first found by in- 
quest of office; the only effect of 21 Jac. 1, c. 14, 
being to throw the onus of proving title in the 
first instance, in such a case, on the Crown.— 
A.-G. v. PARSONS (1836), 2 M. & W. 23; 2 Gale, 
227; 6L. J. Ex. 9; 150 E. R. 652. 


Annotations :—Mentd. A.-G. ». Churchill (1841), 9 Dowl. 
772; Hilton v. Granville (1847), 2 New Pract. Cas. 262. 





giving right to raise statute.}—MOuAN- 
SING CHAWAN ». CONDER (1883), 
I. L. R, 7 Bom. 478.—IND. 


PART XII. SECT. 4. 

20021. Defence—No necessity to plead 
statule—May plead possession daly. }— 
The question of the Statute of Limita- 
tions may be raised under the general 
plea of possession, it being a legal 
defence.--LAURENCE v. MCQUARRIE 
(1894), 26 N. S. R. 164.—CAN. 

2002 ii, ———- ——- ——-.}—M ILLER v. 
KIRWAN, [1903] 2 I. R. 118.—IR. 

d. —— Statute pleaded — Whether 
section must be st -}—Held: a deft. 
pleading the Real Property Limitation 
Act must set out in his statement of 
defence, or give particulars showing 
Deore OF Ect. ete ier eae 

v. MITH r) 2 e ° 
162; 10. L. R. 46.—CAN., 


2005 i. Onus of proof,}—When once 
it has been established as against a 
pee. claiming to be entitled to land 

y adverse possession that he went into 
occupation of the land as a servant, 
bailie, or caretaker, the onus lies upon 
him to prove when & under what 
circumstances his possession of the 
land became a possession for himself ; 
otherwise it will be held that the 
Statute of Limitations has never 
commenced to run in his favour.— 
O’NEIL v. HART, [1905] V. L. R. 107.— 
AUS. : 

2005 ii. ——-.]—GuNN v. MCINNES, 
(1923] 1 W. W. K. 353.—CAN, 

20085 iii. .-~-One of the salient 
conditions requisite to establish pre- 
scriptive title is that the onus is on 
deft. to prove that the possession which 
he asserts is an ‘adverse’? or 
** exclusive ’” possesslion.—KENNEDY . 





HUSBAND, KENNEDY ¥v. ELLISON (B.C.), 
[1923] 1 D. L. R. 1069.—CAN. 





2005 iv. .J—A.-G. FOR CANADA Y. 
CUMMINGS, [1925] 1 D. L. R. 642; 34 
B.C. 433; revsd., [1926] 1 D. L. R. 





2005 v. .}—When a deft. pleads 
limitation, the onus probandi is on 
pltf.—PAaNDURANG GOVIND »v. BAL- 
KRISHNA HARI (1869), 6 Bom. A. C. 
125.—IND. 


2005 vi. ——-.]—JAYAWANT JIVANRAO 
v. RAMCHANDRA NARAYAN (1918), 
I. L. R. 40 Bom. 239.——IND, 


2005 vii. ——-d—Ricze v. BEGLEY, 
[1920] 1 I. R. 243.—IR, vP 
2005 viii. -]}— Where land is 
claimed by adverse possession the onus 
of showing that an entry by the owner 
is not made animus possidendi is on the 
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Sect. 4.—Actions for recovery of land. Sect. 5: Sub- 
secls. 1 &2. Sect. 6.) 


2007. Actions in which title to land incidentally 
arises—How far necessary to plead statute— 
Replevin.'--De Brauvom rr. Own, No. 1284, 
ante. 

2008. —— Trespass—Defendant justifying.| 
—-In trespass guare clausum fregit, deft. in his 
plea, deduced title by an Inclosure Act to an 
allotment of land, comprising the locus in quo, 
to T., a trustee for him. It then stated the entry 
& possession of T., until just before the time of 
the trespasses; gave express colour to pltf., & 
stated his possession at the time of the trespass 
under a charter of demise, without livery, & then 
justified the trespass as servant of T., & by his 
command. [ltf. replied, that deft. entered & 
committed the trespasses, after the passing of 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1883 (c. 27), s. 2, 
& after Dec. 1, 1833, & averred that the entry 
was made for the purpose of recovering the close 
in which, etc., & that the supposed right to enter 
did not first come to T. or deft., or any person 
through whom he claimed the estate & interest 
in the close, at any time within twenty years 
before making that entry; & that by reason 
thereof the supposed right of T. & deft. as his 
servant was extinguished :—Held: the replica- 
tion was sufficient, & it was not necessary that it 
should show what deft.’s title was, & how it was 
barred; & if deft. wished to avail himself of the 
right of entry under Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1833 (c. 27), s. 15, he ought to have pleaded 
it in rejoinder.-—JONES v. JONES (1847), 16 M. & 
W. 699; 16 L. J. Ex. 299; 91.7. OLS. 1503 11 
Jur. 335; 153 Kh. RR. 187). 








SEcT. 5.— PROCEEDINGS BY ONE PARTY AS 
AFFECTING OTHERS. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—STATUTE PLEADED BY SOME 
DEFENDANTS. 


2009. How far plea enures for benefit of other 
defendants—Plea by one of four executors.]— 
Where out of four exors. one pleaded Statute of 
Limitations & the other three admitted the debt 
the ct. allowed the plea of the statute on the ground 
that it is of most benefit to testator’s estate. 
CHAFFE v. KELLAND (1637), 1 Roll. Abr. 929. 
Annotation :—Refd. Midgley v. Midgley, [1893) 3 Ch. 282. 

2010. ——— Joint answer by husband & wife— 
Plea by wife alone.|—In the joint answer of a 
husband & wife to a creditor’s bill, for payment 
out of an estate of which the wife was adminis- 
tratrix, the wife alone set up Statute of Limita- 
tions as a defence to the suit :—Held : the intercst 
of the wife was not so merged in the coverture 
that the ct. would disregard her separate defence ; 
& the statute was, for the protection of the estate, 
sufficiently pleaded by the wife alone.—BEECHING 
v. MORPHEW (1850), 8 Hare, 129; 68 KF. R. 801. 

2011. Action against tenant in tail & 
legatees—Plea by tenant in tail.|—-A tenant for 
life discharging an incumbrance upon the estate 
is presumed to have intended to keep the charge 
alive against the inheritance for his own benefit, 








claimant.—-ALLEN vt. SMELLIE (1911), 
31 N. 4. L. R. 305.—N.Z. 


e. dction by Crown.J}— Upon the 
trial of an information of intrusion i 
to which deft. has pleaded the general °° 
issue, a verdict must pass for the j 
Crown, if it be shown to have been in 
possession within twenty years.— 


in v. WARD (1832), Hayes, 555.— 


2008 i. Actions in which title to land 
incidentally arises—Ilow far necessary 
lead statute—~ Trespass— Defendant 
justifying.J— MILLER v. WOLKE (1897), 
30 N. S. . 277.—CAN. 


{, —— Onus of proof.}—BouUDROIT 


OF ACTIONS. 


& the absence of an assignment will not conclude 
him; but a similar presumption docs not arise 
from the payment by a tenant for life of bond 
debts, which, even if assigned, only place him in 
the samc position as any other bond creditor. 
Testator, being indebted by bond, devised 
certain real estate to his son for life, with remainder, 
subject to a term for the payment of legacies to 
his grandson in tail, & died. Upwards of twenty 
years after the date of the latest of the bonds. 
the tenant for life & his assignee for value filed 
their bill against the tenant in tail & the legatees, 
alleging that the tenant for life had paid off the 
bonds, & seeking to stand in the shoes of the 
obligees as against the inheritance. The tenant 
in tail pleaded Statute of Limitations, the other 
legatees did not:—HAHeld: the payment of the 
bonds by the tenant for life did not constitute 
him an incumbrancer on the estate, & the bonds 
themselves being more than twenty years old, 
the presumption was that they had been satisfied. 
Semble: the plea of Statute of Limitations under 
the circumstances, by the tenant in tail, enured 
for the benefit of all defts.—MorRLEY v. MORLEY, 
HARLAND v. MORLEY (1855), 5 De G. M. & G. 
610; 25 L. J. Ch. 1; 26 L. T. 0.8. 993; 1 Jur. 
N.S. 1097; 4 W.R. 75; 43 E. R. 1007, L. C. 
Annotations :—Mentd. Langhorne v. Harland (1856), 2 
Jur. N. S. 872; Roddam vw, Morley (1856), 2K. & J. 336; 


Lawton v. Ford (1866), L. Rt. 2 Kq. 97; Re Tasker, Hoare 
», Tasker, 1905) 2 Ch. 587. 


SURB-SECT. 2.—ADMINISTRATION SUITS. 

Action by creditors.|—See HxtrcuTors, Vol. 
XXIV., pp. 737, 808, 809, Nos. 7658, 8384-8390. 
Effect of Judgment or order.|—See EXxt- 
cuTors, Vol. XXIV., p. 799, Nos. 8288-8290. 

2012. ——- Creditor without knowledge of action.] 
—Where a judgment creditor has allowed twenty 
years to elapse without taking steps to recover 
his debt, & then ascertained that during the 
twenty years a suit had been instituted for the 
benefit of the specialty creditors of his debtor, 
& that under a decree in the suit they had received 
part payment of their debts, & that there was 
money in ct. available for the payment of the re- 
mainder :—Held: he was barred by Statute of 
Limitations from proving his debt before the 
master, & receiving payment ratably with the 
other creditors.—BERRINGTON v. Evans (1835), 
1Y. & C. Ex. 4384; 160 EF. R. 177; previous pro- 
ceedings (1831), You. 276; subsequent proceedings 
(1839), 3 Y. & C, Ex. 384. 
AOE on eee Bennett v. Bernard (1848), 11 L. T. 





2013. Action by legatees—Mortgagee of share 
of real property—Mortgage unknown to plaintiffs.] 
—HUMBLE v. HUMBLE, No. 808, ante. 

2014. Action by residuary legatees—Effect of 
order—Precludes defence of statute—Against credi- 
tors coming in under the order.|—In an adminis- 
tration suit instituted by a residuary legatee 
more than twenty years after testator’s death, the 
chief clerk’s certificate found that certain legacies 
remained unpaid, &, by the order on further 
consideration, liberty was given to any persons 
claiming to be entitled to the legacies to apply 


v. SAMPSON (1907), 41 N. S. BR. 490.— 
CAN. 


PART XII. SECT. 5, SUB-SECT. 1. 

g. Absence of deltor—-Some creditors 
alluwed to plead statute— Against plaintiff 
creditor.|—-GORMLEY ¥. DEBLOIS (1912), 
a L. W. 575; 46 N.S. R. 280. 


Part XIJ.—PLEADING AND PRACTICE. 


as to their payment. The legatees, who were not 
parties to the suit, having applied, under the 
order for payment of their legacies :—Held: 
the residuary legatee was precluded by the certi- 
ficate & order from setting up Real Property 
Jiimitation Act, 1833 (c. 27).—PROWSE v. SPURGIN 
(1868), L. R. 5 Eq. 99; 37 L. J. Ch. 251; 17 L. T. 
590; 16 W. R. 413. 


Sect. 6.—COSTS. 
2015. When disallowed—-Promises made not 
amounting in law to acknowledgment.]—Deft. 
being arrested for £28 pleaded Statute of Limita- 


PART XII. SECT. 6. 349.—-CAN, 


h. Then disallowed — PTaches.) ~— 
MILLER v. OSTRANDER (1866), 12 Gr. 


k. ——.] — MILLER v. 
(1913), 41 N. B. R. S91; 


89.—CAN. 
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tions as to £11, & pltf. recovered only £17. Deft. 
having promised orally, several times within a 
short period before the action, to pay the £11: 
—Held: he was not, entitled to costs under 43 
Geo. 3, c. 46.—WHITE v. PRICKETT (1838), 4 Bing. 
N. C. 237; 6 Dowl. 445; 5 Scott, 610; 7 L. J. 
C.P. 124; 2 Jur. 109; 182 EB. R. 779. 
Annotations ;:--Consd. Hill v. Merritt (1857), 1 
758. Refd. Day v. Clarke (1838), 6 Scott, 886. 
2016. Jurisdiction of county court Judge.|— 
A county ct. judge has no jurisdiction to deprive 
a successful deft. of costs merely on the ground 
that he has succeeded on the defence of Statute 
of Limitations.—Etms v. HEDGES (1906), 95 L. T. 
145; 22 T. L. R. 574, D.C. 
Annotations :—Refd. Westgate v. Crowe; {1908} 1 K. B. 24; 


H. & N. 





Dann v. Curzon (1910), 104 TL. TT. 6 


l. Effect of non-payment.J—GRAHAM 
RUNDLE ot Bee (1892), 8 Man. LL. IR. 443. 


14 Kk. L. 2. 


LIMITATION OF LIABILITY. 


See ADMIRALTY ; SHIPPING AND NAVIGATION. 


LIQUIDATED DAMAGES. 


See BuItpING Contracts, ENGINEERS, AND ARCHITECTS; DAMAGES. 


LIQUIDATION. 


Sce COMPANIES ; PARTNERSHIP 


LIS PENDENS. 


See EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS; JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS; SALE oF Lanp. 
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INSTITUTIONS. 
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Part 1.—Definitions and Nature. 


See Literary & Scientific Institutions Act, 1854 
(c. 112), s. 33. 

1. Institutions within Literary & Scientific In- 
stitutions Act, 1854 (c. 112), s. 33—Distinguished 
from joint stock company—Though some members 
shareholders.|—A socicty was formed in 1844 for 
the promotion of ‘‘ moral & intellectual improve- 
ment by means of libraries for circulation & 
reference, newspapers & periodical publications, 
lectures, discussions, & classes for instruction & 
improvement in literature & the arts & sciences.”’ 
The society consisted of life members who had 
subscribed £20, of shareholders & annual sub- 
scribers, & its property was vested in trustees. No 
trust deed was executed, & the society was not 
registered under the Companies Acts :—Held: 
(1 ets society was an institution within the above 

c 


(2) Companies Act, 1862 (c. 89), s. 199, which 
deals with the winding up of unregistered cos., 
is only applicable to trading assocns. inasmuch 
as such unregistered cos. are to be wound up at 
their ‘ place of business” & ‘‘ business’’ must 
ordinarily be trading under the Act. i 

(3) Where a literary or scientific institution, not 
established for the purpose of gain, is dissolved 
by its members, its property ought to be given to 


some kindred institution, to be determined in 

manner prescribed in Literary & Scientific Institu- 

tions Act, 1854 (c. 112), s. 30, even if the rules 

contain a provision that the property of the society 

on its dissolution is to be divided among its 

eee such a provision being contrary to the 
ct. 

These rules contain a provision that when the 
society is dissulved its property shall be divided, 
not among those who contributed, but among the 
shareholders only. That is distinctly contrary 
to the Act of Parliament. No rules can obviate 
or get rid of the effect of a Public Act of Parliament 
(Kay, J.). 

(4) Such an institution is not a joint stock co. 
although some of its members may be share- 
holders, & does not therefore come within the 
proviso in sect. 30 of the Act of 1854 which excepts 
from the operation of the sect. any institution 
‘‘ which shall have been founded or established by 
the contributions of shareholders in the nature of 
a joint stock co.’—Re Bristol ATHENZUM (1889), 
48 Ch. D. 236; 59 L. J. Ch. 116; 61 L. T. 795; 
38 W. R. 896; 6T. 1. R. 83; 1 Meg. 452. 
Annotations :—As to (4) Distd. Re Jones, v. Ellison, 


[1898] 2 Ch. 83. Consd. Re Russell Institution, Figgins 
v. Baghino, [1898] 2 Ch. 72. 


See, further, Part VI1., post. 


Part I]._—PrRoperry. 





2. Not necessarily public or charitable.] 
—-(1) The above Act is not confined to institutions 
of a publicor charitable nature, but includes private 
institutions established for the purposes of the Act. 

(2) A literary & scientific institution founded & 
established by the issue of transferable shares, 
entitling their holders to the property of the 
institution, but bearing no dividend, is an institu- 
tion ‘‘ founded or established by the contributions 
of shareholders in the nature of a joint stock co.” 
so as to escape the operation of sect. 30 of the 
above Act, which forbids a distribution of the pro- 
perty among the members on a dissolution.— 
Re Russert Institution, FiaGins v. BAGHINO, 
[1898] 2 Ch. 72; 67 L. J. Ch. 411; 78 L, T. 588; 
14 T. L. R. 406; 42 Sol. Jo. 508. 


Annotation :—As to (2) Consd. Re Jones, Clegg v. Ellison, 
[1898] 2 Ch. 83. 


3. ——— Horticultural society.]—A society falling 
within the general scope of the above Act, may 
be an institution in the nature of a joint stock 
co. within the exception in sect. 30, although 
not formed for purposes of profit, if it has the 
other usual indicia of a joint stock co.—as, for 
example, if it has common property derived from 
the contributions of its members, & held by 
them in transferable shares. 

A horticultural society was constituted in 
1844 under a deed which provided that any 
person who paid a certain fixed sum to the funds 
of the society should be a member & entitled 
to one share in the society, which was to be trans- 
ferable by him or his legal personal representatives, 
& that each member should pay a fixed annual 
subscription, & should be entitled to admission 
for himself & family to the gardens of the society, 
but should not be entitled to any dividend or 
bonus, nor to any interest in the property of the 
society except the right to participate in the 
profits on a dissolution :—Held : the society came 
within the exception in sect. 30 of the above 
Act, & upon dissolution the property of the society 
became distributable among the members.—le 
JONES, CLEGG v. ELLISON, [1898] 2 Ch. 83; 67 
L. J. Ch. 5043; 78 L. T. 689; 46 W. R. 577; 14 
T.L. RR. 412. 

4. Society for purpose of recreation.|— 
(1) The above Act does not authorise the establish- 
ment of institutions for the purposes of recreation 
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or enjoyment, e.g., the playing of billiards as dis- 
tinguished from the literary, scientific, & other 
eee veOna purposes specified in sect. 33 of the 
Act. 

(2) An institution established under the Act has 
no implied general power of mortgaging or borrow- 
ing money, & its power to mortgage or charge 
its property is limited to the purposes mentioned 
in sect. 19. Money cannot be borrowed on mtge. 
by a literary or scientific institution for the purpose 
of erecting a billiard-room, although it may be so 
borrowed for the purpose of making necessary 
repairs of the institution’s buildings. 


(3) Such a body has no implied power of 
borrowing such as is incident to a trading or 
commercial undertaking. 

(4) If the trustees of such an institute expend 
money of their own on necessary repairs of the 
building, they are, apart from the statute, entitled 
to a lien on the property of the institute for the 
money so spent.—Re BADGER, MANSELL v. COB- 
HAM (VISCOUNT), [1905] 1 Ch. 568; 74 L. J. Ch. 
327; 92 L. T. 230; 21 T. L. R. 280. 

5. Institutions within other Acts — Customs 
& Inland Revenue Act, 1885 (c. 51), s. 11 (3)— 
Includes scientific institution of special kind.j|— 
The Institution of Civil Engineers, the property 
& income of which are legally appropriated & 
applied to the general advancement of mechanical 
or engineering science, not to the promotion of the 
professional interests of its members, is within 
the exemption in the above sub-sect.—-INLAND 
REVENUE ComRs. v. FORREST (1890), 15 App. Cas. 
334; 60 L. J. Q. B. 281; 63 L. T. 363; 54 J. P. 
772; 39 W. R. 33; 6 T. L. R. 456; 3 Tax Cas. 
117... Hi. 


Annotations :—Consd. Royal College of Music v. West- 
minster, Vestry, [1898] 1 Q. B. 304. Distd. fe Royal 
College of Surgeons of England, [1899] 1 Q. B. 871. Refd. 
Manchester Corpn. v. McAdam, [1896] A.C. 500; Chester- 
man v. Federal Taxation Comr., [1926] A.C. 128. Mentd. 
Savoy Overseers v. Art Union of London, [1896] A. C. 296. 

Royal College of Surgeons.]—See 


MEDICINE & PHARMACY. 
See, generally, REVENUE. 


6. Distinguished from trading or commercial 
undertaking.|—Re Baparer, MANSELL v. COBHAM 
(VISCOUNT), No. 4, ante. 


Part I1.—Property. 


Conveyance of site.|—Sce Litcrary & Scientific 
Institutions Act, 1854 (c. 112), ss. 1, 10. 
To whom conveyed.|—See Literary & 
Scientific Institutions Act, 1854 (c. 112), s. 11. 
Who may convey.] — See Literary & 
Scientific Institutions Act, 1854 (c. 112), ss. 5-7. 
What consents necessary.|—See Literary & 
Scientific Institutions Act, 1854 (c. 112), ss. 6, 7. 
—- Apportionment of rents.|—See Literary & 
Scientific Institutions Act, 1854 (c. 112), ss. 8, 9. 
7. Maintenance — Expenditure by trustees on 
repairs—Whether entitled to lien.|—Re BADGER, 
MANSELL v. COBHAM (Viscount), No. 4, ante. 
See, generally, Limn, 
Art gallery — Application of fund for 
enlarging or providing gallery—Construction of 
will.|—-Testator, Who died on Feb. 4, 1909, be- 
queathed to pltfs. his pictures upon trust that 
(a) if within five years from his death there should 

















be established in G. a free art gallery sufficiently 
extensive to admit the selected pictures, his 
trustees should give them absolutely ; or (b) the 
trustees might pay £30,000 to be applied in or 
towards enlarging a gallery. Provided that if 
within a specified time a sum had been subscribed 
which with the £30,000 would be sufficient ‘ to 

rovide’’ a satisfactory gallery the fund should 

e paid over. (c) If his trustees should consider 
that a satisfactory gallery could ‘‘ be provided ”’ 
for the £30,000 without contributions it might 
be applied accordingly. The residue was _ be- 
queathed to charities. The trustees asked that 
a provisional agreement between them & the G. 
Corpn. providing for the appropriation by the 
council, with the approval under Education Act, 
1909 (c. 29), s. 5, of the Local Govt. Board, of 
certain land held by them for educational purposes 
as a site for the art gallery, the payment of £5,000 
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as its price, the income thereof to be applied for 
the maintenance of the gallery, the erection of the 
gallery by the trustees, & its maintenance by the 
council, might be sanctioned :—Held: testator 
must in clauses (6) & (c) have contemplated that 
part of the £30,000 would be applied for mainte- 
nance; testator had provided for the necessary 
building & adequate maintenance & cndowment, 
& therefore the agreement providing for, payment 
of £5,000 to the corpn., for the rest of the fund to 
be expended in the erection, on the site proposed, 
of the building would be sanctioned.—Re SHIPLEY, 
vy acme v. GATESHEAD CoRPN. (1913), 77 J. P. 

9. Power to mortgage— Confined to statutory 
powers.|—-Re BapGER, MANSELL v. COBHAM 
(ViscouNt), No. 4, ante. 

10. Power to sell—Estate purchased by volun- 
tary contributions—Consent of Charity Com- 
missioners not necessary.|—The Royal Society, a 
voluntary assocn. of learned men founded in the 
reign of King Charles II., in 1732, purchased, out 
of moneys arising from the subscriptions of the 
membcrs, real estate at A., & in 1881 sold part of it. 
An objection was taken by the purchaser that the 
consent of the Comrs. under Charitable Trusts 
Acts, 1853 (c. 137), s. 62, & 1855 (c. 124), 8. 29, 
was necessary on the ground that the society was 


LITERARY AND SCIENTIFIC INSTITUTIONS. 


an endowed charitable institution :—Held: the 
estate having been purchased out of the moneys 
arising from the voluntary contributions of 
members which could be by the society legally 
applied for such purpose, the society came within 
the exemptions of Charitable Trusts Act, 1853 
(c. 137), 8. 62, & sect. 48 of the Act of 1855, &, 
notwithstanding sect. 29 of the Act of 1855, the 
society had power to sell the estate without the 
consent of the Comrs.—ROYAL SOcIETY OF 
LONDON & THOMPSON (1881), 17 Ch. D. 407; 50 
L. J. Ch. 344; 441. T. 274; 29 W. BR. 838.. 

Annotations :—Refd. Re Poor Widows Charity & Skinner 

(1892), 62 L. J. Ch. 148; Me St. John Street Wesleyan 

Methodist Chapel, Chester, [1893] 2 Ch. 618; Ite Clergy 

Orphan Corpn. (1894), 64 L. J. Ch. 66; A.-G. v. Foundling 

Hospital (1914), 110 L. T. 894. 

See, generally, CHarities, Vol. VIII., pp. 391 
ct seq. 

Gifts to—Whether valid as charitable gift.|— 
See CuHanitixs, Vol. VIII., pp. 287, 290, 291, 320, 
Nos. 640, 673, 690, 1028. 

Whether void for perpetuity.|—Sce Ciani- 
T1ES, Vol. VIII., pp. 325 ct seq. 

Whether purpose charitable.|—Sce CHaARI- 
Ties, Vol. VIII., pp. 257, 264, Nos. 187-195, 261. 

Larceny-—In whom property laid.|-—Sce CRIMINAL 
Law, Vol. XV., pp. 916, 917. 








Part II1.—Internal Regulation. 


11, Rules-—Validity of—Ambiguity.]-—Declara- 
tion stated that A. & others had agreed together, 
on becoming members of a society, that in the 
event of any of them leaving the society, ‘‘ he 
should become bound to the president to forfeit 
twenty guineas, & to send a water colour painting 
to an exhibition.” To this there was a general 
demurrer for ambiguity. The Ct. of Exch. gave 
judgment for deft., on the ground that the contract 
disclosed in the declaration was ambiguous & 
meaningless :—Held: the judgment of the ct. 
below was correct. 

It does not appear that there is any promise to 
pay. The rule may mean that the party is to 
forfeit or that he is to pay, but no one can tell 
what. It says that each member shall become 
bound to the president to forfeit; what that 
means I do not know. As to whether there was a 
consideration or not it is not material, as there is 
no promise, & there is no breach (PATTESON, J.). 
—SHEPHERD v. DUNCAN (1850), 15 L. T. O. S. 
303, Ex. Ch. 

12. —— Cannot override statute.]|—Re 
BRISTOL ATHENXUM, No. 1, ante. 

3 Distribution of property on 
rear —e BRISTOL ATHEN®UM, No. 1, 
ante. 

14. OMicers— Secretary retaining funds con- 
trary to rules—Restraint by court.|—Where, by 
the rules of a society, a salaried officer is bound to 
pay the money he receives by virtue of his office to 
the treasurer of the society, & he retains moneys 
so received by him, & retains the same in payment 
of arrears of salary alleged to be due to him, the 
ct. will restrain him from acting as secretary.— 
SHAW v. HILL (1845), 1 Holt, Eq. 99; 9 Jur. 821; 
71 EK. R. 685. 


~—— Dismissal by council—At irrezular meeting. 
—See No. 16, Doe - S 


15. Committee—Power to control management 











—Though conduct disapproved by general meeting. | 
—A voluntary assocn. was formed for the purpose 
of printing & publishing the writings of S., & 
certain regulations were agreed to, & amongst 
others, “‘ that the affairs of the society should be 
conducted by a committee ’’ of twelve members 
elected at the annual meetings & the treasurer, 
& that the committee ‘‘ might appoint a salaried 
agent or manager.’ In 1854, the society having 
determined to establish a library, etc., & to take 
premises for that purpose & for that of a shop, 
the committee advertised for a librarian, ctc., & 
subsequently appointed W. to the office, & resolved 
that he should have the premises rent & taxes 
free & £35 per cent. on certain profits & “‘ that 
he should be allowed to carry on a retail business 
in New Church works & general literature for his 
own benefit.” On July 5, 1860, the committee 
resolved ‘‘ that W. be manager at a salary of £75 
& six months’ notice of separation on either side.”’ 
In 1855 the residue of the term in the house & 
premises became vested in four of the committee 
in trust for the society. The ground floor was 
converted into a shop, etc., the first floor into a 
library, etc., & W. was permitted to occupy the 
upper rooms as a residence. W. having become 
the publisher of spiritualistic works which the 
committee considered would be injurious to the 
society, they in July, 1860, desired W. to dis- 
continue the publication of such works. On 
Aug. 2, he wrote to the committee refusing to do 
so, on the ground that he became their manager 
on the understanding that he was to be allowed to 
calry on an independent business. The committee 
then gave W. six months’ notice to terminate his 
engagement. On Oct. 4, the notice was with- 
drawn, W. having agreed to comply with the 
wishes of the committee. On Ot. 13, a requisition 
signed by several members of the society was sent 
to the committee, calling on them to summon a 


Part VI.—DIssoLurion. 


special general mecting to take into consideration 
their resolutions of July, as to the publication of 
the works objected to, & also as to the propriety 
of altering the laws of the society. The com- 
mittee declined to call a meeting, but on Nov. 8, 
they met, & passed resolutions dismissing W. 
from his office without notice, & requiring 
possession, which they immediately obtained by 
force, of the house & premiscs. On Nov. 12 & 13, 
general meetings, as alleged, of the society took 
ie & resolutions were passed approving of 

“8 conduct, disapproving of that of the com- 
mittee, & making alterations in the laws, & 
authorising W. to obtain possession which he 
shortly afterwards did hy force, of the house & 
premises. leven of the committee, including the 
four trustees, then filed a bill for relief; &, on 
motion, the ct. granted an injunction restraining 
W. from acting as manager, selling the books, 
recovering the moneys, & from publishing any 
spiritualistic works at the house of the society, & 
from disturbing pltfs. or their agents in the 
possession of the house, ctc., & from carrying on his 
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business therein, on the ground that the legal 
estate was vested in the trustees, & that W. was 
merely a tenant at will, but without prejudice to 
any question as to the right of W. to recover 
damages.—SPURGIN v. WiITE (1860), 2 Giff. 473 ; 
3L. T. 609; 7 Jur. N.S. 15; 9 W. RB. 266; 66 
EK. R. 198. 

Annotation :—Mentd. Collison v. Warren, {1901] 1 Ch. 812. 
Summoning of meetings.]—<See No. 16, 





post. 

16. Meetings— Meeting of council irregularly 
summoned—Remedy for.] —WILLETT v. TAVERNER 
(1897), 41 Sol. Jo. 778. 

—— Sunday meeting-——Liability of chairman.|— 
See No. 18, post. 

17. Enforcement of statutory objects—-Man- 
damus.|—A writ of mandamus will issue com- 
pelling a scientific society to carry out the pro- 
visions of a public general statute by which it 1s 
regulated.—R. v. PHARMACEUTICAL SOCIETY 
(1864), 2 W. R. 220. 

Exclusion of members of voluntary associations 
generally, sce CLUBS, Vol. VITI., pp. 509 et seq. 


Part IV.—Legal Proceedings. 


18. Liability of chairmen—Sunday meeting of 
private society.;.—-A society was formed in a 
country town for providing Sunday evening 
lectures on art, science, literature, & sociology, to 
which the public were admitted on payment of 
small sums. The Iectures were not, however, 
instituted for profit. A hall belonging to a 
limited co. in liquidation was hired, & meetings 
were held there on Sunday evenings, at cach of 
which some leading inhabitant acted as chairman 
& introduced the lecturer, but having done so, 
retired from the platform & took his place amongst 
the audience. Actions for penalties under 21 
Geo. 3, c. 49, were brought against gentlemen who 
had acted as chairmen of two of the meetings :— 
ffeld: the chairmen were not liable, as they were 


not ‘‘ persons managing or conducting the enter- 
tainment’’? within sect. 1.—REID v. WILSON & 
WaRD, REID v. Witson & KiNG, [1895] 1 Q. B. 
315; 641. 5. M. C. 60; 71 L. T. 739; 59 J. 2. 
516; 43 W. R. 161; 11 T. L. R. 88; 39 Sol. Jo. 
94; 18 Cox, C. C. 56; 14 1.904, C. A. 

See, generully, TIME. 

19. Mandamus—Enforcement of statutory ob- 
jects.,—R. v. PHARMACEUTICAL Sociury, No. 17, 
ante, 

See, generally, CROWN Practice, Vol. XVI., 
pp. 316 et seq. 

Criminal proceedings—Larceny—In whom pro- 
perty laid.|—See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., pp. 916, 
O17. 


Part V.—Privileges. 


Exemption from taxation—Corporation duty.J|—Sece REVENUE. 
—— Income tax.|—See INCOME Tax, Vol. X XVIII., pp. 11 et seq. 
Exemption from rates.|—See Rates & RATING. 


Part VI.—Dissolution. 


20. Winding up——Liability of member for con- 


tribution.|— He CoLonIaAL Society (1850), 15 
L. T. O. S. 410. 
21. ———- Whether under Companies Acts— 


Society not established for profit.|}—Re Briston 
ATHENEvUM, No. 1, ante. 
—_—-—-—— |—He JONES, CLEGG v. 
ELLison, No. 8, ante. 
.]}— See, also, No. 20, ante, &, 
generally, COMPANIES, Vol. X., pp. 1093 et seq. 
28. Distribution of property—Institution not in 











the nature of a joint stock company.|—c Brisro. 
ATHENAUM, No. 1, ante. 

24. ——— Institution in the nature of a joint 
stock company—Exemption under Literary & 
Scientific Institutions Act, 1854 (c. 112), s. 30.|— 
Re Jones, CLEGG v. MLLISON, No. 3, ante. 

25. -—— -——,.|—He RussELL INSTITU- 
TION, FIGGINS v. BAGHINO, No. 2, ante. 
Jurisdiction of county court judge.|— 
See Literary & Scientific Institutions Act, 1854 
(c.-112), s. 80. 








554 


LITERARY AND SCIENTIFIC INSTITUTIONS. 


Part Vil.——Particular Institutions. 


Sect. 1.—BRITISH MUSEUM. 

See 26 Geo. 2, c. 22; 27 Geo. 2, ¢.16; 7 Geo. 8, 
c. 18; 5 Geo. 4, c. 39; 2 & 8 Vict. c. 103; 41 & 42 
Vict. c. 55; 57 & 58 Vict. c. 834; 2 Edw. 7, c. 12. 

26. Subject to Charitable Uses Act, 1735 (c. 36).] 
—A devise of the proceeds of land to trustees for 
the benefit of the British Museum is within the 
above Act.—BRITISH MUSEUM (TRUSTEES) v. 
WHITE (1826), 2 Sim. & St. 594; 4 L. J. O.S. Ch. 
206; 57 E. R. 473. 
Annotations :—Consd, Carne v. Long (1858), 27 Ju. J. Ch. 

589. efd. Beaumont v. Oliveira (1869), Ch. App. 309; 

#e Verrall, National Trust for Places of Historic Interest 


or Natural Beauty v. A.-G., [1916] 1 Ch. 100. Mentd. R. 
v. Income Tax Comrs. (1911), 80 L. J. K. B, 788 


Fes generally, CHARITIES, Vol. VIII., pp. 265 
et seq. 

Right to copies of books.|—See Copyrricut, Vol. 
XITI., p. 200. 

27. Private documents in— As _ evidence — 
Proof of antiquity of handwriting.|—Permission 
given to exhibit an interrogatory after publication 
passed, to prove the antiquity of the handwriting 
in a book preserved in the British Museum.— 
KENSINGTON (LORD) v. PuGu (1829), 3 Y. & J. 
378, Ex. Ch. 








Whether place of proper custody.] 
sao EVIDENCE, Vol. XXII., p. 357, Nos. 3623— 

28. French book obtainable on request only— 
Not published so as to defeat patent..—A French 
treatise was placed in the British Museum library 
in 1863. The museum catalogue is kept with 
reference to authors’ names; books are arranged 
according to subject matter; readers can under 
guidance search for books on pericult subjects : 
—-Held : there was no prior publication in England 


on matter contained in the treatise, so as to avoid 
a patent taken out in 1876.—OTrTo v. STEEL (1885), 
31 Ch. D. 241; 655 L. J. Ch. 196; 54 L. T. 157; 


34 W. R. 289; 3R. P.C. 109. . 
sy Ruin :-—Consd. Harris v. Rothwell (1887), 35 Ch. D. 


See, generally, PATENTS. 

29. Power to exclude public.|— DE Souza »w. 
toe Museum (TRUSTEES) (1886), 2 T. L. RH. 

6. 

30. ———- Remedy when exclusion ultra vires.] 
—CHAFFERS v. TAYLOR (1896), 12 T. L. R. 278; 
40 Sol. Jo. 374. 

81. Liability for lMbel contained in books.]— 
MARTIN v. BRITISH MuUsEUM .(TRUSTEES) & 


THOMPSON (1894), 10 T. L. R. 338. 
Annotation :—Refd. Vizetelly v. Mudie’s Select Library, 
[1900] 2 Q. B. 170. 


See, generally, LIBEL & SLANDER. 


SEcT. 2.—BODLEIAN LIBRARY, OXFORD AND 
OTHER PUBLIC LIBRARIES. 

Right to copies of books.|—-See CorpyRIGHT, Vol. 
XIII., p. 200. 

Private documents as evidence—Whether place 
of proper custody.|—See EvipEenck, Vol. XXII., 
p. 357, Nos. 3627, 3628. 

Municipal public libraries.] — See, 
PUBLIC HEALTH. 


generally 


SEct. 3.—NATIONAL GALLERY. 
See National Gallery Act, 1856 (c. 29). 


LITERARY PROPERTY. 


See CoPpyRIGHT AND LITERARY PROPERTY. 


LIVERY SERVANTS. 


See REVENUE. 


LIVERY STABLE KEEPERS. 


See INNS AND INNKEEPERS LIEN. 


LLOYDS. 


See INSURANCE. 


LLOYD'S BONDS. 


See Bonps; Raitways AND CANALS. 
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LOAN SOCIETIES. 


PART I. NATURE AND CONSTITUTION . . : : . : ; P 556 
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PART II. ADMINISTRATION : ; F : , ’ ; ’ , s . 556 
SEcT. 1. VESTING OF PROPERTY IN TRUSTEES : , ‘ : ‘ : ‘ » 556 
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A. In General . é 3 i ; : ; : : . . 657 

B. Repayment by istulinents ; ‘ : . : : ‘ ; : . 657 
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Building Societies . See BUILDING SociEtTiEs. Insurance Compunies . See COMPANIES; INSUR- 

Clubs : A »» CLUBS. ANCE. 

Fidelity Guarantees ; » GUARANTEE ; INsuR- Money-lending . : », MONEY AND MONEY- 

ANCE. LENDING. 

Friendly Societies - 4, FRIENDLY Socie- Mortgages . ; . 9, BUILDING SOCIETIES ; 

TIES, MORTGAGE. 
Industrial, Provident Savings Banks » BANKERS. 
and Similar Societies ,, INDUSTRIAL, ETc. Trade Unions . ; » RADE AND ‘TRADE 


SOCIETIES. UNIONS. 


LOAN SOCIETIES. 


Part |—Nature and Constitution. 


Sect. 1.—NATURE. 

Sce Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110). 

1. Distinguished from friendly societies.) — 
A socicty established for the purpose of lending 
the money raised by the contributions of its 
members to the members themselves is not a 
friendly socicty within 10 Geo. 4, c. 56, & 4 & 5 
Will. 4, ¢. 40. 

There are distinct Acts which regulate loan 
societies, & 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 23, 5s. 2, actually 
recognises them as differing from friendly societies, 
& those Acts would certainly include the society 
in question. It is indeed true that it does not 
grant loans to persons who are not members, but 
it is merely one of its rules which prevents it 
from doing so, & a fresh rule may at once grant 
this power (WIGHTMAN, J.).—R. v. SHORTRIDGE 
(1844), 1 Dow. & L. 855; 1 New Sess. Cas. 56; 
sub nom. Rt. v. Scorr, 138 L. J. M. C. 70; 85. P. 
410; 8 Jur. 47353 sub nom. R. ve Dunwam JU., 
21.7. O. S. 353. 

ns—Refd. Kelsall v. Tyler (1856), 11 Exch. 513. 


Secr. 2.—CONSTITUTION. 

2. Registration — Necessity for.]-- A loan 
society, consisting of more than twenty persons, 
which has not been registered as a co. under 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 (c. 69), or 
been formed in pursuance of some other Act, 
& which lends money at interest to its members, 
the profits being shared by the membcrs, is 
unable, by reason of its contravening Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908 (c. 69), s. 1 (2), with 
regard to registration, to recover from a member 
the amount of moneys lent.—WILKINSON v1. 
LEViIson (1925), 42 T. L. R. 97. 

Annotation: Mentd. Greenberg v. Cooperstein, [1926] Ch. 657. 
Under Companies Act.]|—See CoMPANI«is, 
Vol. 1X., pp. 72 el seq. 

3. Enrolment — Effect of non-enrolment — 
Criminal prosecution for forgery.]—- Under an 
Indictment for forging a promissory note with 
intent to defraud A. & others, proof that the 
intent was to defraud a loan society, of which A. 
& others, to the number of more than twelve, were 
members, is sufficient, though such society was 





unenrolled. ‘The members are at all events 
partners.—R. v. PatinTER & Davis (1849), 13 
J.P. 381. 

-}-See Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), 
s.4; Local Government Act, 1888 (c. 41), s. 3 (xv); 
Friendly Societies Act, 1896 (c. 25), s. 2. 

4. Rules — Admissibility of unsigned rules to 
vary surety’s contract.|—A. borrowed a sum of 
money from a loan society, & deft. joined him 
in a joint & several promissory note for the amount. 
At the time of the loan a printed book of the 
society’s rules was given to deft. By these rules 
it was stated, that after default by the principal, 
notice would be given to the surety, & that if 
the money was not then paid, legal proceedings 
would be taken. The book was not signed :-— 
Held: these rules did not constitute an agreement 
in writing contemporaneous with the note, so as 
to be admissible to vary the contract on the note. 
Semble : if the rules had been admissible as such 
an agreement, they would not have sustained a 
plea, alleging “ that if the money was not paid 
after notice to the surety, legal proceedings would 
be taken, but not before.’’—BROWN v. LANGLEY 
(1842), 4 Man. & G. 466; 5 Scott, N. RK. 249; 12 
Jl. J.C. P. 625 1384 BK. R. 192. 

Annotations :-—Refd. Webb v. Salmon, Webb tv. Spicer 

eas 14 I. T. O. S. 86; Rayner v. Fussey (185), 28 

J. Wx. 132. 

5. Certification of — Society entitled to 
benefit of Act.|—(1) A loan society established 
pursuant to the provisions of 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 23, 
becomes entitled to the benefit of those provisions, 
upon its rules & regulations being certified by the 
barrister appointed for that purpose, & before 
they are enrolled at the quarter sessions. 

(2) One of the rules of a loan society directed 
that the repayment of loans should be sccured 
by the joint promissory note of the borrower & 
his surcties, but gave a form of note which was 
joint & several :—Held: a joint & several note 
was a note made in pursuance of the rules of the 
society, so as to come within the exemption from 
stamp duty created by 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 23, 8. 7.-— 
BRADBURNE v. WHITBREAD (1843), 5 Man. & G. 
439; 6 Scott, N. R. 283; 12 L. J.C. P. 2183; 7 
J.P. 241; 7 Jur. 629; 1384 E.R. 635. 

Annotation :—.A8 to (1) Apld. Dewhurst v. Clarkson (1854), 

3 Kk. & B. 194. 








Part |I1.—Administration. 


Srecr. 1.--VESTING OF PROPERTY IN TRUSTEES. 
See loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), s. 8. 


Secr. 2.— ACCOUNTS. 
Duty to render annual abstract of accounts.|- 
Sce loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), s. 27. 


Secr. 3.—DEBENTURES. 
: peeue of.]|-—See Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 1. 


a. Ioan to person residing outside 
defined district.\—Doeft., a person not 





residing within the district defined by 
the society’s rules, was sued on foot of 
& promissory note for £10 :—Held 


Liability for payment of.|—Sce Loan Societics 
Act, 1840 (c. 110), 5. 10. 

Payment on death of debenture-holder where no 
grant of representation.|—Sce luoan Socicties Act, 
1840 (c. 110), 5s. 11. 

Exemption of from stamp duty.]—/Sce 
Socicties Act, 1840 (c. 110), s. 9. 


loan 


Srecr. +.—LOANS. 
SuB-SECT. 1.—-GRANTING LOANS. 


Limit to loan.|—See Loan Societies Act, 1840 
(c. 110), 5, 13. 


loan, being made to a person not 
residing within the defined district, 


; the was unauthorised as a statutory loan, 


Part J].—ADMINISTRATION. 


Preliminary fees.]|—Sce I.oan Societies Act, 1840 
(c. 110), ss. 5, 20, 23. 

6. Loans need not be confined to members.)]-— 
R, v. SHORTRIDGE, No. 1, ante. 

7. Loans made by drawing lots among members 
—Not illegal under Lottery Acts.|——-A society 
formed for making advances to its members, which 
selects by lot the members who are to receive 
advances, is not illegal under the Lottery Acts.— 
WALLINGFORD v. MUTUAL SOCIETY (1880), 5 App. 
Cas. 685 ; 50 lL. J. Q. B. 493 43 L. T. 258; 29 
W. R. 81, H. L. 

Annotations :—Mentd. Kdmunds v. Wallingford (1885), 14 
. B.D. 811; Speers v. Daggers (1885), Cab. & El. 503; 
urkiss v. Low (1886), 3 T. L. R. 63; Gunga Narain 

Gupta v. Tiluckran Chowdhry (1888), L. R. 15 Ind. App. 

119; Steadman v. Hakim (1888), 58 L. J. Q. B. 57; 

Manger, cte. (Syndics under Bankruptcy of Rodriques) 

v. Cash (1889), 5 T. L. R. 271; Lawrance v. Norreys 


(1890), 15 App. Cas. 210; Arnold & Butler v. Bottomley, 
[1908] 2 K. B. 151, 


8. Security for repayment —— Whether society’s 
own certificates may be taken.|—-The arts. of a 
mutual loan society contained a provision con- 
fining securities for repayment of advances to 
‘‘real or other securities, excepting personal 
securities, either by bonds, bills of exchange, or 
promissory notes ’’:——Held: (1) the loan certifi- 
cates of the society were not personal securities 
within the exception in the arts. ; (2) there is no 
rule of law prohibiting a co. from trafficking in its 
own shares.—GRIMWADE v. MUTUAL SOCIETY 
(1884), 52 L. T. 409; sub nom. Re Mutuan 
SOCIETY, GRIMWADE v. Murua Socrery, 1 
Td. R. 115. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—REPAYMENT. 
A. dn General. 
9. Action for— By unregistered society — Not 
a aca a v. Lrvison, No. 2, 
ante. 


B. Repayment by Instalments. 

See Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), ss. 21, 22. 

10. Default in payments — Right of set-off of 
earlier payment—Against promissory note given as 
security.|—By the rules of a money loan society 
it was provided, that each holder of shares should 
pay a certain sum per week upon each share, & 
that cach member should take his share by sale 
or for want of a purchaser by ballot; that for 
each share he was to receive the sum of £40, when 
paid by the members, upon giving a security, 
to be approved of by the committee. A. pur- 
chased a £40 share, & by way of the security 
required, he gave, with two parties, a joint pro- 
missory note payable on demand, for £40 to the 
treasurer of the society. He continued the 


& invalid.——ENNISKILLEN LOAN FUND Against 


SOCIETY (TREASURER) Vv. GREEN, [1898] 





f. 
tative.}] ——- Proceedings by the trea- 
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weekly payments regularly for some time, & others 
were made by his sureties, & then default was 
made :—Held:; in default of payment of the 
weekly sums, the preceding payments of the weekly 
sums were po evidence in support of a plea of part 
payment of the note.— JONES v. GRETTON (1853), 
8 Exch. 7783; 10. L. R. 666, 22 L. J. Es. 247 5 
21h. 1.0.8. 1673 173. P.473; 155 BK. RR. 1565. 
«lnnotation :-—Mentd. Hope v, Meck (1855), 10 Exch. 829. 


11. .|—A member of a money 
club having obtained from it a loan, gave, with 
two sureties, a promissory note for the amount 
& interest & expenses, payable to the order of the 
then treasurer. He, having ceased to be treasurer, 
indorsed the note in blank, & delivered it to the 
attorney of the club, in the presence of another 
member, who forthwith instructed the attorncy 
to sue in his name upon it. The action was 
brought against the three makers; & the two 
sureties, severing from the principal in their 
pleading, pleaded denying the indorsement, & 
also a general plea of payment & an equitable 
plea of set-off, but were not allowed to plead 
partnership with pltf. 16 was proved that £21 
due to the principal from the society had been 
carried to his credit. After verdict for pltf. for 
the full amount o? the note, a certificate for speedy 
execution was obtained ex paric:—Held: the 
certificate was regular; & semble: defts., at all 
events upon these pleas, were not entitled to the 
benefit of the payment in reduction of the note ; 
but a rule visi to reduce the verdict on that ground 
was, reluctantly, granted. It appeared, however, 
upon affidavits on showing cause, that the motion 
had been made on behalf of the surecvies without 
their authority; & the ct. at once granted a 
cross-rule to discharge the former rule on that 
ground, & pltf.’s affidavits not being satisfactorily 
answered, afterwards made that cross-rule abso- 
lute.—JENKINS v. Tonaut (1860), 29 I. J. Idx. 
147. 

12, -.|—The surety on a promissory 
note given to secure a loan to a member of a 
money club formed for the purpose of raising 
money by means of monthly subscriptions, & 
Jending it in smallsums at interest to the members, 
& dividing the proceeds when the shares are 
fully paid up & the loans repaid, cannot rely 
upon the monthly subscriptions & premiums paid 
by his principal, as payments in reduction of his 
liability upon the note.—Wriant ». LLICKLING 
(1866), L. R.2 C. P. 199; 361. J.C. P. 4053 15 
L. T. 245. 

















Construction of bond given to secure 
repayment.|—By the condition of a bond, the 
obligor was to pay the money by monthly instal- 
ments, & ‘‘ when & as often as he should make 


personal represen- 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.-—B. 


27. R. 103.—IR. 


b. Interest.J—EDINBURGH LIFE AS- 
SURANOE Co. v. GRAHAM (1860), 19 
U. C. R. 581.—CAN, 

c. Iiffect of assignment of mort- 
gage.J—REID v. WHITEHEAD (1864), 
10 Gr. 446.—CAN. 


PART II. SECT. 4, SUB-SECT. 2.—A. 


d. Action for— When  brought.j— 
Proceedings by the treasurer or secre- 
tary of a loan society, on notes made 
to him for the repayment of loans, 
inust be brought within six months 
from the time when the cause of com- 
plaint arose.—ATTHILL ¥v. Woons, 
{1903] 2 I. HR. 305.—IR. 

8. ——.}—R. (O'REILLY) v. 
FERMANAGH JJ., (1904) 21. R. 18.— 








surer or secretary of a lorn society to 
recover the amount of a promissory 
note for the repayment of a loan from 
the socicty may be taken against the 
personal representative of a deceased 
maker.—ATTHILL v. Woops, (1903) 2 
I. Rt. 305.—IR. 





g. -}—The treasurer or secre- 
tary of a loan society cannot proceed 
by civil bill to recover the amount of 
a promissory note for the repayment 
of a loan from the society. His sole 
remedy is by complaint before a justice 
of the peace.—Moork v. DONAGHER, 
{1903] 2 T. R. 290.—IR. 


h. Repayment before maturity of 
mortgage—Mode of calculating interest. 
Scan v. CRONE (1879), 26 Gr. 459. 


k. Right to change mode of repay- 
ment— Mortgage as collateral security— 
Terms of repayment in mortgage. j— 
Where a mtge. of real estate by a 
inember of a Joan assoen. incorporated 
under RK. 8, O. 1887, c. 169, executed 
to secure collaterally an advance to 
him of the amount of the maturity 
value of certain of his shares in the 
assoen., contained a covenant by ths 
mtgor. that the monthly payments 
would be made according to the bye- 
laws of the assocn. until the shares 
should have matured, & also that he 
would make the sevcral payments 
provided by the bye-laws for the time 
ing with respect to shares & the 
periment thereof :—Jfeld : the assocn. 

ad power, by bye-law passed subsc- 
quent to the execution of the mtge., 
to change tho mode of payment, 
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Sect. 4.—Loans: Sub-sect. 2, B. & C. 
Part III. Sect. 1: Sub-sects. 1 & 2. 
Sub-sects. 1,2 &3. Part IV.) 


default in the payment of any of the said monthly 
instalments, he should pay to the obligees 1s. in 
the pound for each & every pound of the said 
instalment so left unpaid ’’ :—Held: the obligees 
were not entitled to anything in respect of frac- 
tional parts of a pound. 

The words are, that when & so often as the 
obligor shali make default in the payment of any 
of the said monthly instalments, he shall pay to 
the society 1s. in the pound for each & every 
pound of the said instalment so left unpaid— 
not at the rate of ls. inthe pound (ERLE, C.J.).— 
THREE Towns Sociery v. DOYLE (1862), 13 C. B. 
N.S. 200; 1 New Rep. 26; 71. 7.2763; 11 W. R. 
22; 143 KE. R. 116. 


C. Liability of Surety. 
’ Liability of surcty generally, see GUARANTEE, 
Vol. XXVI., pp. 62 et seq. 

See Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), s. 16. 

14. Deviation from rules of society — Whether 
defence available to surety.|—A plea that a pro- 
missory note was obtained by fraud, covin & 
misrepresentation, pleaded by a surety in such 
note, was held not to be supported by proof 
that the note was given for money lent by pltfs. 
at 20 per cent. interest, in the name of a joint 
stock co., fraudulently represented by pltfs. to 
have been established for the purpose of lending 
money at 5 per cent., & to consist of shareholders, 
contributors & borrowers & to be governed by 
officers elected by such shareholders, contributors 
& borrowers no such co. having ever existed, & the 
two pltfs. being the only lenders.—GREEN v. 
GOSDEN (1841), 3 Man. & G. 446; 4 Scott, N. R. 
138; 11L.J3.C.P.4; 5 Jur. 1010; 1383 KB. R. 1218. 


Annotations :—Refd. Cannam v. Johnson (1847), 9 l. T. 
O.S. 82; Wright v. Campbell (1861), 2 F. & F. 393. 


Sect. 5. 
Sect. 2: 


LoAN SOcrETIES. 


15. ——_ ———— Failure to inform sureties of 
payments in arrear.|—P. borrowed a sum of aes d 
from a loan society of which he was a member, 
defts., who were not members of the society, 
joined him in a bond & promissory note for the 
amount. By the terms of the loan P. was to repay 
the money by weekly instalments. One of the 
society’s rules directed the managing committee 
to inform the sureties when the instalments were 
four weeks in arrear, & empowered them to 
commence legal proceedings against the sureties. 
P. died in 1859, after having repaid a portion of 
the loan, but being at the time of his death more 
than four weeks in arrear. Defts. were not 
informed of this till an action was brought in 
1862 on the bond & note :—Held: the rules of the 
society formed no part of defts.’ contract so as 
to afford them any ground of equitable defence to 
the action.—-PrickE v. KIRKHAM (1864), 3 H. & C. 
437; 5 New Rep. 59; 34 L. J. Ex. 35; 11 L. T. 
314; 29J.P.8; 159 E. RR. 601. 

16. Liability to be sued in priority to principal 
debtor.|—-Brown v. LANGLEY, No. 4, ante. 

17. Right to set-off— Subscriptions paid by 
principal debtor.|—WhiGcut v. Hickninea, No. 12, 
ante. 


Srecr. 5.—EXEMPTION FROM STAMP DUTY, 
INCOME TAX, ETC. 

See T.oan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), ss. 9, 14. 

18. Stamp duty — Promissory note made in 
accordance with rules.J}—BRADBURNE v. WHIT- 
BREAD, No. 5, anie. 

19. Income tax— Sums payable for interest 
assessable.|— MEnsEY LoAN & DIscouNT Co. v. 
WooTTON (1887), 4 T. L. R. 1643; 2 Tax Cas. 


316. 
Annotation :—Dbtd. Gresham Life <Assce. Soc. v. Styles, 
[1892] A. C, 309. 


Part I1l.—Offences, Penalties and Proceedings. 


Srecr. 1.—OFFENCES AND PENALTIES. 
SUB-SECT. 1.—UNDER STATUTE. 


Failure to make annual return.|—<See Loan 
Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), s. 27. 


SuB-sEcT. 2.—CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS UNDER 
GENERAL LAW AGAINST OFFICERS AND MEM- 
BERS. 

Forgery.}] — See CriminaL Law, Vol. 

p- 1041, Nos. 1173 et seq. 

Embezzlement.|—-See CRIMINAL LAW, Vol. XV., 
pp. 926 et seq. 

Larceny.}|—See CRIMINAL Law, Vol. XV., pp. 865 
et seq. 


XV., 


Sect. 2.— LEGAL PROCEEDINGS. 
SuB-sEcT. 1.—SUMMARY JURISDICTION. 

See Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), s. 16; 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848 (c. 43), s. 11. 

20. Who must take proceedings — ‘‘ Treasurer 
which, accor to the mtge. was by 
fixed monthly ments, to a pro- 
vision ig ete when the 


8 
matured mtge. should be released. 
—WILLIAMS ¥. DOMINION PERMANENT 


Loan Co. (1901), 1 O. L. R. 5382.— | tion 
CAN. . 


PART III. SECT. 1, SUB-SECT, 2. 
1. Loan Corporations Act — Conwic- 


for time being.’’|—(1) Proceedings to recover the 

amount of a promissory note, made payable to 

‘‘the treasurer for the time being’’ of a loan 

society under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 23, must be taken 

by the treasurer in office when such proceedings 
are to be commenced, not the party who was 
treasurer when the note was made. 

(2) Such treasurer cannot bring an action upon 
the note, but must proceed by complaint before 
a justice under 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 23, 5. 8. Qu: 
whether the trustees of the society could sue upon 
such note, in virtue of the rights vested in them 
by sect. 4 ?—TIMMS v. WILLIAMS (1842), 3 Q. B. 
413; 2 Gal. & Dav. 621; 11 L. J. Q. B. 210; 6 
J.P. 685; 6 Jur. 1012; 114 H.R. 565. 

Annotations :-—As to (2) Refd. Magnus v. Hall (1843), 8 
J.P.71; Exp. Payne, Re Payne v. Garratt (1850), Cox, 
M. & H. 311. 

21. Form of order—Must be for immediate 
payment.|—An order for payment made by a 
justice of the peace, under Loan Societies Act, 
1840 (c. 110), must be for immediate payment ; 
he has no jurisdiction to order payment in a certain 
time from making the order.— PARKER v. BOUGHEY 
under— Right . ° 
PIERCE 1904), Pee He MT vi 
O. W. R. 411; 5 O. W. R. 464; 9 
O. L. R. 374.—CAN 


Part IV.—WInpinc UP. 


(1862),3 B. & 8.43; 31 L.J.M. C. 272; 26 J. P. 
56383; 9 Jur. N. 8.118; 122 BE. R. 17. 

See, now, Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (c. 49), 
s. 7; Criminal Justice Act, 1914 (c. 58), s. 1. 


SUB-SECT. 2.—PROCEEDINGS IN COUNTY COURTS. 
See Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), ss. 17, 18. 


SUB-SECT. 3.—PROCEEDINGS IN SUPERIOR COURTS. 


See Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), s. 19. 

22. Jurisdiction of court—- Whether ousted by 
provision for application to justices.|—5 & 6 Will. 
4, c. 238, authorised the trustees to lend money 
under certain circumstances, & to take promissory 
notes in the name of the treasurer as security for 
repayment. The Act, s. 8, authorised a justice 
cf the peace upon complaint of the treasurer, to 
summon such party & award payment to be 
enforced by distress :—Held: the jurisdiction of 
the superior cts. was not thereby taken away ; 
especially in an action brought upon a promissory 
note, which did not appear, from the pleadings, 
to have been given in respect of a Joan.—-ALBON 
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v. PYKE (1842), 4 Man. & G. 421; 5 Scott, N. R. 

241; 11 L. J.C. P. 266; 184 E. R. 172. 

Ae -—Refd. Marshall v. Nicholls (1852), 18 Q. B. 
23, —— ——]—Timus v. Wu: , No. 20, 

ante. 


24. Unregistered society —Note given to two 
members—Whether all members must sue.]— 
A promissory note was given to two individuals 
by name, to secure an advance of the maker, out 
of the funds of the loan society not enrolled 
pursuant to 5 & 6 Will. 4, c. 23 :—Held: in suing 
upon the note, it was not necessary to join all the 
members of the society—BAWDEN v. HOWELL 
(1841), 3 Man. & G. 638; 4 Scott, N. R. 331; 6 
Jur. 37; 1383 E. R. 1296. 

25. —— Right to 
LEvISON, No. 2, ante. 

28. Trustees — Right to sue.| — Timms v. WItL- 
LIAMS, No. 20, ante. 

27. Action by treasurer for time being — Must 
show that note capable of being sued on.]—The 
treasurer for the time being of a loan society, 
enrolled under Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), 
& suing under sect. 19 of that Act for the recovery 
of a loan by the society, must show by his declara- 
tion that he is suing on such a note or security as 
that sect. enables him to sue on.—MAGNUS v. HALE 
(1843), 1 L. T. O. S. 253; 8 J. P. 71. 


sue.| —- WILKINSON  v. 


Part IV.—Winding Up. 


Winding up, generally, see COMPANIES, Vol. X., 
pp. 814 et seq. 

28. Unregistered society—Jurisdiction to wind up 
under Companies Acts—Society with more than seven 
members.|—-fie CROWN & CUSHION LOAN I]*UND 
Society (1850), 14 L. T. O. 8. 346; 14 Jur. 874. 

29. —— —— ——.|—An assocn. formed for 
the loan of sums of money to members of the 
society, upon security of their respective pro- 
missory notes, with interest on the amounts lent, 
whereby a profit may be derived to the society: 
& which assocn. has come to an end :—Held: to 
be an assocn. to be wound up in the usual way 
under the Acts for that purpose. Where the ct. 
sees that a preliminary reference would have no 
other object than for the master to report the same 
facts which were in evidence before the ct., the 
ct. was bound to make the order of reference to 
wind up the affairs of the co. in the first instance.— 
Re SHERWOOD LOAN Co., La p. Smit (1851), 
1 Sim. N.S. 165; 20L. J.Ch.177; 16. T. 0.8. 
359; 61 EH. R. 64. 


Annotation :-—Apld. Re St. George’s Benefit Bldg. Soc. 
(1857), 27 L. J. Ch. 96. 


o— Society with less than seven 
members.|—-On a creditor’s petition for the winding 
up of an unregistered loan society, formed under 
Loan Societies Act, 1840 (c. 110), the members of 
which formerly exceeded seven in number, but 
were now only four:—Held: having regard to 
Companies Act, 1862 (c. 89), ss. 199, 200, a winding- 
up order could not be made when the number of 
members had at the date of the petition fallen 





PART III. SECT. 2, SUB-SECT. 3. 


m. Appeal ta county court — 
Whether subsequent appeal to High | 135.—IR. 
gcurt.} Where under ritable Loan 
Societies Act, 1906, 8. 6, an eppest is 
taken to the county ct. from a decision 
of a ct. of summary jurisdiction, a 


further appeal from the county ct. to 
the judge of assize does not lie.— 
STAFFORD v. TEAGUE (1907), 41 I. L. T. 


n. A ppeal from 
Where jurisdiction wrongl 
Where the county court:-judge wrongly 


below seven.—Re Bouton BENEFIT LOAN SocIEry, 
Coop v. BootH (1879), 12 Ch. D. 679; 49 TL. J. Ch. 
39; 28 W. R. 164. 
Annotation :—Folld. Te 
[1895] 1 Ch. 663. 


81. Right of member to set off deposit against 
loan—Loan made after notice of withdra wal.]— 
Pitf., the official liquidator of a co-operative loan 
society, registered under Loan Societies Act, 1840 
(c. 110), which had been ordered by the Master 
of the Rolls to be wound up as an unregistered 
co. under Companies Acts, 1862 (c. 89), & 1867 
(c. 131), & the proceedings transferred to the 
county ct., brought an action in the county ct. 
against deft., who had been a sharcholder in the 
society, for £14, the balance due upon a bond 
or note, repayable by weekly instalments. By one 
of the rules of the socicty it was provided that 
members who were borrowers could not withdraw 
their deposits until the loan was repaid. Before 
the date of the loan deft. had given the notice 
required by the rules of the society to withdraw 
money paid by him into the funds of the society 
amounting to £21 13s. The notice having expired, 
& the directors being unable to pay in accordance 
with the notice, they granted the loan of £15 to 
deft. Deft. sought to set off the sum of £21 13s. 
against the sum sued for, on the ground that having 
given a proper notice, according to the rules, he 
was entitled to receive his money prior to the loan 
being made, & had a right of action against the 
society which entitled him to set off that amount 
against the amount sued for :—Held: deft. was 


Bowling & Welby’s Contract, 


exercised the jurisdiction of a ct. of 
first instance & gave a decree on a 
process brought on a loan fund note 
y a loan fund society as pltf., the 
judge of assize has jurisdiction to 
reverse that decree.—-BALLYJ AMESDUFF 
LOAN Funp Soorsty vw. TIERNEY 
(1907), 41 rT L. T. 187.—IR. 


county court — 


exercised. }— 
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not entitled to set off this sum. The deposits had 
become a portion of the funds of the society, & 
were not specifically applicable to the repayment 
of deft.’s deposits merely by reason of the notice. 
It was not, in any sense of the expression, a debt 
due to deft., but assets of the society in the 
winding up; & deft. was precluded from setting 
off this sum under the provisions of the Companies 
Act, 1862 (c. 89).—PHILLIPSON v. HALE (1880), 
43]. T. 508; 45 J. P. 39, D.C. 

32. Advance to member on security of rever- 
sion—Failure to pay instalment after voluntary 
winding up—Falling in of reversion.|—-CorDINu- 
LEY v. ALLIANCE SOCIETY, [1887] W. N. 220. 

33. Priorities — Notice of withdrawal before 
winding up.J—Re Muruat Society (1880), 24 

th. D. 425, n. 


Annotations : _Distd. Walton v. Edge (1884), ay Ape. Cas, 
33. Consd. Re Alliance Soc. (1885), 28 Ch. 


34, .|— By the rules of a mutual 
loan socicty, which was registered as an unlimited 
co. under the Companies Act, 1862 (c. 69), every 
year a separate fund was formed by subscriptions 








LOAN SOCIETIES. 


of members joining the society during the year. 
The accounts of each fund were kept distinct, & 
members received appropriations out of the par- 
ticular fund to which they belonged. With- 
drawing members were entitled, after notice, to 
payment in order of the date of notice, & only out 
of moneys received from time to time in respect 
of their particular fund. ‘The society was volun- 
tarily wound up :—Held: upon the true con- 
struction of the rules such withdrawing members 
were entitled to priority over the continuing 
members as to their particular fund, & the rule with 
regard to the withdrawal of members was a con- 
tract between the members of the society, & 
under it the members who had given notice of 
withdrawal as above mentioned had a contractual 
right to be paid in priority out of their particular 
fund, & such right was not put an end to by the 
winding up or by the closing of the fund.—Re 
ALLIANCE Society (1885), 28 Ch. D. 559; 54 
L. J. Ch. 540; 52 L. T. 695, C. A. 


Annotation : —Refd. Botten v. cCley & Suburban Permanent 
Bidg. Soc, ., 1893) 2 Ch. 441 


PART IV. 
33 i. Priorilies—Notice of withdrawal before winding un.]—-ADIPURNAM PILLAI v. D’SENA (1895), I. L. R. 19 Mad. 85.—IND. 
o. Compromise of claims.]—O’REILLY v. CONNOR, SAME v. ALLEN, [1904] 2 I. Rt. 601,.—IR. 


LOCAL AUTHORITIES. 


EDUCATION ; 
METROPOLIS ; 
WaTER SUPPLY. 


See CORPORATIONS ; 
GOVERNMENT ; 
SEWERS AND DRAINS ; 


ELECTIONS ; 
Poor Law ; 


Hicuways, STREETS, AND Bripces; Loca 
Pusiic HEALTH AND Locat ADMINISTRATION ; 


LOCAL COURTS. 


Sec County Courts; Courts; 
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